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RyudaiReDiezuq/Em7o-Americα〃StudiesNo.50,2006

TheNewEconomicCriticism2

PreliminaryFoundations

MasaomiKobayashi

Ｉ

MarthaWoodmanseeandMarkOsteen'sco-editorialwork，Ｔ/ｔｅﾉVem

Eco几omjcC7jtjcism,isacollectionofessavsthatattemptstoexplorevaried

waysinwhichliteratureandeconomicsaremutuallyilluminating・

Justasthesubtitle“StudiesatthelntersectionbetweenLiteratureand

Economics',ｉｎdicates,theeditorsplacegreatemphasisontheintersection

atwhichtomakecriticalexchangesbetweenthediscourses、Theemphasis

isbasedontheirprimaryconcernaboutuncoordinatedrelationsbetween

literatureandeconomics・Animportanteconomistinthisverycontextis

Donald(Deirdre)McCloskey，Inherwritmgs1shearguesthateconomicsis

certainlyscientific,ｂｕｔａｔｔｈｅｓａｍｅｔｉｍｅｉｔｅｍｐｌｏｙｓａｌａｎｇuagecomposedof

suchrhetoricaldevicesａｓｔｒｏｐｅｓａｎｄｔａｌｅｓｂｙｗｈｉｃｈｔｏｅｘｐｌｏreandexplain

economicphenomena・ＩｎＴｈｅＲﾉjeto(ＣＱ／ＥＣＯ"omics，ｆｏｒexample,she

declaresthateconomicsisbothanalyticalandrhetorical：“Whenan

economistsaysⅢasheveryfrequentlydoes，‘Thedemandcurveslopes

down,，heisusingtheEnglishlanguage;ａｎｄｉｆｈｅｉｓｕｓｉｎｇｉｔｔｏｐｅｒｓｕａｄｅ，

asheveryfrequentlyis，ｈｅｉｓａｒｈｅｔｏｒ，ｗｈｅｔｈｅｒｈｅｋｎｏｗｓｏｒｌｉｋｅｓｉｔｏｒ

ｎｏｔ'，（57）ThusMcCloskey，sargumentisthat，consciouslyornot，

economistsasscientistsuserhetoricinsofarastheyuselanguage

ItshouldbehastenedtoaddthatMcCloskev'saimisneverto

demystifyeconomicsasunscientific；ｂｕｔｉｔｉｓｈｅｒｂｅｌｉｅｆｔｈａｔｓｃｉｅｎｃｅｈａｓ
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arhetoricandthereforethateconomicshasarhetoric，too・Ａｔｔｈｃ

ｓａｍｅｔｉｍｅｔｈａｔｓｈｅｓｅｅｓｅｃｏｎｏｍicsasascience，sheishenceableto

discovernaturallinksbetweeneconomicsasasocialscienceand

literatureasahumanScience・Ｉｎ〃You'7ｅＳＯＳｍａｒｔ,subtitle。“The

NarrativeofEconomicExpertise,，，ｓｈｅｐｏｉｎｔｓｔｏｅｃｏｎｏｍｉｃｓａｓａｆｏｒｍｏｆ

ｓtorytelling：

EconomicstoriesdependonrhetoricThepoinｔｉｓｎｏｔｔｏ

ｅｘｐｏｓｅｔｈｅｒｈｅｔｏｒｉｃａｎｄｔｈencondemnitforbeingrhetoric

RhetoricisunavoidableAneconomistorhistoriancannot

avoidrhetoricsinceanyargumenthasarhetoric，astyleof

argument，taking‘`argument,,ｔｏｍｅａｎ“anydesignsonthe

reader.，，Acollectionofrandomfactsandassortedbitso［

ｌｏｇｉｃｄｏｅｓｎｏｔａｄｄｕｐｔｏａｎａｒｇｕｍｅｎｔ；ｂｕｔａｓｓｏｏｎａｓａ

ｗｒｉｔｅｒａｄｖｏｃａｔｅｓａｍｏｄｅｌｏｒａｓｔｏｒｙｉｎｗｈｉｃｈｔｈｅｆａｃｔｓａｎｄ

ｌｏｇｉｃａｒｅｔｏｆｉｔｈｅｈａｓｂｅｇｕｎｔｏａｒｇｕｅ・Ｉｆｏｎｅｉｓｔｏａｒｇｕｅｉｎ

ｆａｖｏｒｏｆｔｈｉｓｏｒｔhａｔｓｔｏｒｙｔｈｅｒｅｉｓｎｏｗａｙｏｆｂｅingnon‐

rhetorical．（56）

InMcCloskey，ｓｖｉｅｗ，humanandsocialsciencesareinterrelatedwith

oneanother，“sinceanyargumenthasarhetoric”Ｉｆａｎｙｗｒｉｔｅｒｉｓ

ｉｎｃａｐａｂｌｅｏｆ“beingnon-rhetorical,,,ｉｔｉｓｂｅｃａｕｓｅｓｈｅｕｓｅｓ“ａｍｏｄｅｌｏｒ

ａｓｔｏｒｙ.”lInotherwords，awriterarguesbybuildingamodelor

tellingastory；ineithercase1shedesignsandreasonsherargumentso

astopersuadeheraudience，ｎａｍｅｌｙ“thereader.，，Inthispoint，the

economistcanbeseenasaspecifｉｃｔｙｐｅｏ「storytellerwhousesamodel

“ｍｗｈｉｃｈｔｈｅｆａｃｔｓａｎｄｌｏｇｉｃａｒｅｔｏｆｉｔ.”Ｂｙｆｏｃｕｓｉｎｇｏｎｔｈｅａｃｔｏｆ

ｗｒｉｔｉｎｇａｓｓtorvtelling，McCloskeyhasthusaimedtointerface

economicswithliterature-andthethrustofthepresentessayisto

reexaminethisveryinterfaceinordertorefineeconomiccriticism

McCloskey，sprovocativewritingshavebeengreatlymfluentiaLIn
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theprefacetohercollaborativeworkwithArjoKlamer,shegivesthe

followingemphasistoherachievement：“Economistshavebeguntosee

thattheirtalkisrhetorical-intheancientsenseofhonestargument

directedatanaudience・Realizingatlastthateconomicsusesargument

besidesaxiom-and-theoremanddata-and-regress，thevhavebegunto

listenmoreintentlytoargumentselsewhere''（ＣＯ"se9ue"ｃｅ４)．Ｔｈａｔｉｓ，

McCloskeyrevealsthatbehindtheeconomisピsargumentationisthe

ancientartofstorytellingAccordingLoWoodmanseeandOsteen，

however,notonlyeconomistsbutalso`[o]thershaveattemptedtoextend

McCloskey，sinsights（notalwayswithherapprovalハparticularlya

growingcadreoffeministandneo-Marxists,,（22)．Nonetheless,shehas

confrontedthethreemajorproblems：ｌ）“McClosekv，sworkhasbeen

metwithmuchresistanceamongeconomists，mostofwhomstilladhere

totheparadigmsofneoclassiclaism-mathematizationobjectivity，free

rationalchoice，exogenoustastes，etc"；２）“Marxists，ｆｏｒexample，have

assertedthatMcCloskey，santi-foundationalismisambivalentandhalf-

hearted，chargingthataftershedemonstratestheinvalidityofCartesean

firstprinciples，sheturnsaroundandreinstatesthe、，，；ａｎｄ３）‘Even

McCloskeyhassometimesfaileｄｔｏａｎａｌｙｚｅｈｅｒｏｗｎｔｒｏｐｅｓ，andhas

thusbeenchaUengedforcelebratingthe1marketplaceofideas,without

recognizmgitasametaphor，，（22)．Comparedwiththefirsttwo

oppositions，ｔｈｅｌａｓｔｏｎｅｄｉｆｆｅｒｓｉｎｔｈａｔｉｂｅｘｅｍplifiesthateconomists

usemetaphorsnotonlyconvincinglybutalsomisleadingly・Asan

economist，PaulKrugmanpointsout：

Policyentrepreneursgenerallyprefertheirmodelsintheform

ofmetaphors:ｆｏｒexample,tｈｅｙｍａydescribetheU・Seconomv

asbemglikeacorporation,competingintheworldmarketplace，

andthereforemetaphoricalmodelsｃａｎａｌｌｔｏｏｅａｓｉｌｙｃｒｅａｔｅａ

ｆａｌｓｅｉｍｐressionofunderstandingandsophistication，ａｎｄ
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thosewhorelvexclusivelyonmetaphoroftenfailtonotice

thattheirfinephrasesarecoveringcrudeconceptualor

factualmistakes，，（28）

Consideringtheaboveargumentoverseeminglyeconomicforms,McClos-

key，scritiqueofeconomicscanbesupported：economists，includingpolicy

entrepreneurs，douserhetoricaldevicesandmetaphoricalmodelsThis

factservestodemonstratediscursiveaffinitiesbetweenliteratureand

ｅｃｏｎｏＩｎｌｃｓ

ＭｃＣｌｏｓｋｅｙｐｒｏｖｅｓｔｈｅｌｉteraryaspectsofeconomics，butherailnis

actuallytwofold、Ａｔｔｈｅｓａｍｅｔｉｍｅｔｈａｔｓｈｅｌａｙｓｇｒｅａｔｓtressonthe

needofimprovingeconoｍｉｃｓｂｙｕｒｇｍｇｅｃｏｎｏｍｉｓｔｓｔｏｒｅｆｉｎｅｔheirmodels

andredefineeconomics，sheclaimsthatmostliterarycriticshavefound

theirpathwaystoeconomicsbyacquiringasetofeconomicknowledge

fromMarxandMarxists、Indeed，economiccriticismwasinitiaUv

practicedbytheFrankfurtschoolandLeftistcriticsofthel930ssuchas

GeorgeLukacsDuringthepostwarperiod，however，theirapproaches

wereratherweakenedbyNewCriticismWoodmanseeandOsteenrefer

asfollowstothishistoricalprocess：“theprofessionwasdominatedby

theallegedlyapoliticalproceduresofNewCriticism,',which“almost

exclusivelyfocusedonthemanifestcontextoftexts-characters'behaviors，

monetarvtermsandtropes，etc-oftenwithoutdetaileddocumentation

evenoftheauthor1sfinancialhabitsorbeliefs，andcertainlywithout

consideringnationalorlocaleconomiesorcontemporaryeconomic

practicesortheories',（13)．

ThecurrentwithdrawalofNewCriticismintothebackgroundisdue

largelytotheemergenceofnewcriticaltheories,suchaspoststructuralism，

culturalmaterialism,andNewHistoricismSignificantly,thesecriticisms

arecloselyassociatedwithMarxismForexample，FredricJamesonis

generallyconsideredtobeapoststructuralMarxist，ｗｈｏ“hａｓｂｅｅｎｏｆ
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specialimportancetothereemergenceofMarxistcritique,，ａｎｄｗｈｏｓｅ

"workismarkedbyasophisticateduseofconceptsfrompoststructuralist，

psychoanalytic,andotherformsofcriticalthought，butitremainsfirmly

rootedintheMarxisttradition，'(Booker81）Asforculturalmaterialism，

iｔgoeswithoutsayingthatitismaterialismbasedonMarxism,although，

asstatedbefore，itattachesparticularimportancetocultureasa

superstructurerelativelyindependentoftheeconomicbase・Lastly，new

historicismisalsoinseparablefromMarx'smaterialism：“Thenew

historicistemphasisonmaterialpracticesinsocietybearsobviousaffinities

tothehistoricalmaterialismofKarlMarx，andnewhistoricistanalysis

ingeneraloftenrecallstheculturalcriticismofneo-Marxistssuchas

RaymondWilliams',（Bookerl37)．McCloskev'sclaimisthussupported

byabriefoverviewoftwentieth-centurvcriticaltheories：Ｍａｒｘｉｓｍａｓａ

ｗｈｏｌｅｈａｓｐｌａｙｅｄａｎｉｍｐｏrtantpartinformingeconomiccriticismasa

discourselsit,then,possibleforeconomiccriticstoexpandtheirhorizons

ofthisspecificinterdiscursivityundersuchaninflexiblecondition？To

answerthisquestionisthechieftaskofthenextsection．

Ⅱ

WhileadmittingMarxism，slong-standinginfluenceonawidevariety

ofliteraryandculturalcriticisms，WoodmanseeandOsteenreexamine

criticalexchangesbetweeneconomicandliterarystudies、Intheiridea，

itisnotonlyMarxistcriticismbutalsoothereconomicdiscoursesand

practicesthaｔservetorefineeconomiccriticism：“ｗｅｐｒｅｓｅｎｔｉｎｔｈｉｓ

ｖｏｌｕｍｅａｎｕｍｂｅｒｏｆcriticalinvestigationsandexchangesthatwillhelpto

refineandredefineeconomiccriticismasbothaliterary-criticalpractice

andasaconstructivecritiqueofeconomics”（12)．Inordertodealwith

economicsingeneral，theeditorsassert，itisnecessarvforliterary
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criticstouseeconomicterms，metaphors，andparadigmswithacute

consciousｎｅｓｓｏｆｈｏｗｔｈｅｙａｒｅｅｍｐｌｏｙｅｄｂｙｅｃｏｎomists、

Forthisreason，WoodmanseeandOsteenintroduceJackAmariglio

andDavidF・Ruccio，sessay，“Literary/CulturalEconomies,,Economic

Discourse，andtheQuestionsofMarxism,，,intoThejVeuノ圧0"omic

Critjcism、Theessaybeginswith：“SymbolicEconomy？Libidinal

Economy？GeneralEconomy？PoliticalEconomvoftheSign？Textual

Economy？TheEconomvofDesire?”（381）Whatisproblematizedhere

issuch‘`economies',ａｓ‘ILibidinalEconomy',byJean-FrancoisLyotard，

"GeneralEconomy,，byGeorgesBataille，ａｎｄ“SvmbolicEconomy，,by

suchthinkersasJacquesDerrida，ＪｅａｎBaudrillard，andPierreBourdieu・

McCloskeyreferstoallthesekindsｏｆ“economy，，ａｓⅢ`ersatzeconomics.'，In

addition,AmariglioandRuccio,aseconomicsprofessors,arealsoskeptical

ofsuch“`economists'asLyotard,Foucault,Derrida，Baudrillard，Bataille，

andGiroux，ｍａｎｙｏｆｗｈｏｍｈａｖｅｌｉｔｔｌｅｉｆａｎｙｋｎｏｗｌｅｄｇｅ（orsoitwas

alleged）ofeconomicsproper”（382）These“economists”havethusbeen

excludedbveconomistswhoconsideralltheersatzeconomicsas

literally“noneconomic.,，

Krugmanaddressestheproblemconfrontingeconomics：“while

thereisasteadyaccumulationofknowledgeineconomics，thereisalso

aconstantmarketfordoctrinesthatplaytopopularprejudices，

whethertheymakesenseornot，,（xiii）Supposingthat“popularpreju‐

dices',indicateersatzeconomies，hisprofessionalmissionistodealwith

economicsenseandnonsense,'，ｊｕｓｔａｓｈｉｓｂｏｏｋ，ssubtitleshows：
HU

BCO"ｏｍｊｃＳｅ"ｓｅａ几ｄ１Ｖｂ"se"ｓｅｉ〃ｔ/ｊｅＡｇｅｑ／Ｄｊｍｊ几jshedEjUpectqtjo几８．

Ｉｎｔｈｅｐｒｅｆａｃｅｔｏｔｈｅｂｏｏｋｈｅｓａｙｓ：“Theeconomｙｃａｎｎｏｔｂｅｐｕｔｉｎａｂｏｘ，，

(xi)．Thesentenceindicatesthateconomistscopewiththecomplexitiesof

theeconomy・ＩｎＫｒｕｇｍａｎ，economistscanbelikenedtosuchphysicists

asclimatemodelers，whocopewiththecomplexitiesofnature：“ｗｈｅｎ
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climatemodelersareaskedtoansweraspeculativequestionlikethe

prospectsforglobalwarming，theyproducearangeofanswers（anda

setofbitterdisputes)aswideasthatofeconomicforecastersaskedto

assessapolicyinitiative，'（xii)．Givensuchparticularemphasisonthe

complexitiesoftheeconomyitselfitcanreadilybeimaginedthatsuch

economiesaslibidinaleconomy，generaleconomy，andtextualeconomy，

havemadeeconomistsinaccessibletotherealmofliterarystudies、

Asaconsequenceofproliferationoｆｓｅｅｍｉｎｇｌｙｅｃｏnomicapproaches

toliteratureandculture，thepractitionershavethusbroughｔａｎｅｗｓｅｔ

ｏｆｐｒｏｂｌｅｍｓ・WoodmanseeandOsteenmamtainthat‘Ⅲｏｎｅｏｆｔｈｅｓｅ

ｐｒｏｂｌｅｍｓｈａｓｂｅｅｎａｎｉｍｐrecisionorpromiscuitvintheuseoｆｔｅｒｍｓ

ｓｕｃｈａｓ‘economy,，，，because“overusewillemptysuchtermsoftheir

economicmeaningsandhenceoftheirinstrumentalvalueItisthus

essentialforeconomiccriticismtocontinuetorefineandjustifvitsuse

ofeconomicteｒｍｓ－ｔｏａｓｋｗｈｙ，ｆｏｒexample，ｏｎｅｕｓｅｓ‘economy’instead

ofsomeotherform”(38）Ｉｎｔｈｉｓｗａｙ,theeditorsproblematizeoveruse

anｄｍｉｓｕｓｅｏｆｅｃｏｎｏｍｉｃｔｅｒｍｓａｎｄｔhereforestresstheneedforelaborate

justificationtousethem・Ａｔｔｈｅｓａｍｅｔｉｍｅ,however,theyinsistthat

economiccriticsshouldbecomeabletodevelopliterarystudiesbvliberating

economiccriticismfromanextremelyrigidframeworkofeconomicstudies：

［Ａ]lthoughwebelievethatliteraryandculturalcriticsshould

familiarizethemselveswithwhateconomistsmeanbyterms

suchas"choice,'，"value/'and"Credit,"wedonotbelievethat

literarycriticsshouldbelimitedbythemlndeed,manyliterarv

andculturalcriticswouldpointdirectlvtothisnarrownessof

definitionanddisciplmarypracticeasamajordeficiencvin

contemporaryeconomicsEvensomeeconomistsagreethat

economicshaslongbeendominatedbyanarrowscientismthat，

byrulingoutofboundsanyunconventionalmethodor
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explanation，merelycertifiesthepoliticalstatusquo、

Economists，ｔｈｅｎ，warnliterarycriticsofopposeddangers：ｏｎ

ｔｈｅｏｎｅｈａｎｄ，thatofemulatingthenarrownessofconventional

economictheory；ｏｎｔｈｅｏｔｈｅｒ，thatofexpandingeconomic

modelsandtermsbeyondtheirviability．（12）

Ｔｈｅａｂｏｖｅｐａssagereferstotherelationsbetweenscientistsand

economists,andbetweeneconomistsandcritics、Firstofall’economicshas

longbeenunderhegemoniccontrolof“anarrowscientism.'’Bydefinitionp

hegemonyismaintainednotmerelybythreat，ｂｕｔｂｙｃｏｎｓｅｎｔａｓｗｅｌｌ１

ａｎｄｉｔｉｓｔｒｕｅｔｈａｔ“ａｎarrowscientism,’haslongdominatedeconomics，

ｂｕｔｉｔｉｓａｌｓｏｔｒｕｅｔｈａｔｇｉｖｅｎｉｔｓ“narrownessofdefinition,，ａｎｄ“narrow-

nessofconventionaleconomictheory,,，economicshaslongembodied‘Ⅲa

narrowscientism.,，IndeedⅢjustasMarx'sCqpjmJissubtitled``ACritique

ofPoliticalEconomy,１，nineteenth-centuryeconomistsweregenerally

referredtoas“politicaleconomists,'，whereasmosttwentieth-century

economistsprofessthemselvesasscientists-socialscientists，ｔｏｂｅｅｘａｃｔ・

Ｈｅｎｃｅｉｔｉｓｑｕｉｔｅｕｓｕａｌｆｏｒｍｏｄｅｒｎｅｃonomiststodefineeconomicsby

quotingfromLionelRobbins，ｓｌ９３２ｃｒitique，Ａ〃Ｅｓｓａｙｏ〃ｔｈｅｌＶＤｔｕｒｅ

ｕ〃ｄＳｊｇ几域cqrzceq／圧o"ｏｍｊｃＳｂｊｅ"Ce：“Economicsisthesciencewhich

studieshumanbehaviorasarelationshipbetweenendsandscarce

meanswhichhavealternativeuses，，（15)．Inretrospect，however，his

definitionofeconomicsas“thescience，，istheoriginofamajorproblem

incontemporaryeconomicswhosescientismisopentocriticism・

WoodmanseeandOsteentakeprecautionsagainstanarrow

economicscientism，puttingparticularstressontheneｅｄｏｆ“acritique

oftｈｅ‘BigScienceenvy''１（27)．Whilecriticizmgersatzeconomics，

AmariglioandRuccioarecriticalofeconomicscientistsaswell：mimany

ofourradicalcolleagues，wehavesadlylearned，areeagertobeBig

Scientists,'（384)．Similarly,McCloskeyinK"Cuﾉﾉedgeq"dPe7smqsjo几ｉｎ
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ＥＣＯ"ｏｍＬｃｓｑ垣ues：ⅢEconomics，however，areneuroticabout‘Science.，

Theythinkthatknowing，reallyknowing，meansfollowingsomething

calledthe1scientificMethod.’Ｔｈｅｙｔｈｉｎｋｔｈａｔｉｆｙｏｕｄｏｎ,ｔｋｎｏｗｉｔ

ｔｈａｔｗａｙｔｈｅｎｙｏｕｄｏｎ，tknowmuch，，（55)．Thusthesethreequotes

indicatethatscientismofeconomicshasbeenarguedbothinsideand

outsidethefieldofeconomics・

Inspiteofitsscientism,anditscritiqueaswelLhowever,economicsis

widelyreceivedlnKrugman,ｓｖｉｅｗ，itsgeneralacceptanceis“because

itsconclusionshaveadirecｔｉｍｐactongovernmentpoliciesthataffect

almosteveryone'，（xiii)．Atthenationallevel，economicsisrelatively

accessiblebecauseitsjudgmentsorforecastｓｉｍｐａｃｔｎｏｔｏｎｌｙ“govern

mentpolicies，，ｂｕｔａｌｓｏ“evervone/,Attheprofessionallevel，however，

economistsmakeeconomicsratherinaccessibletoevervoneelse．“Pro‐

fessorsgenerallyprefertheirmodelsmathematical,，，Krugmanargues1

and“mathematicalmodelscanbeconstricting，leadingyoutoignore

whatyouhaven'ｔｆｉｇｕｒｅｄｏｕｔｈｏｗｔｏｒｅｐｒｅｓｅｎｔａｓａｎｅquation,，（29)．

Although“mathematic，，isnotnecessarilysynonymouswith“scientific,，,

thoseconstrictedmathematicmodelsbuiltintheeconomicsdepartment

tendtoreflecttheprofessorspreferenceoradherencetothescientific・

Ａｔｔｈｅｓａｍｅｔｉｍｅａｓｅｃｏｎｏｍｉｃｓｒｅｌｅａｓesitselffrom“anarrowscientism,,，

therefore，itretains“anarrowscientism・''２

WoodmanseeandOsteenclaimthattheprimarvtaskofeconomic

criticsiｓｔｏａｖｏｉｄ“emulatingthenarrownessofconventionaleconomic

theorv，,ａｎｄ“expandingeconomicmodelsandtermsbevondtheir

viability.”Whatisdemandedisthereforebothadherenceandresistance

toeconomics：ｔｈａｔｉｓ，economiccriticsaresupposedtoaccept“economic

modelsandterms，，andtodiscredit“thenarrownessofconventional

economictheory.',Inthispoint,economiccriticismisaparticularkindof

dynamicscharacteristicofassociationwithanddissociationfro、
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economics・Whatiscallingforis,ｔｈｅｎ,“notageneralizedinterdisciplmary

spacebutacertainrhythmofdisciplinaryattachmentanddetachment，

ｗｈｉｃｈｉｓｄｅｓｉｇｎｅｄｓｏａｓｎｏｔｔｏｌｅｔｔｈｅquestionofdisciplinaritydisappear，

sinkintoroutine,,（Readingsl76)．Ｉｎｏｒｄｅｒｎｅｉｔｈｅｒｔｏｂｅ“ageneralized

interdisciplinaryspace',ｎｏｒｔｏｂｅ“routine,，,economiccriticismmustmake

itselfrhythmicanddynamicthrough“disciplinaryattachmentanddetach-

ment,''eachofwhichisexactlyacriticalandmethodologicalprincipleof

theneweconomiccriticism．

IⅡ

AsWoodmanseeandOsteendeclare，theneweconomiccriticism

"attemptstodiscovertheriftsandbridgesbetweeneconomicand

literary/culturalstudiesandtogenerateusefulcriticalexchanges

betweenthedisciplines,，(38)．Asmetaphors,“riftsandbridges',correspond

preciselytodetachmentandattachment：ｔｈａｔｉｓ，ｔｈｅｎeweconomic

criticismdiscovers“riftsandbridges,,inordertodetachitselffromand

attachitselftoeconomicsand“togenerateusefulcriticalexchanges

betweenthedisciplines.,，

Ｊｕｓｔｌｉｋｅｅｃonomists，therefore，neweconomiccriticsneedtobe

equippedwithself-criticism，whichisfundamentaltoanyinterdiscursive

exchangethatrequiresasenseofdifferencebetweendiscoursesAsa

twentieth-centurythinkerwhodiscoversvariednineteenthcentury

discoursestobe“adiscourseoftruth”operatedby“thewilltotruth，，

(55)，Foucaultwarnsus：“Ｗｅｍｕｓｔｎｏｔｉｍａｇｉｎｅｔｈａｔｔｈｅｒｅｉｓａｇｒeat

unsaidoragreatunthoughtwhichrunsthroughouttheworldand

inteｒｔｗｉｎｅｓｗｉｔｈａｌｌｉｔｓｆｏｒｍｓａｎｄａｌｌｉｔsevents，，（67)．Thisindicates

thatthereisnoall-embracingprinciplewithwhichtouniteall

discourses（althoughtheopinionthatthereisnoall-embracingprinciple
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isitselfapotentialityofconstitutinganall-embracingprinciple)．

Ｔｈｅｐｏｉｎｔｉｓｔｈａｔｉｔｉｓｉｎｔｅｒａｃｔｉｏｎａndnotunificationthatallows

interdiscursiveexchanges，ａｎｄｗｈａｔｈａｓｂｅｅｎｃｌａｒｉｆｉｅｄｓｏｆａｒｉｓthatthe

neweconomiccriticismisContinuouslyplacedinanin-betweenspace，

sinceitisneitherliteratureitselfnoreconomicsitselfForthisreaSon，

ｍｏｓｔeconomiccriticsagreethathomologyisa、importantwayin

whichtheyplayanintermediarypartbetweenthedisciplines、True，

WoodmanseeandOsteenaffirmthatｔｈｅｎｅｗｅｃｏｎｏｍｉｃｃｒｉｔｉｃｉｓｍａｉｍｓａｔ

"exploitationofthehomologicalmethod,，（38)．Itisequallytrue，

however，thattheyarecautiousofthatmethodAdmittedly，homology

isanidealtermtoexplainthecriticalstanceandpracticeofeconomic

criticsaswellasanidealformtoexploresimilaritiesanddifferences

betweenliteratureandeconomics，butneverthelessitleavesroomfor

discussion・

Adifficultyinhomologizationliesinthatthemoreonediscovers

homologiesbetweenentities,themores/hefindsitdifficulttodistinguish

betweenhomologyandidentity、WhenPierreBourdieuarticulatesthe

homologybetween``linguisticexchange,'ａｎｄ“economicexchange',（66)，

forinstance1heappearstohavelittleornointentionofparticularizing

differencesbetweenthoseexchangeslfhomologyisreallydifferent

fromidentity，ｔｈｅｎｔｈｅｔａｓｋｏｆｔｈｅｈｏｍｏｌｏｇｉｓｔｉｓｎｏtonlytoinsistthat

theseconceptsaredifferentfromoneanotherforthereasonthat“the

structuralhomoJ0gybetweenfieldsdoesnotimplystructuraljde"tjty，，

(Johnson８)，butalsotoindicatewhatmakesthemdifferentfromone

another、Onceweattempttodifferentiatetheconceptofthestructural

homologyfromthatofthestructuralidentity，however，weconfront

paradoxicalproblems・

Bystructuralhomology，Bourdieumeansstructuralcorrespondence、

Nonetheless，sincehedrawsaparallelbetweenmoneyandlanguage，ｈｉｓ
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recognitionofstructuralcorrespondencebetweenmoneyandlanguage

isevidentlvbasedonhiscognitionofanontologicaldifferencebetween

themastwoindividualentities、Ｉｎｏｒｄｅｒｔｏｍａｋｅａｓｖｍｂｏｌｉｃ/linguistic

systemhomologoustoaneconomicsystem1therefore，Bourdieumust

demonstratenotonlystructuralhomologiesbetwee、economicand

linguisticexchanges，butalsoontologicaldifferencesbetweenmoneyand

language．Paradoxicallyenough，however，whathedemonstrates

throughouthiswritjngsisneitherhomologiesnordifferences，butonly

affinities

Torepeat1theneweconomiccriticismaimstobecontinuously

situatedattheintersectionbetweenliteratureandeconomics、The

practitionersarethereforesupposednotmerelytodiscoversamenessor

likenessbetweenentities，butalsotoexplorewhatdifferentiatesthem

sothattheycancontrapuntallymakecriticalexchangesbetweenthe

discourses、Ｉｎｏｒｄｅｒｔｏａｔｔａｉｎｔｈｉｓｇｏａｌ，literaturemustfunctionasan

interdiscursivespaceinwhicheconomiｃｔｈeoriesareemployedtomake

theoreticalanalyses；anditisthroughthoseanalysesthatthetheories

becomeexaminableandourresponsesbecomepossibleAtthevery

closeoftheirintroduction，WoodmanseeandOsteenconcludethatthe

neweconomiccriticismmakes“criticalexchangesaimedatenriching

bothliteratureandcriticism”（41)．Whatisarticulatedhereisexactly

ｔｒｕｅｏｆｅｖｅｒｙｃｒｉｔｉｃｉｓｍｔｈａｔａｉｍｓｔｏachieveinterdiscursivity・

Havmgreachedtheaboveconclusion，ｗｅｍｕｓｔｈａｓｔｅｎｔｏａｎｓｗｅｒａ

ｎｕｍｂｅｒｏｆｐredictablequestionsastotheneweconomiccriticism、Ｆｉｒｓｔ

ｏｆａｌｌ,itiscertainlvwortharguingthatifhegemoniccontrolismaintained

notmerelybythreatbutbyconsentaswell，theacceptanceoftheoretic

modelsbuiltbyprofessionaleconomistsissuggestiveoftheadherence

tohegemoniceconomism、Itshouldbeemphasized，however,thatliterarv

studiesarecapableofincorporatingintotheirvastuniverseofdiscoursｅ
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awidediversitVoftheoriessuchasfeminismandMarxism，eachof

whichisgenerallyacceptedｎｏｔｓｉｍｐｌｙａｓａｎｉｓｍｂｕｔａｌｓｏａｓｌｉｔｅｒarv

criticism・Ｔｈｅｆｉｒｓｔａｎｄｆｏｒｅｍｏｓｔｔａｓｋｉｎｔｈｉｓｒespectistorecognize

literatureascapableofmakingcriticalresponsestovariedtheories，let

aloneeconomiconeslndeed，theoreticalandtextualanalysesare

positivelvcodependentupononeanotherinliterature：

Ｔｈｅｏｒｙｃａｎｈｅｌｐｕｓｎｏｔｏｎｌｖｂｅｔｔｅｒｕｎderstandliteraturebut

alsouseliteraturebettertounderstandtheworldoutsideof

literatureNonetheless，literarytheory，howeverfascinating

mitsownright，doesnotfunctionindependentlvofliterature

itselfltisdesignednottoreplaceliteratureasafieldofｓｔｕｄｙ

ｂｕｔｔｏｐｒｏｖｉｄｅｔｏｏｌｓｆｏｒｔｈｅａｐpreciationandunderstandingof

therichnessandevocativepowerofliterature（Booker5）

Intermsoftheory,literatureisnotjustpassive;butitisevocativeas

well：itincorporatestheoriesandgeneratesresponses・Inthissense，

theintroductionofsocialscienceｓｉｎｔｏｔｈｅｈｕｍａｎｉｔｉｅｓｅｎａｂｌｅｓｕｓｔｏｍake

criticalexchangesbetweentheｍａｎdinparticularbetweenliterature

andeconomics-economicsas“theworldoutsideofliterature.，，

Anotherassumablequestionisconcernedwiththefutureofeconomic

criticism・Sinceitsfundamentalpurposeistoformcriticalrelations

betweenliteratureandeconomics，theneweconomiccriticismmaybe

takenasabureaucraticcriticismthataimstopreservethediscursive

statusquo・ItistruethatWoodmanseeandOsteenmakenopredication

aboutthepossibilityofcreatinganewdiscourse，althoughthevuse

suchtermsas“literaryeconomiccriticism''（14）ａｎｄ“economicliterarv

criticism，'（21)．Ｔｈｅｉｒｐｒｉｍａｒｙｇｏａｌｉｓｔｏｍｖｉｔｅｕｓｔｏｃonductstudiesat

theintersection．
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1Ｖ

Atthispoint,ｔｈｅｎeweconomiccriticismmaybeassumedassomewhat

adherenttonegativedialecticsadvocatedbyTheodorW、Adorno．“Asa

senseofnonidentitythroughidentity,”articulateshe，“dialecticsisnot

onlyanadvancingprocessbutaretrogradeoneatthesａｍｅｔｉｍｅ，'（157)．

Broadlyspeaking，hisconcernliesintheverytensionbetweenthesis

andantithesisratherthantheirsynthesisasaformof“identity.,,Ｉｔ

ｍｕｓｔｂｅｎｏｔｅｄ，however，ｔｈａｔliteratureisbynomeanstheantithesisof

economicsandviceversa・Inotherwords，theyarebynomeanspolar

opposites，ｊｕｓｔａｓｖａｒiousaffinitiesbetweenmoneyandlanguage

suggest、AndyetAdrondsconceptofthenonidentityjustifiesthat

creatinganewdiscourseasthesynthesisofliteratureandeconomicsis

notalwaysanimperativeforpractitionersoftheeconomiccriticism・

Additionally，ＧｉｌｅｓＧｕｎｎｃａｎｂｅｍｅｎｔｉｏｎｅｄｉｎｔhathemakes

anotherjustificationfornonidentitybetweendiscourses，Inhisessay

entitled“InterdisciplinaryStudies,，,hereferstotherelationamong

anthropology，history，andsociology：“Whentheacademicfieldnow

calledanthropologyfirstattemptedtocarveoutaspaceforitself

betweenhistoryandsociology，ｉｔｗａｓｄｅｓｃｒｉｂｅｄｂｙｏｎｅｏｆｉｔｓｏｐｐｏｎｅnts，

andnotaltogetherinaccurately，ａｓ‘adisciplinarypoachinglicense,，,

(243-34)．Thetensionbetweenanthropologya､。“itsopponents，,indicates

thateachdiscourseattemptstodefenditselfbygeneratingparticular

knowledge，andthereforethatinconductinganinterdiscursivestudy

"imagesofencroachment,trespass,offenseareinseparable，，（Gunn244)．

Inretrospect,thetensionamonghistory,sociology,andanthropologycan

certainlybeseenastherelationamongthesis，antithesis，andsvnthesis

Significantly，however，allthesethreediscoursesarestillexistentas

viabledisciplines：inotherwords，historyandsociologyhaveneverbee、
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absorbedintoanthropology・Thissuggeststhepossibilityofgeneratinga

newdiscoursewithoutannihilatingorpolarizingassociateddiscourses、

Ａｔｔｈｅｖｅｒｙｅｎｄｏｆｔｈｅｅｓｓａｙ，Gunnconcludesthatinterdisciplinarity

canbeachievedthroughreCognition“ｏｆｈｏｗｋｎｏｗｌｅｄｇｅｉｓａｌｗａｙｓｏｐｅｎｔｏ

ｆｕrthermterpretationandcriticism，ofhowunderstandingisalways

susceptibletofurthercorrelationandrealization”(255).薊Ｗｉｔｈknowledge's

opennessandunderstanding'ssusceptiblenessinmind，neweconomic

criticsplaceparticuｌａｒｗｅｉｇｈｔｎｏｔｏｎｌｙｏｎｋｎｏｗｉｎｇｂｕｔａｌｓｏｏｎ“not‐

knowing,ａｆｏｒｃｉｎｇｏｆｗｈａｔａｎｄｈｏｗ'，（Barthelmel2)．Thepursuitof

thenot-knowingisneitheranattempttomagnifyonefieldnoran

attempttomystifyanother，ｂｕｔｉｔｉｓｔｏｕｎｄｅｒｓｔａｎｄａｎｄｅｘｐａｎｄｔｈe

universeofinterdiscoursebetweｅｎｔｈｅｍ、Thisessayisanintroductorv

orientationtowardthenot-knowing．

Notes

ｌＩｔｓｈｏｕｌｄｂｅｎｏｔｅｄｔｈａｔｔｈｅｒｅａreotherscholarswhohavealso

poinｔｅｄｔｏｈｕｍａｎａｎｄｓｏｃｉａｌｓｃｉｅｎｃｅｓａｓｔheformofnarrativeFor

instance，HaydenWhitereferstosocialsciencesastheformoffactional

storytellingandtohumansciencesasfictionalstorytelling：“narrativity，

certainlyinfactualstorytellingandprobablvinfictionallystorytellingas

welLisintimatelyrelatedto,ifnotafunctionof,theimpulsetomoralize

reality,thatis,toidentifvitwiththesocialsystemthatisthesourceofanv

moralitvthatwecanimagine'，(14）ItisworthmentioninginthiscontextV

thatWhitespecifieshistol･vasthefieldcoveringbothfictionaland

factionalaspects，inthatitreflectsthehistorian1ｓ（actually）subjective

understandingofand(seemingly)objectivetellingofevents

gInacademiaasawhole，“theoppressed，insteadofstrivingfor

liberation，tendthemselvestobecomeoppressors，ｏｒ‘sub-oppressors，
，０９
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becausemtheoppressedfindintheoppressortheirmodelof‘manhood''１

(Freire27-8)．Inthissense,thetaskconfrontingeconomistsistoreflecton

scientismtheyhaveinheritedfromtheiroppressors、Ｉｎｏｒｄｅｒｎｏｔｔｏｂｅ

``oppressors，,ｏｒ“sub-oppressors,”inotherwordsⅢself-criticismisrequired

ofeconomistsSignificantly，thisisequallytrueofeconomiccritics．

＄Inconnectionwithknowledge，sopenness，JonathanCuller

articulatestheinterrelatednessamongtheoreticalStudies:``theimportance

oftheoryistomakeanopen-endedcommitment，toleaveoneselfina

positionwheretherearealwaysimportantthingsonedoesn'ｔｋｎｏｗ,',ａｎｄ

"ｔｏundo，throughacontestingofpremisesandpostulates，whatyou

thoughtyouknew,ｓｏｔｈａｔｔｈｅｒｅｍａｙａｐｐｅａｒｔｏｂｅｎｏｒｅａｌaccumulationof

knowledgeorexpertise,'（207-8)．

WorksCited

Adorno,TheodorW・jV`gqtiueDiqJectics・Trans.E､BAshton・NewYork:

Continuum，１９９４

Amariglio,Jack,ａｎｄＤａｖｉｄＦ・Ruccio．“Literary/CulturalEconomies,，

EconomicDiscourse,andtheQuestionofMarxism.”Woodmansee

andOsteen381-407、

Barthelme,Donald.“Not-Knowing.，，Ｅｄ､KimHerzinger.｣VOtK"CuﾉmgJThe

ESsqysQ"dmte7Ujeuﾉｓｑ/ＤＣ"α/dBqrtheJme・NewYork:Vintage，

1999.11-24．

Booker，ＫｅｉｔｈＭ、APmctjcqJI7ztroductjo几ｔｏＬｊｔｅ７ｑｍノＴｈｅｏＤノα几d

OrjticjsmNewYork:Longman，1996．

Bourdieu，Pierre．Ｌα"guQgeqmZSym60/ｊｃＰｂ皿e７．Cambridge，Mass.：

HarvardUR1991

Culler,Jonathan．“LiteraryTheory.,,Gibaldi201-35，

Foucault,MicheL‘`TheOrderofDiscourse.，，EdRobertYoung．Ｕ"tyi"９

－７０－



ｔﾉｶeTYejctfAPost-StructuraljstReQder、Boston：Routledgeand

KeganPaul’1981.48-78

Freire,Paul０．Ped〔zgogyq/､theOppressed・Trans､MyraBergmanRamos、

NewYork:Continuum，1997．

Gibaldi，Joseph，ｅｄ・mtroductiontoSbhoJareAjpinMOdernLα"ｇｕａｇｅｓｃｚ"d

Literutures・NewYork:ModernLanguageAssociationofAmerica,１９９２

Ｇｕｎｎ，Giles．“InterdisciplinaryStudies.”Gibaldi239-61

Johnson，RandaL“PierreBourdieuonArt，LiteraLureandCulture.”Tohe

RjeJdqfCuJtlJraJPr℃ductjo"ｆＥｓｓａｙｓｏ〃Art,Jjteraturg・ByPierre

Bourdieu､NewYork:ＣｏｌｕｍｂｉａＵＰ，1993.1-25．

Klamer，Arjo，DonaldＮ・McCloskey，ａｎｄＲｏｂｅｒｔＭ・Solow，eds、Ｔｈｅ

Ｃｂ"se9ue"ｃｅｓｑ/ＥＣＯ"ｏｍｉｃＲﾉtetoric、Cambridge:CambridgeUP，

1988．

Krugman,Paul・PeddZj"gProS｣Derjty‘ＥＣＯ'ｚｏｍｊｃＳｅﾉｚｓｅｑ'１．ＮO几８２"sei'2ｔﾉＺｅ

ＡｇＰｑ／Ｄｉｍｉ"ished皿pectatio"８．NewYork：Norton，l994

McCloskey,DonaldN．〃Ybu，ｒｅＳｏＳｍｑ７ｔｆＴｈｅｊＶα〃αtiueq/ＥＣＯ"omic

EjGpe7ti8eChicago:ＵｏｆＣｈｉｃａｇｏＰ，１９９０．

－．Ｋ"o[uledgeα"ｄＰＰ庵uQsioninEco"omics・Cambridge:CambridgeUP，

1994.

---.ＴﾉZeRhetoricQ/Economics・Madison:UofWisconsinP，1985．

Readings,Bill．Ｔ/ｚｅＵｍｕｅ函ｔｙｉ几Ｒｕj"＆Cambridge:HarvardUP，1996．

Robbins,Lione１．Ａ〃ESSのｏ几ｔｈｅｊＷｔｍｒｅｑｎｄSjg几j/Hcα"ｃｅｑ/ＥＣＯ"omic

Sbje几Ce，London：Macmillan）1932．

White，Hayden．Ｔ/ｔｅＣｂ"tentｑ／ｔ/ZeFbrmJjVtzrratiueDiscou応ｅα"d

HistoricaJRepresentation、Baltimore:JohnsHopkinsUP，1987．

Woodmansee，Martha，andMarkOsteen．“ＴａｋｉｎｇＡｃｃｏｕｎｔｏｆｔｈｅＮｅｗ

ＥｃｏｎｏｍｉｃＣriticism：AnHistoricallntroduction，’Ｔ/iejVeuノ

ＥＣＯ"o加ｔｃＣ｢iticjsm.･ＳｔｕｄｉｅｓｑｔｔﾉDemtersectjo几betuﾉCe几LjZemtlLL7e

mzdEco"omjcs・London:Routledge，1999.

－７１－



新経済批評一研究序説

論文要旨

本稿はMarthaWoodmanseeとMarkOsteenが提唱する「新経済批評

(TheNewEconomicCriticism)」を検証しながら、文学と経済学の新たな

学際性を模索する。社会科学としての経済学は数式を多用した限定的な意味に

おける「科学」を標傍する傾向にあり、人文科学としての文学は経済学一多数

の学派に基づく経済学一をマルクス経済学に限定して援用または経済学の専門

用語などを誤用する傾向にある。これら問題点を考慮しながら、本稿は両学

問の類似性と相違点を認識することの重要性を強調する。例えば、Donald

McCloskeyが指摘するように、経済学は数式を用いながらも言語による論証

を行うことにおいて修辞的である。またPierreBourdieuが指摘するように、

言語と貨幣は機能的に類似する点が多くあり、それゆえ文学と経済学の「相同

関係（homology)」が考えられる。しかし相同関係を発見する一方で、それ

ら学問間の絶えざる緊張関係を維持しながら新たな相互関係を構築する必要が

あり、その際の媒介を果たすのが新経済批評である。換言すれば、文学は経済

学を始めとする諸科学の理論を導入しながら、それら科学に新たな返答をする

ことが可能な「場」であると認識することで、両学問は相互的な知的活性化を

永続できる。かくして本稿は、文学と経済学の学際性の追求は「未知（not‐

knowing)」の探求であると結論する。
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