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I. Renaissance studies are concerned with “the historical, social, and political conditions and consequences of literary production and reproduction: The writing and reading of texts, as well as the processes by which they are circulated and categorized, analyzed and taught, are being reconstructed as historically determined and determining modes of cultural work. . . ” (15).
II. Montrose’s response to J. Hillis Miller’s and Edward Pechter’s views 
A. J. Hillis Miller in his 1986 Presidential Address to the Modern Language Association 
“polarizes the linguistic and the social” while Louis A. Montrose thinks that cultural 
studies tend to emphasize the “reciprocity and mutual constitution” of the linguistic 
and the social (15).  
B. Edward Pechter claims that New Historicism is “a kind of ‘Marxist criticism’” (17) 
but Montrose thinks New Historicism “might be better labeled as Machiavellian or 
Hobbesian than as Marxist” (17) .

III. Since the late 1970s, the so-called “New Historicists” has worked on “a refiguring of the socio-cultural field within which canonical Renaissance literary and dramatic works were originally produced” (17).  They resituate these works “not only in relationship to other genres and modes of discourse but also in relationship to contemporaneous social institutions and non-discursive practices” (17). 
IV. New Historicism
Cultural Poetics

Stephen Greenblatt, a scholar “most closely identified with the label ‘New Historicism,’” has abandoned “New Historicism” in favor of “Cultural Poetics” (17).

Motrose claims that “Cultural Poetics” perhaps more accurately represents the project which “reorients the axis of inter-textuality, substituting for the diachronic text of an autonomous literary history the synchronic text of a cultural system” (17).

V. New Historicism and traditional historical criticism

New Historicism sometimes reproduces “the methodological shortcomings of such older idealist and empiricist modes of historical criticism” (18) and appropriates “their prodigious scholarly labors to good effect” (18).  However, “The new historical criticism is new in its refusal of unproblematized distinctions between ‘literature’ and ‘history,’ between ‘text’ and ‘context’; new in resisting a prevalent tendency to posit and privilege a unified and autonomous individual. . . to be set against a social or literary background” (18).    
VI. Montrose’s view of New Historicism
A. “The post-structuralist orientation to history now emerging in literary studies may be 
characterized . . .as a reciprocal concern with the historicity of texts and the textuality of history” (20).  
1. The historicity of texts means “the cultural specificity, the social embedment, of 
all modes of writing” (20). 
2. The textuality of history suggests having no access to a past unmediated by the 
surviving textual traces of the society in question which are subject to subsequent textual mediations when being constructed as the documents upon which historians ground their own texts, called “histories” (20). 

B. Subject
       “‘Subject’ is meant to suggest an equivocal process of subjectification:. . .shaping 

individuals as loci of consciousness and initiators of action. . . and positioning, 

motivating, and constraining them within social networks and cultural codes that 

ultimately exceed their comprehension or control” (21).

    C. Text
       “The text’s status as a discourse produced and appropriated within history and within 

a history of other productions and appropriations. In such a textual space, so many 

cultural codes converge and interact that ideological coherence and stability are 

scarcely possible.” (22)


D. “To speak today of an historical criticism must be to recognize that not only the poet 
but also the critic exists in history; that the texts of each are inscriptions of history; and that our comprehension, representation, interpretation of the texts of the past always proceeds by a mixture of estrangement and appropriation, as a reciprocal conditioning of the Renaissance text and our text of Renaissance.  Such a critical practice constitutes a continuous dialogue between a poetics and a politics of culture” (24). 
VII. Reading and teaching Renaissance Literature
A. “. . . the intellectual forces identifiable as New Historicism or Cultural Poetics, 
Cultural Materialism, Feminism, and revisionist forms of Marxism and 
Psychoanalysis, have been engaged in redrawing the boundaries and restructuring the content of Renaissance studies. . .” (24).  

B. Factors of redrawing the boundaries and restructuring the content of Renaissance 
Studies

1. The backgrounds of English literature scholars will influence their interpretation of the texts, their attitude towards the texts—acceptance and assimilation or ambivalence or contest.

2. “the orientation in the field. . . is largely the work of scholars who were students 

during the turbulent ‘60s, and who have responded to the radically altered socio-political climate of the current decade. . . with intellectual work that is explicitly sociopolitical in its manifest historical content, although not always such in its own historical positioning” (25).

3. “. . .the modes of Renaissance criticism. . .have variously reacted against and contributed to. . . ‘Theory,’ that has challenged the assumptions and procedures of normative discourses in several academic disciplines and has shaken the foundations of literary studies” (25).  

C. Literary studies in the United States

1. The revival interest in history in literary studies in The United States : 
          “. . .as compensation for that acceleration in the forgetting of history which seems to characterize an increasingly technocratic and commodified academy and society” (25).


    2. In Renaissance studies, feminist theory and practices have “put into question 

liberal-humanist claims that the traditional literary canon and the canon of 

traditional critical readings embody an essential and inclusive range of human 

experience and expression” (26).

3. However, “there has been a tendency in much New Historicist work produced by American male academics to displace and contain its own cultural politics by at once foregrounding relations of power and confirming them to the English past that is presently under study” (26).  

4. “The study of the Humanities, and specifically of Shakespeare, maybe described 
precisely to counter the perceived threat to Anglo-Saxon hegemony by forces of cultural and ethnic diversity in the United States” (27).  

D.  Literary studies in Britain

In Britain, the field of English studies “becomes the site of a struggle over the 
definition of national problems and priorities, a struggle to shape and reshape 
national identity and collective consciousness” (27).

VIII. Conclusion
A. “It is by constructing literature as an unstable and agonistic field of verbal and social 
practices. . . that literary criticism rearticulates itself as a site of intellectually and socially significant work in the historical present” (30-31).  

B. “If, by the ways in which we choose to read Renaissance texts, we bring to our 
students and to ourselves a sense of our own historicity, an apprehension of our own positionings within ideology, then we are at the same time demonstrating the limited but nevertheless tangible possibility of contesting the regime of power and knowledge that at once sustains and constrains us” (31).  
