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FOREWARD

This Foreword is abrief overview of alengthy and detailed study, whose bases are fundamentally
philosophical. Some readers may find it burdensome, precisely because it is founded on
philosophica conceptsthat are not generally seenin literary criticism. However, those readerswho
areinterested in the study of philosophy may be pleasantly surprised to discover that thisanalysisis
both arewarding reading experience and an intellectual chalenge. Having said the preceding, my
intention hereisto introduce this volumeto the reader without making an in-depth commentary on
its content.

During the last decade, | have had the opportunity and the good fortune to know the co-authors of
thisbook. Professor Justo S. Alarcon iswell-known in academic circles—regiond, national, aswell
asinternational— for hiswork asacritic in thefield of Chicano literature and asawriter of cregtive
literature. Professor Lupe Cardenas, since she belongs to a younger generation that is still
developing, is not as well-known but is gaining recognition in these same academic circles.

As the title of the book indicates, this study is a "metacriticd” analysis of an article by the well-
known critic of Chicano literature, Juan Bruce-Novoa. The co-authors basic gpproachinthisvolume
is a close reading of the article's text itsdlf. In other words, it is a "step by step scrutiny” of the
theoretical article by Bruce-Novoartitle "The Space of Chicano Literature." This article originaly
appeared in 1975 and has been re-published twice. Recently, Bruce-Novoaincluded thisarticlein his
book RefroSpace, that was also recently published.

Theoriginaity of this present study is of specid interest to us. Theanaysisby Justo S. Alarcon and
Lupe Cdrdenas, dthough relatively brief, reaches certain profound theoretical levelsnot often found
in monographic studies of this kind. Moreover, this study is not merely "another book," but a
singularly original work which, perhaps for the first time, is truly a work of "metacriticism,” a
detailed critique of critical theory. Inthis case, the subject isthe "theory of Chicano literary space”
set forth by Juan Bruce-Novoain the "The Space of Chicano Literature.”

It has been stated that for there to be criticism, there must be literature; and that there to be theory,
there must be criticism. It is aso true that for there to be metacriticism, it must be preceded by
critical theory. It does seem that the time is a hand for this type of analytica metacriticism.
Therefore, the present volume confirms what we had stated earlier: that Alarcon and Cardenas are
pioneering agroundbreaking new effort in the field of metacriticism.

With the advent of Chicano literary criticism, and its accompanying theoretical formulations, anew
stage of frank and open intellectua discourse began some time ago. Now, with this foray into
metacriticism, a new polemical phase should follow. There is no doubt that this book under



consideration herewill beinstrumental in fulfilling that function. We believethat Juan Bruce-Novoa
has attempted to broaden the critical-theoretical focus on Chicano literature of the 70s. At that time,
BruceNovoa himself pointed out that Chicano critics utilized critical approaches that were too
limited, too provincia. Now, Alarcon and Cdrdenas have come forward with this volume to
demonstratethat thefew literary theories still extant within the field of Chicano literature should be
broadened even further by infusing into them a phil osophical base upon which these theories can be
more solidly anchored.

Arturo Ramirez
Sonoma State University



PREAMBLE

Almost two decades ago there was agenuineinterest in three articlesthat saw thelight of day inthe
second half of the 70s and that, like those of other scholars, left animprint on the corpus of Chicano
literary criticism. Thisisin referenceto Juan Bruce-Novoas" The Space of Chicano Literary Space,"
(De Colores, 1975), Joseph Sommers "From the Critical Premise to the Product,” (New Scholar,
1977), and Ramon Saldivar's " The Didectics of Difference: Toward aTheory of the Chicano Novd,"
(MELUS 1979), now considered "classics' by Chicano critics.

In two of the three articles, Juan Bruce-Novoa and Raméon Sadivar quickly appropriate the term
"theories’ to describe their respective literary hypotheses. Furthermore, both articles were
subsequently reprinted several timesand eventualy evolved into booksfor each of theauthors. The
logical conclusion is that these semina articles would contain, in and of themselves, the seed or
nucleus of a possible or supposed theory as explicitly professed by each critic.

Inview of the above, and after almost twenty years subsequent to their publication, there was not a
singleliterary critic that had attempted thetask of undertaking a serious and thorough study of these
theoretical articles. This, anong other things, isthe main objective of our investigation: to produce
an extensive metacritical analysis of the first of the three articles, which was authored by Bruce-
Novoa and published for the first timein 1975.

This study has been divided into five parts. The first (Introduction) and the last (Conclusion) are
necessary, and flank the main body of the study. But the most important and extensive sections,
logically, are the three dedicated to the meticulous analysis of Bruce-Novoas text. These three
divisions correspond to the three sectionsinto which hisarticleisdivided: @) The Literary Space, b)
The Chicano Literary Space, and ¢) Its Application. Ascan be observed by the subtitles, thefirst two
sections of the article comprise the theoretical framework, and the third involves the praxis or
application of the theory to literary works chosen by Bruce-Novoa.

It is necessary to make another observation with respect to the divisions of the chapters. At the
completion of the study, a copy of Bruce-Novoas book Retropace (1990) was obtained. Having
read the book, an obligation to add another chapter, justifiably entitled "Postdata,”" became apparent.

The method chosen for the lengthy analysiswasthe simplest: to follow step by step the devel opment
of Bruce-Novoa's "theory" in the manner in which it unfolded in the text itsalf. It was an arduous
task. An attempt was madeto adhereto theletter of thetext as much as possiblein an effort to grasp
all the concelvable meanings of his affirmations, digressions, paralelisms, including the



contradictions, these latter sometimes implicit, other times explicit. In addition, the ideas of other
scholars concerning the themes being discussed here have been included in this anaysis.

Obvioudly, our own ideas and concepts permeate the entire anaytical process, as any reader of this
text can perceive without difficulty. In fact, thiswas one of our objectives: to produce an intensely
personal metacritical study, without pretending to replace an existing "theory” with one that wedid
not promise to deliver. A conscientious effort was made to scrutinize or inspect the text carefully,
sometimes even with a magnifying glass, to determine if, after closdy examining the text and
isolated concepts, these latter could prevail on their own merits, to serve as a prop, a base and a
foundation for the laborioustask of elaboratinga“theory." Thecritic-reader can arrive at his’her own
conclusionswith respect to the stated obj ective, after having compared the quoted excerptsof Bruce-
Novoas article with this study.



INTRODUCTION

For over a decade we have been preoccupied with the subject matter which is known as critical
methodol ogies. So much that it becameimperative to examine severa theoretica approacheswithin
the context of Chicano literaturein an article published in 1979 (Alarcon, "Consideraciones'). The
motivefor writing on thistopic wastwo-fold: 1) an interest and dedication to the disciplineand 2) an
internal uneasinessthat bordered, and continuesto do so, on healthy skepticism. Presently thereisa
dissatisfaction that still lingers. We believe that it resides in the nature of the problem itself: the
arbitrariness of the critical methodol ogiesthat are utilized to dissect and anayze the artistic object--
better known as aliterary work.

Asaclarifying preambleto the above, and to what will follow in these pages, wewould liketo note
that we can detect adisproportion, alack of parity and, up to acertain point, an absurd visioninthe
entire matter. It involvesthefollowing: an artistic object —literature— should not betreated, nor can
it be properly anayzed, with acritica method which attemptsto transformitsdf into ascientific one.
To seeit from adifferent viewpoint, the subject-object relationship could be inverted to say: let us
analyze the physical principle which states "matter expands with heat” utilizing aliterary critical
methodology, such as the archetypa or semiotic. Thiswould be an aberration.

Firstly, it is awide-spread belief that art is art because it is founded on esthetic values. And all
values, whether esthetic or artistic, fall within the subjective domain. Consequently, it cannot be
approached or analyzed with a primordialy objective and scientific instrument. Perhaps, this
explainswhy there has been, and thereispresently, and will always beso many relatively short-lived
schools of literary criticism.

Sometime ago, we also read severa articles concerning literary criticism which are currently
designated as "classicd," and, seemingly, those who affirm this have not taken the time, nor
attempted to explain the reason for their thinking. Thisis in reference, in particular, to the three
critics mentioned previously who were attempting to and/or had a strong desire to establish a
"theoreticd" methodology that would serve as afoundation for the analysis of Chicano literature.
We are thinking specifically of their respective articles: 1) "The Space of Chicano Literature" (De
Colores), by Juan Bruce-Novoa, 2) "From the Critical Premiseto the Product ( 7he New &holar), by



Joseph Sommers and 3) "A Didectic of Difference: Toward a Theory of the Chicano Novel, by
Ramon Saldivar (MELUS Chicano Fictior)).

Wewill begin by analyzing thetheoretical part of the articlewhich chronol ogically appearedfirst, in
other words, "The Space of Chicano Literature" by Juan Bruce-Novoa. We debated with respect to
the plan to befollowed inthis present study. It wasdecided, finally, that the best way to proceed was
to opt for a step by step textual analysis of the different segmentsinto which the article is divided.

Juan Bruce-Novoa, well-known critic of Chicano literature, begins histheoretical study with three
brief quotations, in the manner of epigraphs. It can be assumed beyond doubt that the crux of his
theoretical analysisresides precisely, dthough not exclusively, in these quotes, inasmuch ashea so
elaborates his own proper concepts during the process which end up confusing instead of clarifying,
the genera premise of departure. Since these quotations are extremely important and brief, they will
be transcribed below, even though they are only from a secondary source.

It is nothing less than the impossibility for the Being to freely or independently manifest
itself. Itsessenceisfound in redity and that which we perceivefromredlity areitssigns, its
reflections, that very soon disappear devoured by contingency. (Juan Garcia Ponce, La
aparicion de lo invisble 1968, 204). (Trandation ours) (22).

Thus, theimageisadesperate [ poetic] recourse against the silencethat invadesus more each
time we attempt to express/describe the terrible experience of our surroundings and of
ourselves. The poem is language in tension: in the extreme of being and in being to the
extreme. Octavio Paz, £/ arcoy /alira 1967, 111). (Trandation ours). (22)

Only from nothing are there infinite possibilities —all simultaneously possible. Only in
nothing can you find everything. (Maria Medina Lopez, unedited manuscript). (22)

In general, at the risk of being imprecise, each passage could be characterized in the following
manner: thefirst quoteisof aphilosophica nature; the second has apoetic-philosophica flavor, with
psychologica undertones; and the third has a pseudo-existentialist quality to it. Having stated the
above, some global commentaries are necessary.

Garcia Ponce's text is truly ingenious. We make this observation, not precisely because it is a
scholastic disquisition, but rather because of itstransparency and synthetic compactness. Thisquote
summarizes to perfection one of the most fundamental and ontological quandaries ever confronted
by all philosophers of any schools of philosophical thought throughout the ages, ranging from the
Greeks to present day existentiaism, and embracing Cartesian as well as Kantian idealism. It
involves the ensuing dichotomies: subject/object, substance/accident, necessity/contingency, and
intellectuaity/sensibility, in addition to "continuity"/"discontinuity,” of which Juan Bruce-Novoa
speaksextensively in hisarticle. Briefly: the Being asatranscendent and metaphysical entity, i.e. its
essaricecannot be grasped or apprehended by the senses. It isthe purest of abstractions, perhapsthe
highest abstraction of which the human intelligenceis capable. It isimmutable, it isin captivity, or



rather, it cannot "freely or independently manifest itself” (22), as Garcia Ponce says. What we are
capableof grasping or "perceiving” through the sensesare"itssigns, itsreflections,” itsphenomena,
or instead, what Aristotle and hisfollowers call ed the accidents until thearrival of Descartesand the
modern philosophers. Because they are "contingent” or accidental, i.e. non essential, those "signs’
and those "reflections” of the Being's essence "disappear”. In other words, we are before that which
the critic frequently designates in his article: the properties of "space,” which is another way of
saying the dichotomy of "continuity" (essence/substance) and "discontinuity”
(accident/contingency). Repeated references will be made to this point further on in the analysis.

Asfar asOctavio Paz text isconcerned, it can be stated that hereisan anguished poet who fed sand
intuits what the philosopher attempts to explain. In short, Octavio Paz is more of a poet than a
philosopher. Be that as it may, when he affirms that "the image is a desperate recourse against the
slencethat invadesus..." heisindicating to us poetically, precisaly the samething that GarciaPonce
tells us philosophically ("it is nothing less than the impossibility for the [abstract / metaphysical /
ontological] Beingto manifest itself..."), or rather, that the essence of things ("terrible experience" /
"silence") cannot be grasped even by the emotions or the poetic sensibilities. That theclosest thing to
"manifesting itself" isby way of the"image," and thelatter, inasmuch asit attempts to be permanent
never materiaizes, never becomes an immutable esserice In the words of Garcia Ponce himsdlf,
they arethe"signs’ and "reflections’ of the essence-reality of agiven object, they are not the things
in themsalves. The quotation taken from Octavio Paz continues to be a poetic expression and,
inasmuch as it is poetic, it cannot be transformed into criticism or literary theory, because, if that
were the case, we would find ourselves before an ad horminemargument. That isto say, it would be
equivaent to analyzing apoem with another poetic metaphor, and it would coincide with theaxiom
which legidates: "a defined word cannot be part of its own definition."”

Inthe matter of thethird cited text, which belongsto MariaMedina L 6pez, theone dluded to earlier
as having a"pseudo-existentialist quality,” it is exactly that: a pseudo-something.

Anyone, poetically and romantically speaking, can utter alogical -sounding barbarism and everyone
recognizesit asbeing afeverish or poetic digression, but thereisagiganticleap from the preceding,
to seriously and philosophically declaring that "Only in nothing can you find everything,” and
constitutes an effrontery to critical and philosophical intellectudity. In afew words, in the physical
order, as wdl as in the mathematical and in the philosophical, nothingnessis nothingness and
something cannot emerge from such anothingness, because, by definition, nothingnessis precisely
the absence of essence, of that something. Moving into the field of theology or theodicy, it can be
readily accepted that only the Supreme Being (God or the Divinity) can create something from
nothingness. But this pertains to the order of faith and not to the domain of literary criticism or
theory, nor to common sense. On the whol g, this quotation "sounds' beautiful, becauseit isnothing
more than a poetic expression.

Beforefully directing our attention to Bruce-Novoastext, and by way of summarizingwhat has been
said up to this point regarding the epigraphs or quotations, one can aready foresee the critical
difficultiesthat Juan Bruce-Novoawill encounter intheinitiation and devel opment of his"theories'
(8¢9 concerningtheliterary "space” that correspondsto Chicano literature. (It must be noted thet the



text, cited below, speaks of "theories’ —not "theory”, as one would have expected— regarding
Chicano literary space. If thisiswhat the critic truly meant to say, then there iseven moredoubt with
respect to the vaidity of hisargumentation. Thereasonissimple: it seemsthat one "theory” should
be sufficient. If it isnecessary to establish severa "theories’ on the samethemeor object of study, it
indicates that the focus —atheory— is not sufficient in and of itself. Therefore, we would haveto
doubt not only the embracing totality of the theory, but also itslogical vaidity).

Focusing on the analysis of the article, and proceeding step by step as proposed earlier, let usbegin
with the brief preamble, scarcely composed of fifteen lines. What isof importanceisthefina portion
of this preamble, in which Bruce-Novoacites MariaMedinaLopez once again, paraphrasing her in
the following way.

| would liketo proposethat Chicaro, and therefore Chicano literatureis nothing, thenothing
of which MariaMedina Lopez speaks. (Emphasis ours). (23)

And, to further reinforce the premise of departure, he adds:

Let meexplainthat in that sense, nothing isan ultimate good and in no way negative. | hope
that the following presentation of my theories [sd of literary space will open a positive
dynamic approach to our literature, instead of the limiting ones that could damage it. (23)

Firstly, reiterating what was stated previously: "nothing [nothingness]" is "nothing [nothingness],"
that the Being cannot materialize from "nothing [nothingness],” and, on the contrary, the Being
cannot annihilateitself, and what isBeing is Being and cannot be " nothing [nothingness].” Theonly
thing that can happen to the Being, in asfar asit is Being, isto transform itself or be transformed
into another Being, but it cannot be annihilated. And that "nothing [nothingness]” is "nothing
[nothingness]" and cannot even transformitsalf into itself nor into any other "nothing [ nothingness]”
whatsoever, because "nothing [nothingness]" has "nothing [nothingness]" into which it can transform
itself, precisely becauseit is"nothing [ nothingness]," and can by no means createthe Being, because
it does not have the power to actualizeitself into Being, becauseit does not exist. Hence, to say that
this "nothing [nothingness| is an ultimate good and in no way negative" isssmply an absurdity. The
above be refuted with one stroke by stating that, if this "nothing [nothingness]" is something
"positive,” what isthe "no-nothing,” that isto say, the"Being"?Isit something "negative'? In other
words, if "nothing [nothingness]" isthe positive sourcefrom which the"positive’ emanates, how isit
that later it is claimed that things/beings (man in particular) are part of "discontinuity” and of
"chaos," theselatter of whichthecriticwill later speak? Thisisadoublecontradiction: itisstated, on
one hand, that "everything" can befound in "nothing [nothingness]” ("' nothing [ nothingness]" =the
positive) and, on the other hand, that the Being, which proceeded from the "positive nothing
[nothingness]," is"chaotic" becauseit is "discontinuous’ (the positive = the chaotic).

Elaborating this concept alittle further, and departing from this same absurd premise, thefollowing
observation can be made: if the Chicano and Chicano literature "are nothing,” how isit they exist?
What should be stated isthat they " werencthing [nothingness]” (in the past tense), and, in logica



accordance with his own premise, it would seem that the Chicano aswell as hisliterature sprouted
from (in a recent epoch?) "nothing [nothingness]." If, indeed, there is such a thing as Chicano
literatureit is because the Chicanos existed prior to their own literature and that, without them, there
isno proof of the existence of their own literature. Thus, evenif there had been no Chicano literature
before 1959 —year in which the "first" Chicano novel (Pocho by José Antonio Villarrea) was
published, as some would have it— there had to have been Chicanos prior to that date. If thisis
accepted asagiven fact and as something logica, it standsto reason that Chicano literature could not
have sprouted from "nothing [ nothingness]." It originated or was caused by the Chicano writerswho
preceded it and produced it.

But, if now we were to add to the above, as Bruce-Novoa states, that "the Chicano [as0] is[was]
nothing [nothingness]" we would be confronted with an even more serious and grave problem. If, as
said previoudy, having to accept that "Chicano literature is [was| nothing [nothingness]" was
arduous, it is more perplexing to accept that "the Chicano is[was] nothing [nothingness]," because
the obligatory question arises immediately: who engendered the Chicano from "nothing
[nothingness]"? From what kind of "nothing [nothingness]" did the Chicano emanate? In other
words, the "nothing [nothingness]" from which Chicano literature emerged is not so difficult to
understand because it involves a"nothing [nothingness]” that pre-existed already, i.e., the Chicano
author. But, from what "nothing [nothingness]” did the Chicano author, maker of his own Chicano
literature, emanate? From the same "nothing [ nothingness]"? From another non-existent Chicano
maker/creator? To admit this, asoneisoblige to do, onewould haveto admit, at the sametime, that
this Chicano creator, which emanated from "nothing [nothingness]" to produce another "nothing
[nothingness]” from which Chicano literature emerged, also had to be produced from "another
nothing [nothingness]” (or isit the same "nothing [nothingness]"?), by acreator or engenderer that
produced that "nothing [nothingness]™ (is it the same "nothing [nothingness]” or another "nothing
[nothingness]"?) from which this other Chicano creator emanated that produced from "nothing
[nothingness]" (now which "nothing [nothingness]"?) the second Chicano creator, already created,
which, in turn, produced "the Chicano" who from the former "nothing [nothingness]” would create
the Chicano literature that we possesstoday. To be sure, dl this gibberish or absurity istoo obscure
to comprehend.

Undoubtedly, all of thisislogical, becauseit conforms, more or less, to some syllogistic rules. The
Greek sophists, too, it would seem, had their syllogistic rules. The problem resides, evidently, inthe
validity or falseness of the premises. If one departs from deficient or erroneous premises, the
conclusions have to be erroneous aso. Thisisthe present case, in which, departing from an absurd
premise, as Bruce-Novoadid —basing himself on MariaMedinaLopez' premiseregarding "nothing
[nothingness]"— onearrives, necessarily and apodictically, at an absurd conclusion. And hereinlies
the problem, acceptance asacertitude, if only asajustification, that the absurd too hasitsownlogic:
thelogic of theabsurd. And, forcing the situation, it can be affirmed that, indeed, it does appear tobe
ludicrous or absurd, as has been demonstrated in the sophistic digression above —also based on
Bruce-Novod's premise.

Again, if the preambleto the critic'slong article departs from this absurd premise, it standsto reason



(from this moment on) that what follows the preamblewill be acomplete absurdity. And it appears
to be thisway, as has just been seen and will continue to be seen.

THE LITERARY SPACE

The first of the three parts into which Juan Bruce-Novoas article is divided, bears the subtitle of
"TheLiterary Space." Themain premiseof this section can be summarizedin thefoll owing manner:
citing MirceaEliade and Juan Garcia Ponce, the critic comparesmodern occidental man with ancient
man (non-occidenta ?). The latter is characterized by having had and having lived a harmonious
existence (= continuous), because his life and experience had a "place and a purposein that order”
(meaning areligious and cosmic order), while the former, "modern occidental man,” finds himself
"inthe chaosof aredity (=discontinuous) void of any exterior superstructure [ befief infand harmony
with the Being and The Totdity--God?] that might give meaning to hislife." (23)

In the following paragraph, and adhering to the ideas of severa occidenta thinkers cited by Garcia
Ponce, the critic states:

M odern man isadiscontinuous being defined as such by his personal voyage towards death,
moved along by sequentid, unilatera time, and by hisisolation within spatial relationships
that only serve to underscore his particular individuality as this man and no other. (23)

For the moment, several observations can be made; 1) That this assertion can and seems to be
gratuitous, becausethereisno serious evidenceto substantiate such astatement, in other words, that
"modern man [vs. ancient man] isa"discontinuous’ being. 2) That the cause of that discontinuity
("defined as such) is"his personal voyagetowards death” —for the smplereason that this"voyage
towardsdeath" isbeing made through "sequential, unilateral time"— al so seemsto be gratuitousfor
the same reason. These two first affirmations might or might not be exact, depending on the
perspective selected (Elidade versus Bataille/Bruce-Novoa), inasmuch asiit could be subjective /
objective, relative / absolute or circular / linear. And 3) that what must be emphasized, as done
repeatedly, isthat each time Bruce-Novoa penetratesfurther into his"theories," hekegpsadding new



termswhich were not mentioned in the preamble (=the state of affairs), and which werenot indicated
in the title itself of his study. The title of his article, "The Space of Chicano Literature,”" includes
neither the concept of time nor the dichotomy of "continuity / discontinuity” which he utilizes so
frequently. Thiswill become more evident as the analysis progresses.

After having contrasted modern occidental man with ancient man (occidental/orienta ?), perhaps, in
order to prove his point he continues:

Thefirst epigraph of my essay summarizes the problem. The contingency of discontinuous
reality devours man'sreflectionsand images so quickly that hisonly perception of themisat
best partid, fragmentary, resulting in an even more perniciousrevelation of hissef imageas
irrevocably lost and meaninglesswithin that speeding, oneway time progression. Man seeks
to avail himself of recourses with which to combat the menace of chaotic discontinuity [of
redlity]. (23)

This passage is extremely important in the devel opment of Bruce-Novoas theory(ies) and, sinceit
involves his paraphrasing of Garcia Ponce'stext, it isnecessary to transcribeit, again, in order to be
able to confirm both the implicit and the explicit comparisons.

It is nothing less than the impossibility for the Being to freely and independently manifest
itsalf. Its essenceis foundin realityand that which we percavefromredlity areits signs its
reflections, that very soon disappear devoured by contingency. (Emphasis ours). (22)

A careful reading of both textsrevealsafundamenta disparity between them. Asalready indicated
at the beginning of this study, Garcia Ponce's passage is "ingenious’ because of its compact and
synthesizing content. It is lamentable that the critic could have distorted, misconstrued, and
confused the otherwise extremely clear philosophical thinking of Garcia Ponce's text.

Bruce-Novoastates: "the contingency of discontinuousreality devours man'sreflectionsand images
so quickly that...". Thisinterpretation is antithetical to the meaning of Garcia Ponce'stext, because
Bruce-Novoainvertsthe philosophical, semantic subject/object binomid of the passage. According
to Garcia Ponce, the "essence” of the Being is imprisoned or prisoner within "reality,” making it
impossible for the Being to freely manifest itself. This posture is ofjectiveto an extreme. Bruce-
Novoas postion is antithetical to the preceding, because he states that redity is objectively
"discontinuous,” for the smplereason that it is"contingent.” What is " contingent” (Garcia Ponce's
text says nothing with regard to "discontinuity") for the Mexican thinker are the "signs and
reflections’ of the essential redlity in asfar asit is perceived by us, the subjective thinkers.

Inreference to the second concept of the passage, "resulting in an even more perniciousrevel ation of
hisself imageasirrevocably logt," it isacombination that Bruce-Novoa createsfrom Garcia Ponce's
and Octavio Paz' texts in addition to his own inventions, which he attributes to Garcia Ponce,
injecting into it a confusion not found in the exceedingly clear original text. Briefly, Garcia Ponce
speaksto usof theimmutability of the essence of the Being (essential / transcendental) whichweare



not capable of actuaizing asavita experience, except as a subjective intellectual abstraction. The
"signs’ and "reflections’ arethe phenomenologica perception of thisreality-essence (“that which we
perceive of it"), it is not the reality-essence in and of itself. Consequently, these "signs’ and
"reflections,” which perceived subjectively, will be "devoured" by the "contingency” of redity (not
by the essence of that sameredlity), since"contingency” refersto the accidentsof redlity and notto
its esserice Thus, and as a summary of what has just been said, one can establish two clarifying
equations:. 1) objective "reality” = (immutable) essence + contingency or (mutabl €) accidents, and 2)
I-thinking or seeing (subjective) being = (mutable) perception + (objective / mutable)
signs/accidents.

Bruce-Novoaattempts to make us believe—perhaps because he did not read his mentor carefully—
that the "contingency of discontinuous redlity [tautology] devours man's reflections and images,”
confusing and inverting the terms: the subject for the object (and vice versa) and the cause for the
effect (and vice versa). In short, it seems he read Garcia Ponce backwards. This inversion and
confusion are caused, apparently, by collapsing two dissimilar, though related, quotations, Garcia
Ponce's (philosophical) and Octavio Paz' (poetic), into one sentence. And, as can be seen by the
attentive discerner, philosophy and the poetic vision cannot beintertwined when oneisattempting to
do critica analysis or to elaborate a (pseudo)scientific theory[ies]. But these digressions have
nothing to do with literary criticism and theory. At least not yet, as will be seen.

Next, focusing exclusively on the terms "continuity” and "discontinuity” (neither term necessarily
relatesto thetitle's concept of "space”), Bruce-Novoagoesto great lengthsto try to convinceusthat,
if thereisapossibility for modern "man" to stop the "discontinuity” in relation to thingsand life it
would be in the context of six possible situations or elements, markers or blocks ("spaces'?):
religion, childhood, death, eroticism, mysticism, and art. We would like to analyze each point in
detail, but it would be too lengthy to do so. An effort will be made to discussthe essential aspect of
each category to ascertain if thereisalogica consistency and, findly, if thereis applicability with
respect to Chicano literature. This, after all, should be the main concern.

Bruce-Novoabeginsby citing two modern thinkers, Mircea Eliade and George Bataille, and patently
he embraces the arguments of the latter. The critic limits himself to stating that the conception and
inclination of the Rumanian thinker Mircea Eliade ( 7he Sacred and the Profane is that "modern
man" has broken ties with the religious "superstructure” which maintained him ab originein total
"continuity." Breaking theseties, he now finds himself alienated not only with the Totdity, but with
himself and other beings. Thus, he must reclaim thosetiesof continuity again, if heistosurviveina
normal state. This is none other than the theory advanced by some psycol ogists, better known as
collective pyschology, such as the Swiss Carl G. Jung (£/ hombre y sus simbolos, 15-98). Bruce-
Novoa, it appears, isnot an advocatefor Eliade's posture and, instead, sustainshimself onthetheory
of the Frenchman George Bataille (L '‘Erotisme). Apparently, he has taken the six points or blocks
alluded to earlier from Bataille by way of Garcia Ponce.

With respect to thefirst block or "space," religion, he immediately discards it upon affirming that:

Religion, at least in the Christian sects, justifies and perpetuates man's discontinuous



historicity and spatial solitude by projecting it past death into eternity with promises of life
everlasting for the particular individual. Religion may be secure order as Eliade seesiit, but
its concentration on the individua makes it a discontinuous space, and therefore chaoticin
the last analysis. (24)

This text contains at least one fundamenta contradiction and, aso, a smplistic knowledge of
Christian-religious theological doctrine which has survived "continuously” during a "space" of
twenty centuries. The principle of "that which can be affirmed gratuitously, can be denied
gratuitoudly" iseasily applicablein this case. That "religion, at least in the Christian sects, justifies
and perpetuates man's discontinuous historicity and spatial solitude by projecting it past death into
eternity with promises of life everlasting for the particular individud,” (24) isaformidabl e statement
which must be proved without remission. This proof or evidenceisnot to be found anywhereinthe
critic'stext. Itisregrettable, if not intellectualy disrespectful , becausethe objective hereisto attempt
to establish a"theory[ies]" regarding " Chicano literary space”’ inwhichlifeand rligion, for Christian
as well as pre-Christian, played, and continues to play, a transcendentd role. That "religion” (re-
ligation with the Supreme Being) teaches that life is earthly, temporal, and finite is true. That it
affirmsthat thereisanother lifewhichiseterna, unlimited, and " continuous,” issmilarly true. And
that life should be seen as an antechamber in preparation for the other one, is aso true. But that
"religion justifies and perpetuates man's discontinous historicity and spatial solitude [7] of man
[modern or not]™ and that "its concentration on the individual makesit a discontiunous space, and
therefore chaotic,” isa"discontinuous' (intellectual space?), bold, and aprioristic reasoning on the
part of the critic.

Several examples can be utilized to refute the second part of the quotation. Citing, without analyzing
them —because they are common patrimony—, theoretical cases only, and leaving aside the
ritualistic ones (for Chrigtianity), such as "origina sin" versus the "New Adam," that of the
"economy of the salvation of Christ,” and especially that of the "theory"/doctrine and practice of the
"Mystical Body of Christ." These postures, and numerous others, such as the rituaistic ones that
could be adduced here, are based on the "continuity” not only of ancient man, but also of "modern
man" (occidental or not) and a "communitarian” structure, and not on the "individua" and
"isolated/alienated” one of man with "the others' and with "the Other," linking this"discontinuous®
life (according to Bruce-Novoa) with the other "continuous' one (according to Eliade?). Thedoctrine
of the Mystical Body of Christ, in particular, presupposes, on one hand, the integration of the parts
into atotality, parald to the"individua members' that integratethe " complete body," in the sense of
unity. And, on the other hand, it is the "dissolution” of individuality within the totality, thereby,
making alienation and chaosimpossible, as Bruce-Novoaindicates. Bethat asit may, thereligious
Christian doctrine or posture is in complete conflict with what the critic (and perhaps George
Bataille) attacks as "chaotic [space], in the last andlysis." Thereisan implicit contradiction in this
text, but, because it is related to the fifth section or block to be studied —mysticism— it will be
discussed |ater.

The second block or "space” as far as the underlying aternative between "continuity” and
"discontinuity,” concerns ctr/dhood.



Childhood isthefirst space of continuity (temporal and spatial simultaneity, total unity) experienced
by man. Childhood is a space of free floating movement within which the child is the assigner of
roles, thetransformer of reality, unlimited by the physical or mental barriersadults accept asnormal.
Childhood ends when the child becomes aware of hislimited, discontinuous existence, arealization
accompanying the predominance of reason over imagination. To return to childhood isimpossible
within sequential time, but the memory lingers onin man and may well be the source of hisdesireto
recapture the unity within continuity that as an adult has left behind. (24)

At first glance, the paragraph which Bruce-Novoa dedicates to childhood, as "the first space of
continuity [?7] [tempora and spatia simultaneity],” flows well and appears to be logicd, but if
pondered a little, that logic vanishes progressively. According to him, the child's "imagination™
predominates over reason and, as a result, is not limited by the barriers that reason imposes on
modern man. "Childhood is aspace of free floating movement,” in which the child can assign roles
to others and to himsealf and in this manner [subjectively?] transform reality, without barriers. The
adult, because of the limitations that reason imposes on him, does not have that privilege or power,
by now lost, consequently, he navigates in "discontinuity.” Only through "memory,” and in an
unsatisfactory manner, is he able to return to childhood in order to recapture in some way that lost
“continuity.”

This situation does not seem as simple as Bruce-Novoa would have one believe. On one hand, that
the power of the "imagination" is a guarantee of "continuity,” and "reason" as the cause of
"discontnuity,” does not follow, nor has it been proven scientifically nor philosophically. The
opposite position could be defended just aseasily. For instance, the"imagination,” fantasy, dreams,
etcetera, are "freg” as the critic says, but that "liberty” is no less "chaotic" in many cases.
Psychologists or psychiatrists can attest to this. Onthe contrary, it can bereadily stated that "reason”
is the faculty which, by nature, establishes "order" within "chaos." This faculty, which establishes
logic, is an attribute of the adult, not of the child.

And, in reference to adult literature, one can observe, above dl in the Baroque and Surrealism
epochs—thelatter of theseliterary movements of recent and "modern" appearance— that this"free
floating" of which the critic speaks, frequently becomes"free chaos' (our words). On the other hand,
if, indeed, it is true that children can fregly "assign roles,” one must remember that those same
children, once at play, fictitious or not, are capabl e of creating a" discontinuous chaos' that would be
difficult for an adult, "reasonabl€" or logical, to equal. One has only to think of, for the concrete
world of the child, a birthday or Christmas party where the child's toys belong to him\her aone
("individual / discontinuous'?) and not the other ("communitarian / universal / continuous'?).

The third block or "space' the critic selects to present the "continuity” versus "discontinuity"
digunctiveis death. Here, once again, thethesisis not convincing nor doesthe critic fareany better.
Hebegins by stating that "Death isthe most obvious of the possible spaces of continuity open tothe
adult” (24). If thereisnot amistake in the genera interpretation of thelong essay, we havethe strong
impression that the criticisnot preoccupied with religion, nor the great beyond, nor the Totdity. He



does not embrace Eliade'stheory of re-/igationwiththe Totality, for the ssmplereason that "modern
man" —and the criticisamodern man— cut thetieswith the " continuity” that existed in thislifeand
that characterized ancient man. If thisisthe premise of departure, as can be deduced fromthecritic's
work, it follows that "death” (the cessation of life? the great beyond?) does not preoccupy, nor
should it preoccupy "modern man" in general, most particul arly the Chicano. Consequently, deathis
the cessation of life and, being as such, death is, antonomastically speaking, the "space of nothing
[nothingness]” (our words), that is to say, emptiness. If life is reality or "discontinuous space,”
according to the critic, it follows that death is "non-space,” neither continuous nor discontinuous,
because the redity or concept of "space” is something positive, something "real” and cannot be
identified with "nothing" (= non-space).

The referred text consists of two parts, one is taken from Garcia Ponce and the other is Bruce-
Novoas own elaboration of the same text by Garcia Ponce. The two quotations are cited to draw
attention to the lack of agreement between them.

[ GarciaPonce statesthat] in order to break the discontinuity that, upon being thrust into [the
reality of] life which separates us from nature and the others, the first immediate road is
death, which returns us to impersonal continuity. (Trandation ours). (24)

Bruce-Novoa elaborates the cited text and interpretsit in the following manner:

Death destroysthe particular manifestation of life, discontinuous man, but doesnot touch the
impersonal, continuous spirit of life, rather it [death? the spirit of life?] reveds it [the
impersona ?] initsrepetitive cycle and itsinterdependence with degth. (Thetext in brackets
isours). (24)

Garcia Ponce'sintertext is very lucid. There are three parts or phasesin the life cycle of man: birth,
life, and death. When "we arethrust into theworld" (= birth) "we break" the continuity with " nature"
and the "others." If thisis so (doubtful in our opinion), in order to be able to depart from life, the
resol ution would be death "that returns usto impersona continuity” (also doubtful in our opinion). It
is obvious that Garcia Ponce established a "continuity”" before ("upon being thrust into life') and
after ("death returnsusto impersonal continuity") from "discontinuouslife.” Inother words, degthis
areturnto prelife. Thiscycle, though clear and easy to understand, does not explain anything to us
regarding that "space" prior to or after life. It is suggested that it is "something" ("impersonal
continuity™), but oneisnot told anything in relation to that "something.” Thus, the manner in which
thisaffirmation isexpressed doesnot allow it to be acknowl edged as acceptablein an academic and
critical study.

Something similar, though lacking Garcia Ponce's cycle, is presented by Bruce Novoain the text
previoudly cited, with the gravity that the syntax is deficient and confusing. The critic tells us that
"death destroys the particular manifestation of life [...], but does not touch the impersonal, the
continuous spirit of life, rather it [the continuous spirit of life/death?] reveasitinitsrepetitivecycle
and itsinterdependence with death.” (24)



Inthefirst place, thetext is somewhat perplexing, because"death,” clearly the subject, becomesthe
circumstantial complement of the sentenceitself. Secondly, thisgrammatical imprecisionisdifficult
to understand in that, with death, persona and individual life ceases to exist. That same death,
however, respects, "reveals,” and establishes an "interdependence’ with the "continuous spirit of
life" It seems, according to thetext, thereisaparticular, persona, physical, biological and materid
life (hic et nunc) "discontinuous” and thereis another that isuniversal, impersona, and spiritud (/n
morte et post morterr) and this second spiritua and impersona existence, because of a"repetitive
cycle" interdependent with "death” (between death and death!), establishesa " space” of continuity.
Or rather, that death isthe beginning and the end of that "continuity,” and that in between both exists
a "continuous spirit of life.” Thus, it is difficult to establish a principle of logic (= discontinuous
gpace?) in this manner, unless a theologica treatise on existence subsequent to death is being
proposed here.

The critic concludes with the following words:

Death, however, islittle consolation to man because it makes the images invisible, and of
coursethe disadvantages of its permanenceareobvious[!]. Asaspaceof liberationitisalast
resort. (24)

That death "islittle consolation” to man isknown by everyone, unless oneistalking about the saints
or those desperate individuals who have given up on life, but that the reason for this disconsolate
state isthat death "makestheimagesinvisible," isno longer very apparent to anyone. He who dies,
ceases to exist, and not only his own "images' disappear, but his entire being also vanishes and
becomes"invisible," unless one admitsto the existence of the Great Beyond and eternd life, whichis
not obviousin the critic'stext. But thisis a separate theme altogether. Now, if with al of this, the
critic is preparing us for the agplication of his theory(ies), v.gr., to the poem "El Louie," and he
wantstoins nuate that this poem does not involvethe "images" Louie Rodriguez himself hadinlife,
but theimagesthat the poet Jos¢ Montoyarevealsregarding thelife of the pachuco Louie, thenthere
isareferencetwo human lives: the"discontinuous' life (according to the critic) of theartist, because
heisareal person, who conceivesthe ("continuous') image of the deceased, who, in and of himsdlf,
has ceased to be real, and the "continuous' life of the deceased who stopped conceiving
"discontinuous’ real images, hisown, aswell asothers. And, clearly, this has nothing to do with the
continuity or discontinuity of the work of art.

In a few words, we believe that there is tremendous imagination in this passage, there is much
pseudo-philosophy, and very little literary theory. The only thing that "death” doesisto sever the
normal "continuity” (not thefictitious"discontinuity") of life, becauselife, by natureand essence, is
acontinuousreality. Life ceasesto continuewhen it desistsand, therefore, the" continuous' process
of existenceisdiscontinued. And that death re-establishes"impersond continuity,” etcetera, isapure
idealist abstraction, because the only continuity that death can offer iscontinuity in nothing[ ness| and
of nothing, or, if one believes in eternity, to establish absolute continuity within the infinite and
eternal bosom of the divine essence. If one accepts this, as do many Chicanos, as part of their



existential and cultural continuity, then one can talk in serious terms with respect to the process of
the future spiritual, unlimited, and perfect (absolutely continuousin "space”’ and "time") life. But,
naturaly, thecriticisnot referring to this matter, because he himsdf states: "Asaspace of liberation
[of life] it [death] is alast resort.” In addition, we are compelled to emphasize that the "space of
liberation™ isadifficult concept, becauseit ispuzzling for usto comprehend that this"liberation” has
its own "space.”

The fourth division or "space” regarding the subject of continuity and discontinuity (of space?) is
dedicated to eroticism Once again, Bruce-Novoas argument isrooted in theideas of the frequently
mentioned schol ars, George Bataille and Juan GarciaPonce. Thelatter affirmsthat, in"eroticism”, "a
union with the other isredized, aswell aswith life, that takes us out of time and discontinuity that
ceases for the Being,” (24) in other words, time and discontinuity prevent "the Being from
manifesting itself freely.” And Bruce-Novoaaddsthat the "disadvantage” of eroticism (=the sexual

act in this case) isthe "rapid vanishing" of the erotic experience. He continues saying that:

In that moment, man dissolves as does the world, and when both are reformul ated, man —
sensitive man— comes away with anew insight into so-called redlity. (24)

The central meaning of thetext speaks of the brevity of the"moment” of pleasureand the"intensity”
of the erotic act by which and in which the human being "dissolves as does the world." This
momentaneous and "dissolutive" act, according to Bruce-Novog, is the key to restraining the
"discontinuity” of/and in life and theworld, and, in thismanner, seizeing the" continuity” from both.
After this "momentaneous’ erotic act, man and the world "are reformulated” upon returning to
consciousness and gain anew "insight” of "redlity," whatever the latter may be.

The concept makes sensein and of itself and at first glance, but the questions begin to surface: if in
thisbrief "moment" the human being dissolvesin himsalf and in/with the other and both in/with the
world, how is it possible that this act is "continuity” (= momentaneous or anti-life) within
"discontinuity” (= vital permanence)? What kind of new subjective "insight” of vital "reality” can
man have concerning the same objective ("discontinuous") reality that has not changed in and of
itself?How isit possible that "man and the other,” upon dissolving intheerotic act, can also dissolve
along with them a"world" that is objective and franscendent to the persona and subjective human
experience of that same "world" and the personal dissolvers? This is sheer (“discontinuous’)
disparity between subject and object and, therefore, fictitious, if not "unreal.”

But the text continues:

[...] when man dissolvesinto pureintensity, losing the central and centraizing"l", timestops
[...]. The countless analogies of the sexua act and death have their basis in the shared,
common space of continuity. Both are a violation of the persona, discontinuous being,
impersondising it, making it participate in the undifferentiated continuity of nothing[ness|:
simultaneous everything. (25)



In the dissolutive sexual moment, because of the intensity of the emotiona act and the de-
centralization of thel, "time stops or ceasesto exist” at that precise (eterna ?, eternizing?, eternized?)
"moment.” Once again questionsemerge: isthecriticimplying that art and the artistic experienceare
similar to the eratic act in which the observer, listener, reader dissolves in the contemplation and
fruition of the work of art? This is a crude possibility. Or is it that the erotic act (by defintion
"momentaneous’ and, at the same time, "continuous") is similar to the creative act of the artist in
whose processthe notion and awareness of time arelost? In both cases, doestheflow of time, space
and the world cease? Or is it the persona (non-impersonal) experience that deceives one into
believing that it isthe (impersonal = transcendental) object that truly ceasesto exist for us.

The critic takes amorta |eap when he discloses that "the countless anal ogies of the sexual act and
death havetheir basisin the shared, common space of continuity.” (25) This provesnothing, because,
inthefirst place, as has already been emphasi zed when discussing death, we are not convinced that
deathis, at least for the deceased, a"space of continuity.” Inthe second place, if it were so, thecritic
would have to explain how the sexual act, basically "momentaneous,” and death basicaly a
"permanent” experience or fact, can be equated. But even if this analogy (undoubtedly ficticious)
could be accepted, why not extend it to other dissol utive acts and experiences, such as drunkenness,
drug addiction, deliriousness, madness (momentaneous or permanent, "continuous' or
"discontinuous"), tantrum-throwing (especially in children ="continuity"?), the emotiona intensity
of assassination, etcetera?

And Bruce-Novoa closes by saying "Both [the sexual act and death] are aviolation of the persona,
discontinuous being, impersonalising it, making it participate in the undifferentiated continuity of
nothing[ness|: simultaneous everything." (25) Analysishas been made of the"theoretica™ posture of
thecritic at the beginning of thisstudy, in the section rel ating to nothing/ nothingness and thereisno
need to repeat it. But it is observed that the only objective "analogy” (= objective identity), evident
between the sexual act and desath, isthe dissol ution of the subjectivel, which appearsto be akind of
instinct, adesirable, natural, and even advisableinstinct towards the dissol ution of thevital being, in
other words, suicide.

Thefifth division or "space" in reference to the topic of continuity and discontinuity is rmysticism
From among the sections or "spaces’ presented thusfar, this one, apparently, makesthe most sense,
although the "theoretical" applicability of this"space” in the context of Chicanoliteratureisyet tobe
determined. The brief passage will be cited.

The mystic also seeks to dissolve into atranscendent being or into a state of absolute unity
with the Other, sometimes called God or the world or the total spirit. Under any name it
means unity without limits, free of divisive particularities. Like in the other spaces, the
particular individual becomes impersonal in the dissolution of the self. (25)

Thedifference which can be detected between this passage, in comparison with the others, isthat the
true "mystical experience” is enduring, permanent and, therefore, truly "continuous.” The actua
"dissolution” into a"state of absolute unity with the Other" offersthe guarantee not only of not losing



one'sindividua subjectiveidentity, but aso of contemplating one'slimited personal existence. But it
should be added that the mystic who dissolves in the essence of the Other, does not do so in a
"temporary fainting spell of the moment," asin the sexud act (sensitiveness), instead itissimilar to
an eterna present that isavita (spiritual) pre-figuration of an eterna future. Here, indeed, can the
possibility of "continuity” (non-discontinuity) within the vital reality of the present be conceived
logically, theologicaly, and ontologicaly. Additiondly, the enduring mystical act, athough as
"intense” as the sexua act, is not equa to the latter, for the smple reason that it transcends the
implicit and inherent temporal "discontinuity” of eroticism. Furthermore, if oneacceptseroticisnas
an instrument for stopping the "discontinuity” of the chaotic vital reality, one can easily reject the
previous posture vis-a-vis the first division or "space” regarding religion, which has aready been
discussed.

And now the sixth and last division or "space” will be considered. It refersto and directly concerns
artand, in particular, /iterature This section isthemost clear and by far the best devel oped of thesix
explicated texts of the entire article. Bruce-Novoa explains partially:

Theartist tearsthe world and man from discontinuous reality and convertsthem into images
or words; reality dies, becomesimpersona outside of sequential time, and that other life of
continuity isrevealed. Theimages are fixed in the permanence where, free of the devouring
flow of time, they can manifest themsealves, offering man the opportunity to experienceagain
and again his own reflectionsin them. (25)

This passage is a model of how literary analysis, criticism, and theory should be written: with
precision and clarity. Utilizing brevity of words, this quotation outlines the function of the"arti<t,"
the "reader," the creative "process,” and of the "nature" of art. Prior to and afterward, the critic
discusses one of the visions or functions of art, citing and elaborating a brief text by Garcia Ponce.
Both have been transcribed:

[Art] isjustly the continuity of the being reveal ed to those who fix their attention, by means
of asolemn ritual, on the death of a discontinuous being. (25)

The victim of the sacrifice is a particular individual, but it becomes impersona in its
permanence, initsliberation from movement to which al individua sare chained, thoughits
surface remains that of the individual. (Trandation ours). (25)

Both passages speak of a metaphorical analogy between the process and nature of art and the
function of the sacredness of the artisticritual . Although thissimileisvery fascinating, nonethel ess,
it is a dangerous device to use within the context of literary criticism, because there is a tendency
toward producing literature instead of analyzing it, as has aready been demonstrated several times.
Setting aside this point for the moment, we will concentrate on the texts. The first quotation, by
Garcia Ponce, can be summarized by stating that the artist, similar to a priest in the sacrifice of a
victim, gives death to ("the sign of") the "discontinuous” or real being and transmutesit into (“the
essence of") the "continuous' or artistic being. In other words, through the process of the artistic



ritual it becomes permanent, or rather, the "discontinuous' becomes "continuous."”

The elaboration by Bruce-Novoaof this passageis clear and precise. However, when he says—as
he has said on other occasions— that the "space of continuity of art” iswhat is of interest to us, in
this essay, he leaves the reader perplexed once again. Because, if considered carefully, it isnot the
same to say "the space of continuity” (=Bruce-Novoa) as the "continuity of the Being" (=Garcia
Ponce). "Continuity" or "discontinuity” are properties/ characteristics of the Being, not of space. It
could be said, with more exactitude, that it is a characteristic of #/me But, because timeintersects
and interlocks with space, like two coordinates or siamese beings, it confers to the latter the
characteristic of continuity or discontinuity. More appropriately because of rmoverment, upon which
time and space travel, it permits these two to have continuity and/or discontinuity. The Mexican
philosopher, Eli de Gortari, in his /ntroduccion a la légica dialéctica/Introduction to Dialectical
Logic(1979), explainsit in the following manner:

Continuity and discontinuity are, therefore, distinguishable moments, but not distinct, from
the inseparable unity of the al. Continuity is the course of the continuous changes of the
discontinuous moments interlocked in tight unity with the whole. (Trandation ours). (59)

The Being rises above these three el ementsand for thisreason it ismorejust, logicd, and preciseto
say "the continuity of the Being," as Garcia Ponce states, rather than "the space of continuity"” of art,
asBruce-Novoastates. Truthfully, thislast expression does not contain any logic. Continuity hasno
space. Even figuratively speaking, it is nonsensical.

Thecritic continuesto review thevisual, auditory and literary arts. He makesan inventory of them,
but speaksexclusively of art appreciation, and includes neither the artist not thework of art. Inother
words—the authors of this study will make use of figurative language— he speaksto usof ingestion
and digestion (perception of the observer/listener/reader) but not about the gestion and gestation
(process of the work) nor of the gested or procreated (product). At the conclusion of the long
paragraph he touches lightly upon the nature of literary art when he says:

The permanent, fixed nature of writing is exactly the means of saving them [images] from
sequential time, of depersondizing them, of alowing them to become art where they are
simultaneous. (26)

It isagreed that, through literary "writing" —as ameans of making images "permanent”— the | atter
are rescued from the "discontinuity of time," devourer of things. However, this medium is not
necessarily an absolute remedy for giving them "permanence” and for assuring that art will endure
and will challenge time. The "written fixation" (or sculptural, pictoric, musica), is indeed a
guarantee of permanence, but it does not follow that it is /n perpetuum asit appearsto be suggested
here. There are writings (and other signs) that are not considered art and, nevertheless, "remain
fixed" against the voracity of time. Asexamplesto illustrate what isbeing said, one could identify
many works of plastic art, asin the case of countlesspaintings, statues, cathedral s, etcetera, fromthe
historical past, inwhich, in addition to esthetic values, other elementsnot artistic, such asaterations



or "lesions’ were a so permanently engraved and "fixed." These"lesionssimultaneoudy" fix, rescue
and reveal the non-artistic imagesin awork without being art.

CHICANO LITERARY SPACE

The first part of this study has been limited to what Bruce-Novoa himself called a "lengthy
introduction." He expressed it in the following manner:

Thislengthy introduction was necessary so that we—you who reads and |— can have some
basis for understanding, though it be ambiguous at times. (Emphasis ours). (27)

The introduction consists of five pages. It is not necessarily the number of pages that are
guestionable, but rather the quantity of elements, sometimes disparate, that make the introduction
troublesome. The critic himsalf admits this upon confessing that it is, or can be, "ambiguous at
times." We believe this ambiguity has been proven repeatedly in the first two chapters of our
analysis. Theworst part is that this "ambiguity” continues in the following pages (Cardenas, "The
Literary Space'). An effort will be made to underscore, as well as to substantiate if this so-called
"theory" of "Chicano literary space" is applicable or not to the same literature in question, as the
critic proposesto do. The planto follow in thisthird division isthe same one that was of assistance



to usin the preceding part: a step by step analysis of Bruce-Novoas text.

Thefirst section of hiswork was entitled "Literary Space,” in generd. Thissecond sectioniscalled
" ChicanoLiterary Space,” the focus becoming more specific. And, although it is more specific, the
critic continues to employ the same basic nhomenclature: "space” (and "time"), "order” versus
"chaos," "continuity" versus"discontinuity,” the"particular" versusthe"universal,” the"individua"
versus the "impersond,” and the "image" versus "redity.”

Bruce-Novoa begins this second section of his lengthy study by stating:

Chicanos have been especidly victimizedby the chaosof their surroundingsin that eventhe
fleeting reflectionsof man arenot of us. We can find ourselvesin pieces of art that achieve
universality, that isto say that the basic human quality of continuity which such piecesreves
will reflect our own humanity. (Emphasis ours). (27)

Clearly, heisreferring to the socio-historical context (“their surroundings') and, at thesametime, to
the literary text ("fleeting reflections”) where one could find the Chicano during the decade of the
60sand first half of the 70s. He alludesto thefact that the only representation of theliterary image of
the Chicano that could be found previoudly wasin officia literature, that isto say, the vison which
the Anglo-Saxon had of the Chicano and that the former projected in his literature, since mid-
nineteenth century. Thisisan historica fact which cannot be doubted today. However, setting aside
the historical aspect, let usexamine, fromaliterary, critical, and theoretical perspective, the concepts
with which Bruce-Novoaexpresses histhoughts and the manner in which he utilizesthem, sincethis
is the main concern of the study.

By declaring that "the Chicanos have been especially victimized by the chaos of their surroundings,”
thestatement is, historically and socially correct, but by placing the emphasized termsin the context
of hisliterary "theory," it does not ceaseto create confusion inthemind of thereader. For example, it
can be stated, in common and ordinary language, that a person has been "victimized," meaning that
"things went badly,” "one suffered an unforeseen accident,” etcetera. But in the context of Bruce-
Novoas theoretical article, the term "victimized" acquires a much more judtifiable, exact, and
elevated level, signifying to "suffer aritual sacrifice".

That it is the second meaning the one that the critic should employ in this quotation can be
demonstrated by the frequency with which Bruce-Novoa, aswell as Garcia Ponce—whom he cites
severd times— discussthistype of sacrificial "victimization." It occurs, by analogy, in the process
and function of art. Garcia Ponce expressesthat "art isjustly the continuity of therevealed being to
those that fix their attention, by means of a solemn ritual, on the death of a discontinuous being,"
(27) and Bruce-Novoa paraphrases him in this manner: "The victim of the sacrificeis a particular
individua." (27)

Something similar occurs with the term "chaos' in the phrase "victimized by the chaos of their
surroundings.” The"chaos" is caused by asocia condition based onracial segregation and economic
exploitation. Nonethel ess, within the context of hisliterary "theory," thischaosno longer referstoa



socia condition, but to the philosophica and anti-artistic "reality" which is characterized by the
devouring "discontinuity” of man. In short, asin the previous example, the readers are confronted
with two very disparate interpretative levels of that "reality,” also disparate, which Bruce-Novoa
mentions frequently.

The second part of the same quotation fares no better. It states that "we can find ourselvesin the
pieces of art that achieve universality,” referring to some images with respect to the Chicanos that
can befoundinvariousliterary works not written by Chicanos, but by Anglo-Saxons. With thesame
stroke of a pen, he clamsthat these "pieces’ are only "fleeting reflections of man [that] are not of
us," but that, nevertheless, and at the same time, "reflect our own humanity."

He indicates to us, on the one hand, that the Chicanos can recognize themselves in some pieces,
("fleeting reflections”) of their lives as Chicanos, projected and fixed as such by the Anglo-Saxon
pen, that, ironically and antithetically, "victimized" the Chicano in asocid "chaos,” caused by the
Anglo-Saxon. From this "chaos" (=radica discontinuity) "pieces’ of images of the Chicano can
spring forth that "achieve universality,” reflecting "our own humanity.” Undoubtedly, his own
nomenclature, the basisfor his supposed "theory" of Chicano literary space, resultscontradictory /n
terministor himself and for the reader.

In the second part of the same paragraph, it seems he wants to correct himself by explaining this
contradiction, but does not succeed. He states:

However, the surfaceimageis still aparticularity, and until recently those surfaces—andthe
page of a book is a surface— excluded us in a dual fashion: 1) it was not a Chicano
particularity being sacrificed and universalized on that surface; and 2) with respect to the
surfaces themsel ves, they were not readily avail ableto Chicano artists. The sense of genera
alienation from Anglo American society was reinforced in the arts. (27)

By beginning this quotation with the adverb "however" the critic indicates that the previous, even if
true, remains in a subordinate position. Or that there is an intrinsic limitation. And this limitation
consistsin that, even though "we can find oursel vesin the pieces of art that achieveuniversdity [ ...]
will reflect our own humanity,” (27) the fact remains that the "surface image" continues to be "a
particularity,” that isto say, it continuesto be"discontinuous' (=fragmented, de-humanized). Unless
the critic clarifies the concepts further, one is faced with a serious contradiction: on the one hand,
those unknown "pieces’ of art can achievealevel of "universality,” with (Chicano) human qudities,
and, on the other hand, because they appear represented by "surface images' and "particul arities,”
they can only be "discontinuous’ (=de-humanized).

Another confusion which the reader hasto confront isthat, asin other occas ons, Bruce-Novoaplays
with the terms and concepts, jumping from one leve to the other. For example, the term "surface”
was coined in the context of the transformationad grammar of the well-known linguist Noam
Chomsky, among others, upon making the distinction between "surface structure® and "deep
structure,” with which, undoubtedly, the critic is familarized. Here, it now assumes the technical



literary meaning of "surface image" to underscore the "superficidity” (“"particularity,”
"discontinuous,” or lack of essence) versusthe"deep structure,” ("universality,” "continuity,” literary
essence) of the projection. From thistechnical level, without preparing the reader, the critic doesa
strange somersault upontelling usin anon-restrictive or dependent clausethat “the pageof abook is
[also] asurface.” Toclearly understand thefirst use of theterm"surface,” thereader'sintellect hasto
do linguistic acrobatics and, suddenly, the critic confronts the reader with "the page of abook is
[also] asurface.” Unlessthe book cover or printed |etter is considered to be art, this does not make
any sense. Asthe critic himself indicates, thereisalot of "ambiguity” in al of this.

In the following paragraph he discusses how, with the appearance of the Chicano movement of the
60s and 70s, the Chicanos were searching for the art with which they could identify. At the
beginning, everything Mexican was accepted and embraced and everything Anglo-Saxon was
discarded. Later, asthe Chicano became aware that hewas neither one nor the other, he searched for
a "space’ or middle term between both. The Chicano had been previousy known as Mexican-
American. Since hewas neither, he would have to be the space between both, that isto say, the place
between Mexican and American, which corresponded to the hyphen between Mexican and
American. By eliminating the hyphen (-), avoid or emptiness (="nothing[ ness'] remainsthat must be
re-filled. There, in that exact place, Chicano "space’ ("nothing[ness]") will be devel oped. Thecritic
explainsit in his own words:

| propose that we are the space [not the hyphen] between the two [Mexican-American], the
intercultural nothing of that space. We are continually expanding that space, pushing thetwo
out and apart as we build our own separate redlity [discontinuous art?], while at the same
time creating strong bonds of interlocking tension that hold the two in relationship. Each
Chicano work opens aspacefor its existence and adds to the space of Chicano art aswell as
Art itsdlf. (27-28)

This is a genial, graphic conception on the part of the critic, although not precisely original.
However, it islamentablethat heinjectsadisparity, causing, asin other occas ons, confusion. Inthe
first place, asindicated previously, the concept of "space," which has been manipulated in so many
different waysthroughout Bruce-Novoastheoretical essay, now takes on another connotation: that of
typography. In other words, that of physical (and, at the same time, fictitious) space between two
letters, syllables, or words. Inthe second place, that "space,” ssimultaneoudly spatial, conceptua and
fictitious, isequivalent smply to the word "place," as such. The place that the hyphen (-) occupied.
Stated another way, that from ahighly theoretical concept, it isreduced, by meansof avisua image,
to acommon expression. And, finaly, once agai n one becomes desoriented in pseudo-philosophical
concepts, when, for the third time in the same expression, the key word "space” is equated with
intercultural "nothing[ness]." It does not matter that the critic claims that "we are continualy
expanding that space, pushing the two [Mexican and American] out and apart” while, at the same
time, bringing them together and "interlocking them™ to create the Chicano's own literary
intercultural "space" (=place). In the final analysis, that "space'/place is "nothing[ness]” (= the
origina nothing) and nothing, contrary to what is being said here, is nothing less than nothing.



It is necessary to clarify that we understand perfectly what Bruce-Novoa is attempting to say.
However, the arbitrary handling of semantic changes attributed to the same linguistic term, is not
permitted in a theoretical critic because, by doing so, he/she is indicating that there is neither
coherence nor clear conceptsin regard to what heis attempting to accomplish. A critical analysisis
not an open or inconclusive poem or short story that the reader, similar to are-creator, isobligated to
concludeor close. No, the critic must speak and present with clarity and precis on those conceptsthat
arethe utensilsof work. If that "space” isa"continuousnothing" (contradictioin terminis), it should
be clarified by means of scientific and philosophical explanations. If it is not donein this manner,
because it is not achievable nor possible to do, then, the critic is suggesting ficticious nebul osities.
And thisis unacceptable.

What we have just stated is not subjective capriciousness.
Observe what Bruce-Novoa himself states:

We must avoid classificationsthat would attempt to define the characteristics of Chicano Art.
(I amfully, joyfully and perversely cognizant of the application to my own work). Thecritic
should accept hisrole as just another force on the interplay of tensions. (28)

This paragraph, which appears dmost at the end of the theoretical part of his article, is extremely
fascinating. In agreement with the critic to acertain measure we can assert, in popul ar language, that
"classifications,” like comparisons, areloathsome. However, from the onset, the stated i ntention and
purposewasto establish a"theory," that isto say, to develop agroup of "classified" and systematized
concepts. In any theory, beit inthenatural, applied, literary or philosophica sciences, classifications
areobligatory, whether it isliked or not. Linnaeus, inthe natural sciences, and Aristotleand Kant, in
the philosophical, are widely known historical examples.

But the most shocking aspect, because it was unexpected, especially after the long pagesin which
there are promises of a"theory," isto be told, at the end, that "we must avoid classifications that
would attempt to define the characteristics of Chicano Art." The question remains, why try to
elaborate a "theory" with regard to "Chicano Space" and Chicano literature? We have to admit
without subtleties that, in addition to being left with the urge to know, we are confronted with a
contradiction of thefirst magnitude. Because, in redity, thecritic, who has been promising atheory,
findshimself in the position of being unableto justify hisassertion. The only thing he offersas proof
of judtification is that "the critic should accept his role [ambiguous?] as just another force in the
interplay of tensions."

Approaching the conclusion of the theoretical part, the critic devotes a paragraph to ore of the
classified "characteristics' (which he himself prohibits) of Chicano literature: the modality of its
language

Asfor our language, it too [?] is neither Spanish nor English, nor bilingual. We do not go
from oneto the other, nor do we keep them separate. Thetwo arein dynamictension creating



anew, interlingual "language." Ricardo Sanchez callsit tertiary principle. | prefer the term
interlingual, because as Ricardo himsalf has demonstrated, the two | anguages fragment into
types of Spanish and English, and what the Chicano speaksisthe product of many fragments.
(29)

This text does not contain a new revelation, because many studies on this topic had aready been
done, prior to the appearance of Bruce-Novoas essay. However, original or not, the theme of the
Chicano's language is highly important, because it is one of the "characteristics' of the Chicano
phenomenon. Despite this, it is not known with certainty how far this linguistic phenomenon,
typically Chicano, can be exploited and to what extent it is a quasi-universal phenomenon. This
comment ismadein reference to the fact that this phenomenon occurs, mutatis mutandis whenever
there are contactual languages. Examples of this, without leaving the Americas, can be found in
Paraguay, the Andean regions and the Province of Québec, among others. But we genuinely believe
that this is aso a Chicano phenomenon that can be profitably exploited by establishing Chicano
"classifications,”" "categories," and "characteristics," prohibited by the essayist.

By the end of this section of the article, the attentive reader islogically compelled to question:
What particular feature, in the final analysis, characterizes Chicano literature? In other words, in
what doesits originality consist? Truthfully, the critic sensed it. He putshimsealf in apredicament
when he states:

What is originality? In the common connotations of the word, none; in the Octavio Paz
sensg, dl. Thereis a particularity, even a new awareness, but as Paz has explained [7] (as
Unamuno before, not to mention countless others), origindity iswhen we becomethe same
as al the othersin the process such as | have been describing [7]. (28)

Thecritic concludeshis"theoretical part with this paragraph. But, before bringing thissectionto an
end, afew observations are necessary. By saying that " Chicano literary spaceisthesameasall other
artistic spaces, that it shares the same characteristics of continuity,”" the critic is converting the
"Chicano" into "universa". The first question which must be asked is. why thetitle, then, of "The
Space of Chicano Literature"? Why not ssimply say "The Space of Literature," as the generd title
indicates? On the other hand, as observed previoudly, the critic advises and recommends (almost
prohibits) that "We must avoid classifications that would attempt to define the characteristics of
Chicano Art," (28) and, in the following sentence, states the contrary: "Chicano literary space
[shares] the same characteristics of continuity.” (28) Again the question must be posed: what kind of
"characteristics' aretheseif, on the one hand, one is prohibited from establishing them and, on the
other, it is assumed that they do exist and are necessary?

Two lines later, without a sense of direction, one is confronted with the critic's central question
(logical?), "What is originality?' One continues to read to find an adequate answer to the long
interrogativethat was posed from the very first page. "In/of what does Chicano literature's originality
consist"? The answer: "In the common [?] connotation of theword, rone in the Octavio Paz sense
[?] all'. Truly, it isincomprehensible.



He continues citing names such as Octavio Paz, Unamuno and "countless others’ without
transcribing or anayzing the text. Instead, he summarizesby stating: "Originality iswhen webecome
thesameasal the othersin aprocess such as| have been describing.” And, naturaly, one must ask
thequestion: what isit, and in/of what doesit consist to "becomethe same astheothers.” Thereisno
explication asto who the others are, nor adescription of them givenin order to know and to be able
to establish ardationship of equality or sameness? In addition, if originalityconsistsin "aprocess
such as | have been describing," then, we lose control of our nerves and are forced to ask, what
process and... where was it described?

At the end of the "theoreticd" part of Bruce-Novoas essay, there are two things remaining to be
done: 1) to ascertainif that "theory” isindeed goplicableto the examplesor literary textsthat Bruce-
Novoa chose in order to be ableto test the application of the supposed theory and 2) asummary of
the principles and a general evaluation of Bruce-Novoas theory. The first point will be analyzed
next, leaving the second point for the fifth chapter.

A%

Textual Application

Oneisreminded by Juan Bruce-Novoain hisarticle"The Space Chicano Literature” that "Thetest of
atheoryisinitsapplication” (29). And indeed thereisno other way, sincethe purpose of any theory,
after itselaoration, isto beableto apply it to something. Infact, thissomething (Chicano literature
in this case) iswhere the idea burgeons so that the theoretician can give it asense of logic, in other
words, this "something” iswhat becomes the object of study.

Asadl theoreticians, Bruce-Novoabegins constructing the parameters of that conceptual structurein
the manner of a referential framework. After this is accomplished, it is necessary to place the



disperseelements of theliterary textsintheintellectual edifice. Naturally, when an scholar reachesa
level that gives him the ability to concelve of anideological and conceptual system that supposedly
organizes and gives asense of "continuity" to acomplex, disparate and "discontinuous’ object, this
requires agreat deal of training, meditation and intellectual power of synthes's.

In order for the theory to be sound and applicable, not only doesit have to be founded on the object
that irradiates those same elements, but the focal point or framework has to be organized and,
moreover, —thisisthe most important aspect— the pieces of the scaffol ding must correspond with
the elements that emanate from the object of study. If any one of these three elementsis absent, the
theory has not been thoughtfully constructed, and, instead, is nothing more than an ideal and
fictitious chimera

Indeed, as the critic says, "The test of a theory isin its application.” A detailed anaysis of the
principles on which Bruce-Novoastheory isfounded was attempted in the previousdivisions. These
principlesrevea ed someflawsand errors. It istimeto ascertainiif these principles, onceapplied, will
prevail vis-a-visthe ggplication. Thefirst introductory paragraph will be cited.

The test of atheory isin its application. | have chosen afew piecesin which man's struggle with
chaosand the resolution of the confiictby turning to literary space are evident. It isnot my intent to
study these worksin depth here, but only toindicate rapidly how the pattern of chaotic discontinuity-
image retrieving-union-continuous literary spaceis found in some representative Chicano works,
(Emphasisours). (29)

Some terms were emphasized in the text because they summarize the essence of what the critic
explained previoudy in thetheoretical section and, at the sametime, they synthes ze the fundamenta
concepts of the theory that he attempts to put into practice. It is evident that these terms will be
predicated of/and applied to the eight texts to be analyzed.

Thethreefundamental theoretical e ementsare: 1) "man'sstrugglewith chaos,” 2) "resolution of the
[chaotic] conflict,” and 3) the manner in which thisresolution isaccomplished, thankstothe"literary
space.”

Theexpression "man's strugglewith chaos' seemsvery vague. Towhomisthecritic referring when
he aludes to "man"? To the artist who "retrieves’ another man from death/continuity? Is he
referring to the (discontinuous) reader (observer/listener) who, upon reading the literary piece,
retrieves something lost in reality and found in the "continuity of space,” that isto say, from art, so
that, by the act of reading, the work will not be rel egated to (chaotic?) oblivion? Or isit smply the
abstract concept of "Man"? Thecritic seemsto indicatethat heisreferringto an historical contextin
which the pre-literary Chicano "man" lived, precisaly for that reason, in chaos and, by means of the
literary act, the conflict was "resolved” by taking form on paper, this latter being one of Bruce-
Novoa's many "spaces.”

Later, inthe same paragraph, he synthesizestheliterary theory and/or theliterary crestive process, in



accordance with the following pattern: "chaotic discontinuity-retrieval of the image-union-
continuous literary space.”" This formula seems acceptable within the parameters of the theory of
literary space. It isnoted, however, that the element or term "union" now appearsfor thefirst timein
thearticle, after having presented histheory, and, therefore, one does not know exactly to what heis
referring.

The first example that he cites to "test [his] theory of space’ is the well-known poem by José
Montoya, caled "El Louie." He synthesizesit very well.

Louieisdead. Time hasdevoured Louie'simage, but death, likeliterature, isatemporal and
all of Louieslifeisnow smultaneously fixed outside of discontinuity. However, deathisan
invisible continuity, and so the artist must retrieve the disappeared images from time and
give them a space within which they can become visible. That space is the poem. (29)

Sustaining himsalf on what he had developed in the theoretica part, one is told that "desath, like
literature, isatemporal and all of Loui€'slife[chaos] issimultaneoudy fixed [in the poem] outside of
discontinuity,” in other words, life. Loui€slifeand imagewill belost in oblivion with death unless
an artist, such as José¢ Montoya, "retrieves’ it fromthat oblivion, from "invisible continuity” or death.
To accomplishthis, the artist (discontinuous being?) will be the instrument, the"medium,” asmall
god that, by way of theartistic "ritual," will retrieve from death ("invisible continuity") the /mageof
the deceased Louie. Hewill snatch theimage from #ime "devourer of images,” and giveit "a space
within which they [the images] will becomevisible'.

This method seems appropriate on the surface (surface structure?), but penetrating deeper, the
guestion emerges, why isit now only "time"’ the devourer of Loui€e's (discontinuous) lifef/(continuous)
image? And, why can thoseimages befixed only in "space’? Prosaically speaking, one knowsthat
even abook "cover" or apageisa"space,” asthe critic stated at the beginning of his study. But the
fact remains that with death ("invisible continuity") Loui€'s image ("'continuity™) disappeared not
only from "time," but also from "space.” It would be logicd to think that, after having retrieved
Louiesimagefrom death, theartist would cast it in literary space and time, becausethelatter isalso
"continuous' (atemporal?). Do not forget that time and space are two inseparabl e concepts-redlities
because they require and need each other mutualy. Onceagain, itisworth citing the philosopher Eli
de Gortari in his /ntroduccion a la logica dialéctical Introduction to Dialectical Logic.

Space and time have thus | ost [according to the theory of relativity] their absol ute character
of separate and independent forms of existence. But thediscovery of thisrelativity of spatia
interval and of tempora simultaneity does not signify the refutation of the objectivity of
space-time, instead it puts in manifestation the relative character of movement. The
metaphysical separation between space and time, therefore, has been destroyed, in order to
conceive of these as absol ute and objective, but not in their mutual separateness, but rather in
thelr reciprocal relationship. (Trandation ours). (120)

Bruce-Novoa's text reads:



That space is the poem which presents theimageto us, theimages of aspecific man, Louie,
while it conscioudly transforms him into a prototype of a group. (29)

Here, too, it isnoticed that, although the text flows normally, it lacks precision. That thepoemis“the
space” in which theimages of Louie, a specific man, takes shape, appearsto be correct, but that the
artist transforms them "into a prototype of the group” (the Pachucos) is not convincing, for the
simplereason that Louie was precisaly, beforedeath, amember of agroup called the Pachucos, and,
therefore, the artist did not transform him from Louie, "a specific man [...] into a prototype of the
group,” instead he removed him from the individual life reality and cast him as he was in social
reality: "prototype [member/type?] of agroup.” Isit Louie theindividual or Louie a member of a
group called the pachuco that which the artist retrieves and transforms?

We believethat the expression "the poem has opened aspacefor hislife, and death, and thusbe able
to be represented continuoudy" (29) lacks accuracy. We say this for two reasons: first, because, if
indeed it istruethat those images —thanksto the conception and action of the artist— took form on
some sheets of paper ("space'?), there is no guarantee that they will be represented (read)
"continuoudly.” And, secondly, becauseit iseasily assumedthat art is"continuous” ("space") and not
contaminated by "discontinuity.” But, as indicated previoudly, any philosopher or scientist can
demonstrate that time and space are two concepts and two "continuous' complementary redlities,
and, at the sametime, "discontinuous.” On the contrary, it isagiven that there are pieces of art that
"disappeared,” or have been rel egated to chaotic "discontinuity,” or to "invisible continuity," in other
words, met their demise.

A general question that can be asked, because it had been disturbing from the outset —and will be
asked again at the end of the study— is smply the following: is the poem "El Loui€" a"literary
gpace” or not? According to Bruce-Novoa's theory, the poem undoubtedly isa"space," because the
critic proved it in his own way. But, what about the "literary” aspect? In what does it consist? In
"retrieving theimages' from the chaotic discontinuity of reality? A history book about the pachucos
(or aparticular pachuco) likewise"retrieves' theimage, but thisdoesnot provethat it is"literature.”
We will bereminded that, here, within thistheory, the intention isto emphasize only the element of
(literary) "space”" while assuming that everyone knows the meaning of "literary." It can also be
assumed that everyone knows the meaning of "space,” but, nevertheless, numerous pages were
dedicated to this aspect in an effort fo proveit.

In the quotation bel ow, the reader i s confronted with another new term, which had not been anayzed
in the body of the theory: that of "universality.”

Louieisretrieved fromtheinitia disappearance and he becomestheimage of the pachuco, a
particular Chicano type with which al of us can identify to some degree, and a Chicano
particularity with which al men can identify to some degree, and on up the universalizing
ladder. (29)



The question arises, what has this to do with "literary space?’ It has been noted repeatedly that in
order for literature to be "literature," that is to say, acceptable as literature, it has to possess the
characteristic of universality. However, even if this assumption were to be correct, it would be
difficult to adapt this characteristic within the context of the critic'stheory, unless one considersthe
processof "universaization” as being something similar to "a space that should expand and grow"
(41, note 5). The results would be two very different types of "spaces': an objective (=quantity of
worksor corpus) and asubjective (=quality of abstraction on the part of the reader or readers). The
term "universality" was not part of thetheory, that isto say, it appearsnow for thefirst time, much as
"originality" and "union," which werealuded to previoudy. Another differencewill beevidentinthe
next example.

The second literary text, which he utilizes to substantiate the theory, is the poem "A Trip Through
theMind Jail," by Rail Salinas. Thecritic'ssynthesizing analysisis, though limited, well defined, in
accordance with his theory. However, it must be stated that, here too, another new term, not seen
previously, makes an appearance: "order."

The center of the universe, home, has disappeared, which means that order dso is gone,
resulting in the threat of chaos only aluded to here, but made more explicit further on. (29)

It is believed that the questioning here of the concept of "order” is extremely important, not only in
and of itself, but because, as occurswith other terms, it lendsitself to equivocations, vagueness and
transpositions, debilitating in this manner theideol ogical, conceptual and structuring content of the
theory. The text of the poem, to which the critic is referring, is "La Loma/Neighborhood of my
myth/demolished, erased forever from/the universe." (29) Bruce-Novoainterpretsit by saying that
"the center of the universe, home, has disappeared, which means that order al'so is gone.” (29)

The critic's interpretation does not correspond exactly with the text, not even with his own theory,

since the meaning of the text isthat the barrio "LaLoma" (not his "house/lhome") has disappeared

from the "universe", that isto say —in thefigurative sense— from the "face of the earth.” That the
"house/home” (= discontinuous redlity) is the "center of the universe” is very much a sui generis
interpretation. But, inthesameline, the critic statesthat, once his"home" (= barrio) had disappeared,

the"order" likewise disappeared. Again thereisaquestion, to what order ishereferring? Where does
this term fit within his literary theory? Is it equivaent to the concept of "continuity” of which the
critic spoke so frequently?

Asif thiswere not sufficient, ten sentences later he empl oys the same word, but gpparently with a
different meaning.

The poem'svoicebeginsitstrip through the barrio, establishing two typesof interior orders.
Oneis made of the places like Zaragoza Park, Guada upe Church and others, all particular,
nameabl e objects, sign posts of the space of the poem. The second is atempora tracing of
thelife of the narrator's peer group with its markers of specific experiences. The second is
played out on the background of the first, and together they represent thelost barrio and life



images. (29-30)

In thefirst place, upon revealing that the poetic voice begins by "establishing two types of /nterior
orders" frankly the statement is incomprehensible. He endeavors to explain it by stating that one
consists of "particular places,” such as Zaragoza Park and Guadal upe Church, and the other of the
"tempord tracing" of the lives of the friends and acquaintances of the narrator.

In the second place, and athough understood clearly asto what the critic is attempting to state, it is
not comprehensible why he now employs the terms "order” and "orders,” "interior orders’ and
"tempord tracing” without first having provided acritical Chicano "space’ for theminthetheory. It
appears that the first "order” isin opposition to the particular "chaos' of the narrator's disappeared
"home" (= barrio). But, on the other hand, the poetic text contrasts the disappeared barrio ("La
Loma’) to the "universe." The critic should keep this in mind. It appears, however, that he is
insnuating that the "chaos' found within the "home" (barrio) is a disorder, that is to say, a
disappeared "order." Would it not have been better to employ the former term of "discontinuity," or
absence of "continuity”?

When he speaks of "two types of interior orders,” referring to particular places and specific persons
of the barrio, why not say two "spaces," one"spatial" and the other "tempora™? Or, why not smply
designate "two levels” one physicd —park / church— and the other human —friends /
acquaintances?— Why "interior" ordersand not "exterior," or smply, "orders," without specifying
interior nor exterior? Keep in mind that the term "order” is now employed as an antipode to the
former term "chaos’ of dis-order, not to levels.

Next, and to prove the fundamental focus of his"theory," the critic citesthefollowing passagefrom
the same long poem "A Trip through the Mind Jail":

i needed you then.../dentity...a sense of belonging.

i need you now.

so essential to adult days of imprisonment.

you keep me away from INSANITY'S hungry jaws;
Smiling/Laughing/Crying. (Emphasis ours). (30)

The meaning of the stanzaiis clear: the living memory of his barrio was necessary before("'then”),
when hewasachild, in order to possessthe"feeling of belonging” and of "identity,” and aso now; as
an imprisoned adult, he continues to need it in order to avoid falling into the "jaws of insanity"
("chaos'?/"order"?).

The critic, partidly applying histheory, expressesit in the following manner:
The chaos of insanity is opposed to the order and meaning given him by the barrio.

Destroyed by contingent reality, the barrio exists now in the literary space opened for it by
the poem, and only in the poem. (30)



Some points of interest, at times conflictive, must be examined. Thefirst sentence of the quotation
states: "The Chaos of insanity isopposed to the order and meaning given him by thebarrio." Keepin
mind that the poetic voi ce spesks of "identity” and of "belonging"” to the barrio beforethe poem took
form on paper or "literary space.” In other words, in order to avoid insanity he had to recur to
memory; not to reading on a piece of paper (literary space) of the (chaotic?) existencia and vital
"continuity" of hisbarrio. Thisisunderscored because the critic saysin the following sentence that
"the barrio[...] existsnow [...] onlyin the poem [paper].”

Wemust ask if thereare not two fundamenta contradictions here. Inthefirst place, by claiming that
"the chaos of insanity is opposed to the order and meaning given him by the barrio,” if (normal,
everyday) redlity is "discontinuous' (= chaotic), as Bruce-Novoa expresses it repeatedly in the
theoretical introduction, would not insanity be precisely —such as childhood, death, eroticism,
mysticism, religion— arupture from the "discontinuity" of that same discontinuousredity? Inother
words, is it not possible that "insanity” is, dthough paradoxicaly, a manner of submerging into
"continuity"? Secondly, how is it possible that the "barrio” (La Loma) is, in a given moment, a
"discontinuousredlity,” asheindicated severa timesin thetheoretica introduction, and now, inthe
application, he claimsthat that same "discontinuous' redlity, by nature, "gives order and meaning,”
that isto say, confersessential "continuity” and is opposed to the discontinuity of "chaoticinsanity"
in order to prevent it?

The critic completes hisanalysisin amanner similar to that of "El Loui€":

Thegeneralization of the particular images of LaLomais achieved through the enumeration
of other barrios from across the Southwest. The process is complete. (30)

This passage is deeply disturbing, because, according to the critic, "the generalization of the
particular images' isequated with "universalization,”" and thisisdonein avery heterodox manner. In
other words, "the generdization of the particular images' (LaLoma) cannot be achieved by means of
the "enumeration” (quantification) of other barrios. The "generdization” is a quality, not a
guantitative "enumeration.” Is it possible to conceive that the process of universalization
("generaization") resides in the number or total sum of the particulars? The accumulation of
numbers —itself discontinuous— can never become the essericeof the quality —continuous. Even
assuming that what was read in Bruce-Novoastext weretrue, inthisexample ("A Trip") the concept
of universalization is very distinct from that of "El Louie." In "El Loui€" thereis, in additon to a
gualitative process, a case of vertica process, denoting depth and synthesis. In "A Trip" one is
witnessto, in addition to aquantitative process, acaseof horizontal process, meaning superficial and
enumerative.

It would be tedious to examine Bruce-Novoa's application of the theory to each of the eight literary
texts selected by him. Thus, after thefirst two, which were poems, this chapter will concludewith an
examplein prose: ... yno selo trago la tierra, anovel by Tomas Rivera.



To begin, it is necessary to call attention to two expressionsin the introductory paragraph:

... ynoselotrago la tierrabrings us back to the positiveimages|...]. The apparently loose
structure [of the novel] reflects the chaos in which the protagonist finds himself at the
beginning. (33)

If indeed the first passage, not analyzed here, which refers to the short story "A Rosary for Dona
Marina', by Octavio Romano, is characterized as"negative,” thenegativismin 7ierrabecomesmore
pronounced, and, not as the critic claims, that 7ierra "brings us back to the positive images.”
Actualy, thereisnothing positiveto befound in thisnovel. Asfor the second part of the quotation,
that is to say, that "the apparently loose structure reflects the [psychological / rationa] chaos in
which the protagonist finds himself,” is hardly just, because another of the texts which the critic
anayzes, the novel Bless Me Ultima by Rudolfo Anaya, despite having a well interworked
chronological structure, itsunderlying "chaos' isvery smilar to theonein 7ierra In other words,
what the critic is claiming regarding this novel appears to be more of a coincidence between theme
and structure, between content and form, than a relationship of cause-effect.

Thecriticbeginshisanalysisof Tierraby utilizing, aswould be expected, somepart of histheory of
the literary space.

A clearer picture of chaoswould be harder to find. The protagonist haslost thewords, heis
confused in the time sequence and heisrationally disoriented. Yet in away heisfortunate,
because the chaos of hisapparent insanity will lead him to the discovery of literary space[the
novel itself]. (34)

It is agreed that "a clearer picture of chaos would be harder to find" in Chicano literature, for the
simplereason that the boy narrator "haslost the words heisconfused in the sequenceof timeandis
rationally disoriented" Uptothispoint, thereispartial agreement withthecritic. Theword"partid”
is used because we are not convinced that this first chapter of the novel can be characterized as
verisimilar, as hasbeen explained on another occasion (Alarcon, "El autor como narrador™). But this
has nothing to do directly with the theory and analysis of the critic.

Asfor the second part of the quotation, thereis no agreement. It seems somewhat simplistic that "in
away he[the protagonist] isfortunate, because the chaos of his apparent insanity will lead himto the
discovery of literary space[thenovel itself]." Oneimmediately asks, how isit that this state of semi-
insanity, of disorientation and loss of words—including his own name— could lead himto clearly
seethe complex surrounding reality that envelops him and that, shortly afterwards, would be ableto
describeit to the reader? This appears to be a great improbability.

But even supposing that this were possible, a greater improbability yet is that the protagonist /
narrator would be so bold asto writeanovel and, suddenly, begin the second chapter of thenarration
without atrace of "apparent insanity” or "chaos" in his psychology and faculty of reasoning.



In this same paragraph, the critic isleading us to adangerous and questionabl e observation: that the
young protagonist will discover "the literary space [the novel itself].” Thisisanother gigantic leap
for which the critic had not prepared us previously in histheory of Chicano literary space. Later he
will return to this point, and so will we.

The critic continues telling us that the two principle markers or preoccupati ons which permeate the
novel are"fear" and "oppression.” That istrue. And a so that these two fundamenta factorslead him
to the negation and "regjection of the [two] fundamental figures of Christianity” (34), namely the
existence of the devil and God. Although the boy believes he has personally liberated himself from
these two "absolute" beings, heis patently aware that "death” and "oppression” till exist. Thereis
agreement with the critic up to this point. But, for the second time, he insinuates the previous
affirmation: that "he [the fictitious boy protagonist] will learn agreater |esson [than the one of fear
and oppression|]: the process of art' (34). He bases this observation on a passage at the end of the
novel ("Under the House"). It reads: "...he redized he had not lost anything. He had discovered
something. To discover and rediscover and syrithesize| ...]" (128). Depending on the novelistic text,
the critic arrives at the following analysis and conclusions:

He haslearned that the images do not have to be logt, that they can beretrieved and given a
space where they can be related and joined in some order. At the point of discovery, that
placeisthe imagination, but they will fadeif left there. Everyday lifewill devour them]...].
He must fix themin art. (35)

Thereisagreement with the critic in the application of agiven concept of histheory to thetext, such
as, for example, that theimages of everyday life"can beretrieved and given [literary] space” so that
they will not "fade" if |eft to the mercy of mere memory. But thereis no agreement with thelogical
sequence that he presents to us. That the boy protagonist (fictitious entity created by the author
Tomas Rivera) is aware that "the images do not have to fade" in oblivion, is possible. That these
images can be "retrieved,” is perhapstruein some measure. But that the protagonist can"givethema
[literary] space,” is not possible, because the term "space” taken by the critic from his theoretical
scaffolding isnot and cannot even beremotely present in the mind of the boy narrator. The assertion
that "he[theboy narrator] hasto [isobligated to] fix them [theimages] in art [by writinganove]", is
alogical aberration. Further examination will follow.

That Unamuno's pirandellic idea of confronting himself (the author) with the (fictitious) character
Augusto Pérez inthe novel NMiebla, can happen, difficult asit may beto accept. For thesmplereason
that the author of flesh and blood, Unamuno, creator of the fictitious character, can easily destroy
him. If he created him on awhim, likewise he can freely destroy him. That TomasRiveracould have
done something similar with his protagoni<t, islikewise acceptable. But that thefictitiousentity (the
boy narrator of 7ierra), created by TomasRivera, isreveaed, in thelast chapter of thenove, "Under
the House," transforming himself into an entity of flesh and blood who decides to write his own
novel, appears to be an assault on logic and, consequently, on any literary theory. In other words, it
is an improbability.



Asif this were not sufficient, the theoretician-critic further explains —referring to the passage in
which the boy comes out from under the house and climbs atree near the house, greeting the Other
(twice an entity of fiction)— "the projection of his own image within the Other'sin the last scene
provesthat he[the boy narrator] has /earned the lesson|of writer/artist].” Soon afterward, he adds:
"he[the narrator] is practicing the craft of the artist [writer]." Water could not be clearer.

The entire passage could be seen as a hoax or could be considered somewhat delirious. This
frequently occurs with the critics, because this medium of work deals precisely with fiction and,
sometimes, fictitious criticism isinvented. In other words, it is contagious. In contrast, the present
divergent case cannot be explained in this manner, because, in the following sentence, one reads:

| am not playing naive games of believing in the "Redlity’ of the character, but rather the
serious game of believing in the redity of the book. (35)

This conscious clarification on the part of the critic neither explains, nor clarifies, nor excusesthe
previousaffirmation: "I am not playing naivegames of believing in the "Reality’ of the character, but
rather the serious game of believing in the redity of the book [novel].” In addition to the subtle
distinction (vagueness?) which this implies, it does not clarify the situation. This arbitrary
explanationisareminder of the Latin adagewhich clams: excusatio non petita, accusatio manifea.

Conseqguently, this cannot be explained unlessthereisan affirmation that the critic isequating author
= narrator or, better yet, narrator = author. The only thing the boy protagonist and narrator of "Debgjo
de la casa/Under the House" (in which he "retrieved” the lost year and "synthesied” the images)
needed was a pen and a notebook in order to describe the images of that "lost year," in other words,
to transform himself into the adult author, Tomas Rivera.

Perhaps the most noticeable flaw isthe oneindicated at the end of our anaysis, i.e., that the central
character (protagonist-narrator) transforms himsdlf into author. The character is the product of a
creation, and thus, cannot become in that instant his own creator. Using the theoretician's own
terminology, because the protagonist is an entity of fiction, i.e., unreal ("continuous’), he can no
longer go beyond hisnatural limitsto becomea("discontinuous’) redl entity of fleshand blood. This
would constitute an anticlimax to his own ("discontinuous?') theory.

Principle Concepts



The principle and outstanding concepts which served as a foundation for Bruce-Novoass literary
"theory" of "The Space of Chicano Literature’ have been observed in thefirst part, and now asoin
this section. Among the conspicuous concepts are those of space (in addition to time), of continuity
and discontinuity, of universality and particularity, of the impersona and the personal, of order and
chaos and of Being and nothing[ness|.

Because the concept of "space” appearsin the generd title and also in the subtitle (and throughout
the entire essay) it should be the most outstanding and important of the concepts mentioned.
However, it appears that, because of its variability and lack of precision, it is flawed and,
consequently, cannot serve as abase and foundation upon which his"theory” can be erected. Onthe
contrary, the concepts of "continuity” and "discontinuity,” given that more pages are dedicated to
them, more attention given to them, and are better profiled, should be viewed as the two props on
which the"theory of Chicano literary space” would haveto be built. The opportunity was present, in
fact, the critic attempted to conjugate them with the concept of "space,” but it seems—as has been
demonstrated aready— he did not succeed.

The conceptsof "universality” and " particularity,” too frequently utilized in present day criticism, did
not have the effect or impact that was expected. In fact, there were severa contradictions and the
result was that, instead of explaining "Chicano literary space" within these two coordinates, it was
more confusing than expected.

The concepts of the "persona” and the "impersona™ not only remained undemonstrated, but in
addition were never defined, as was the case with the major part of the concepts employed in the
lengthy essay. Bruce-Novoa could have profitably expl oited these two concepts by interlinking and
intercrossing them with those of particularity and universality, with those of continuity and
discontinuity, respectively. In fact, hetried, but did not accomplishit.

Relying on the six divisions, blocks or "spaces' described in the theoretical part of his essay, the
critic tried to connect and coordinate them supporting himself, above al, on the concepts of
continuity and discontinuity. These elementswere: religion, childhood, death, eroticism, mysticism,
and art. Thegeneral observation, previously described in afragmented manner, isthefollowing: two
complementary concepts (antithetical in the critic's opinion) as is the case with "continuity” and
"discontinuity,” when applied to six "spatid” (?) themes or elements as disparate as those
enumerated above, cannot avoid having serious flaws. For example, childhood and death, though
they could have some common elements and of contact, aretwo "redities,” if not antitheticdl, at |east
disparate. The same can be said of eroticism and mysticism, because each has a distinct nature —
even though the case of Saint John of the Crossis brought to bear as an exampleby thecritic (25)—
they cannot be equated. Finaly, art cannot be equated with death (in spite of the fact that the critic
attempts to convince the contrary, as with the example of "El Loui€e").

Penetrating deeper into the subject matter, thefollowingisan attempt at abrief summary. Childhood
is a non-permanent beginning of a process, while degth is a permanent and irreducible end of that



process. Eroticism, although not aways, isa"moment” of plenitude of abiological naturewith "the
other" which results, in the mgjority of the cases, not in plenitude, but in a"persona” void that does
not leave any kind of animprint whatsoever. Mysticism, being of aspiritua nature, consistsinalong
and difficult apprenticeship that leads to an intimate state, although only of limited perpetuity, with
"theother.” Art, aswith the previous cases, can beambivaent: considered inand of itself —inredlity
and not in the abstract— can be semi-permanent (anovel, apoem) or it can become afleeting and
momentaneous experience, or a pleasant or unpleasant one, on the part of the reader/observer. The
fact that apainting can bein amuseum, or abook in alibrary, for many years, is not aguarantee of
continuity nor of permanence. Its objective and permanent "existence” depends on the (e€)va uator
subject (=transient and "'chaotic") and on the repetition of the act of observation or the act of reading,
according to the critic. Consequently, these acts, within the context of Bruce-Novoas theory, are,
therefore, "discontinuous.” In histheory, then, art cannot be continuous. Intheworld of the abstract,
art has the permanence and continuity common to any idea, concept or metaphysical reality--not
necessarily artistic. Nothing more, nothing less.

If one enters into the complicated pathways of philosophy, which, after al, is the catalyzing
intellectual activity of human knowledge, al of the conceptsthat the critic employsto construct his
theory can be de-constructed and, therefore, histheoretical edifice can likewise collapse. The critic
seemsto indicatethat "continuity” issomething positivefor art, asit isfor the other fiveelementsor
"spaces’ enumerated previoudly. Infact, according to Bruce-Novoa, thiscontinuity isthefoundation
of art, becauseit givesit characteristics of permanence. But the concept of continuity ismerely that:
aconcept. According to our critic, reality (not the concept) is, by nature, "discontinuous.” Indeed,
neither in reality nor in the order of concepts can it be demonstrated that " continuity" is continuous,
because, the very fact that it is continuous, diaectically implies discontinuity. And, vice versa, an
absol utely discontinuous "discontinuity” cannot be conceived either in redity or in the abstract. In
other words, they are two completely, didectically and mutually integrating concepts and redlities.
The philosopher Eli de Gortari (/ntroduccion alalogica dialética Introauction to Dialectical Logic)
briefly summarizes the concept.

Continuity and discontinuity are, therefore, distinguishable moments, but not distinct, from
the inseparable unity of the al. Continuity is the course of the continuous changes of the
discontinuous moments interlocked in tight unity with the whole. (Trandation ours). (59)

As can be observed, Bruce-Novoa's entire supposed theoretical structure can easily plummet to the
ground, if we ponder these two capital concepts or categories of "continuity” and "discontinuity"
within his "theory of space."

Speaking of spaces, analysis of the fallacy of the critic's literary "space” will follow. Between the
"gpace" which the hyphen (-) occupies, which separates Mexican from American, in Mexican [-]
American, and the "space” of continuity —difficult to imagine, and, therefore, conceptually non-
existent— anything or any concept can fall under the rubric of Bruce-Novoas"space.” Eli de Gortari
iscited onceagain in order to seemore fully how and with what clarity he expresseshimself in such
an intricate philosophical matter. The citation also underscores how the philospher /nter/inksthe



conceptsof space, time, movement, necessity and contingency, conceptswhich Bruce-Novoascatters
"discontinuoudly” here and there.

Theelementa form inwhich the existent concatenati on between each processinthe universe
and al of the othersisexpressed, isthe spatial relation. Spaceconstitutes, thus, the property
common to all processes. (118)

The primordia forms of al particular existence is space and time; and any existence
conceived outside of paceis as absurd as would be an existence conceived outside of time
(119)

The theory of relativity has substituted the concept of the interval-of-space, or distance,
independently of the concept of the /nterval-of-timebetween any two eventswhatsoever, for
the more comprehensive concept of the continuous-inter val-of-space-time Space and time
have thus lost the absolute character of separate and independent forms of existerce (120)

These properties of the universe determine the corresponding properties of continuity and
discontinuity of space and of time, such as they show themselves directly in movement.
(Trandation and emphasis ours). (120-121)

It would have been much more valuable for the critic to have departed from a half dozen noted
philosophersrather than to have founded himself on thethinkers he sel ected, who appear to bemore
poetsthan any other thing, with the exception of GarciaPonce. Innoway diminishingtheir worth as
thinkers, it is to be noted that literary criticism and theory are areas of gnoseologica knowledge
which require exactitude and precision in the labor of anadysis, not metaphors and descriptive
images.

It has been demonstrated that "the theory of Chicano literary space,” as conceived and explicated by
the critic, leaves much to be desired and lacks the firm foundation on which to establish his
theoretical scaffolding. As seen previously, when attempting the application of thetheory in textua
practice, this critical theory —assuming that it is such athing— of Chicano literary "space," could
well be applied to any other literature that is not Chicano. In fact, it could be applied to carpentry,
silversmithing, or any other occupation or human activity not artistic. And the persistent question
remains: in/of what does the originality of this theory consist which would make it capable of
demonstrating the peculiarity of Chicano literature?

An aprioristic observation must be made: after having applied his own theory to eight Chicano

literary texts himself, Bruce-Novoa has not been able to glean any more than any other critic
applying Aisown critica approach to any other non-Chicano literary text.

VI



Conclusion

Conclusiveremarkswill disclose afew ideas regarding Bruce-Novoa's theory and its application to
theliterary texts. In generd, it can be said that Juan Bruce-Novoa has made aconsiderable effort in
the development of the theory as well as in the application to the literary texts. He succeeded to a
certain degree. However, there are severd grave flaws, and these are those emphasi zed throughout
thisanalysis.

It would have been useful, on one hand, if Bruce-Novoa had more fully defined and devel oped the
elementsor termsempl oyed in the theoretical section. On the other hand, if someof thesetheoretica
terms, which he utilized later in the application, such as the concepts of "order,” "union,"
"origindity," and "universality” should have been developed and incorporated inthefirst part of the
essay, where the theory was presented.

Another aspect of Bruce-Novoastheory isits apparent lack of originality. Firstly, theterm "space,”
taken in one of the meanings employed in the essay, is nothing more that asynonym of p/aceor site
in which some phenomenon is born and develops and is designated as proper, unique, one's own,
which is nothing new. The same can be said, as aready mentioned, of "historical space,”" of
"philosophical space,” of "mathematical space,” etcetera. The concept initself isrelatively ancient.

Thekey terms on which he constructs and explicates histheory of Chicano literary space, arevague,
arbitrary, questionable and, at times, even contradictory. This is in reference to the words and
concepts of "continuity” and "discontinuity,” of "space" and "time" of "order" and "chaos," of
"particularity” and "universality.” Any theoretician who wantsto devel op a solid theory must begin
by clearly and logically defining the termsto be utilized, study the diverse possibilities of semantic
meaning throughout history and its different contexts, and then construct a solid, well-founded
structure. Findly, the critic must clarify the position taken so as not to confuse the reader.

The terms most employed by the critic such as "space" in and of itsef and "continuity” and
"discontinuity” must be seen asapair. Every reader hasaconcept of what "space,” " continuity,” and
"discontinuity” are, but these concepts varyaccording to the semantic origin and context or frame of
reference in which they are placed.

The term "space," can be defined in different ways, according to the context in which it is being
discussed. For instance, there is physical "space," geographic "space,” another distinct one is
geometric"space,” still another "space” isthe mathematicd, thereisthevery different philosophica,
metaphysical and ontological "space’ and of an even more distinct nature, psychic "space.” The
question becomes, isthere such athing as /iterary" space’? The critic Bruce-Novoa seemsto think
thisis the case, since he repeatedly affirms this without reservations. And we too are inclined to
believe in its existence. The worst part is that he employs thisterm in very diverse, disparate and
arbitrary waysand in very distinct contexts, sometimeswithout having established aclear andlogica



rel ationshi p between them and his own theory. These formsand contextsrangefromthe purely typo-
topographi cal —the empty space which repl aces the hyphen (-) between Mexican [ | American—to
anebulous space, such asthe "space of liberation" or the "space of continuity."

Speaking about the "space of continuity,” thereis a question of what kind of "space" is this? What
kind of "continuity" could thisbe? If the context of each of thesetermsisnot explained, it would be
difficult to know of what heis speaking. And, if this were not enough, if Bruce-Novoas theory is
based on these nebulous terms or concepts, the theory itself has to be inevitably, logicaly and
irremediably nebulous.

Though the thought isnot very admirable, we believe, mutatis mutandis, that even an inexperienced
critic in theoretical matters, could have done the same analysis of the literary texts analyzed by
Bruce-Novoawithout the necessity of having employed such anebul ousterminology. It would not be
difficult to prove this statement. It is sufficient to glance at the application of the theory and at the
results which were obtained from it, as has been explicated.

Other observations of ageneral nature could easily be done. For exampl e, the generating ideaof the
disparate conceptsthat integrate Bruce-Novoastheory is, according to thisstudy, that of configuring
intheartigtic literary work the " continuity" of the"discontinuous’ reality of the Chicano peopleand
their world, thereby, providing the former with aliterary space of itsown. It can al bereduced, then,
to the following proposition that, stated in common language, could be expressed in the following
manner: "in order to retrievethe Chicano experiences|[after they have disappeared] from oblivion, it
is necessary to shape them [esthetically] onpgper”. Thisdoes not appear to be an ideathat iseither
origind or extraordinary.

We also think that the naming or characterizing of atheory as"literary space™ appearsto beatrope
that could easily bereplaced by the expression, already consecrated in all academic settings, "literary
corpus” Andthisleadsto another consideration: thetitle of the critic'stheoretica essay, "The Space
of Chicano Literature." Dissecting the title somewhat, the following elements could be found. The
term "space” has been discussed. Itisatermthat isvague, very arbitrary and difficult to manipulate,
precisely becauseit isimprecise. As stated previoudly, theterm corpus athough dry and of materia
or quantitative connotation, i.e., accumulation of existingworks, could function very well, or perhaps
better, as a substitute for "space.”

The second term of thetitle, "Chicano,” although sufficiently clear initself, after having been molded
within the theoretical context of Bruce-Novoas concepts of "particularity,” "universality,"
"originality" and "nothing[ness]," has lost itsimpact. If indeed "Chicano space” and its literature,
according to the critic, isthat void or emptiness ("nothing") or hyphen that is situated befweenthe
adjectives of nationality Mexican () American, that, on the one hand, is"nothing," but that, on the
other hand, istheland or "space of promise” in which the so-caled Chicano literary miraclewill take
place--sounds as beautiful as the plastic images and poetic metaphors. Moreover, if this theory of
"Chicano" literature wereto be applied, for example, to French Canadian literature, the result would
be the same,



The third term of the title, that of "literary,” seemingly, is the most problematic.This is because,
throughout the entire long essay, an effort to define this term, exceedingly risky or touchy in and of
itself, has never been made, much less the description of it. We suppose that "literary” is equal to,
and synonymous with "artistic” and/or "esthetic." What the critic has stated, basically is, that
literature (= artistic form) is the instrument by which the Chicano's vital experiences are extracted
and snatched or seized from the "discontinuity” of everyday life (= discontinuous) in order to mold
themina"space of continuity" and, thereby, giving them permaneritform. But thisisnot acceptable
because, then, dl of Bruce-Novoa's theory could be applied /n the sarme manner to any non-literary
textbook of Chicano history (v.gr., Occuypied America, by Rodolfo Acuna), and the outcome would
be the same,

Inthelast section of the critic's extensive study, commenting on the " application” of thetheory tothe
literary texts, Bruce-Novoa confesses that histheoretical introduction "[athough necessary] can at
times be [seem] ambiguous’ (27). Infact, itis. It seemsthat these pages were an honest and serious
effort on the part of the critic to formulate a succinct and fundamental key idea, but it is hidden and
suffocated among so much pompous garb. He attempted to provethat literary art hasthevirtue, asal
art does, toimmobilize, freeze, perpetuate, or, in someway, efernizetheimagesthat, because of the
nature of lifeitself and of theinstability of all that surrounds us, are subject to the fluctuations of the
laws of evolution, transmutation and change, thusrunning the danger of "fading” forever. Inorder to
provethis, the critic endeavored to construct ascaffol ding, seemingly complex, dgpartingfromthe
concept of the perenniality of art.

Installed already in this position of departure, the critic could have selected a dozen, more or less,
synonymous terms which according to his explication, have atight or close relationship. It would
haveto involve, then, an "illustrative" approach more than an affirmatory or confirmatory one. The
fundamentd terms to which we are referring are, in addition to the very familiar or recognizable
"gpace" of the title, that of "continuity” and of "discontinuity.” As aready seen repeatedly, these
terms were never defined nor isthere an explanation of what they consisted. Instead of doing this,
the critic employed a good number of pages ///ustrating it, employing and basing himsalf on a
method that could be caled "comparative.” It could be illustrated in the following manner: If this
involves proving the perenniality of art against the vicissitudes of the contingency of life and the
surrounding redlity, and becausethis perenniality—as an essentia characteristic of art—isdifficult
to"prove," wewill attempt thento paraldly "illustrate" thisassumptive characteristic, comparing it
with other permanent (and aso assumptive) characteristics of other tasks, events, states, and facts
which appear and are an integrative part of human life, such as childhood, eroticism, religion,
mysticism, and desth.

These are the terms, concepts, props, markers, blocks, phenomena, and "spaces’ which the critic
employs, and with which the phenomenon called "art” will be paralldistically compared \What must
be done—and thisbasically iswhat Bruce-Novoamade an effort to do— toiillustrate (not affirm nor
con-firm) the phenomenon "art" by saying that these other mentioned phenomena participate
pardldisticdly of "literary space" and, in oneform or another, of the same essentia characteristic



that literary art possesses: that of permanence or perenniality.

This"illustrative' method, at first sight, seemed to shed light on aprobleminand of itself complex.
But, finally, the same problem remains that existed at the beginning: we were not offered proof or
demonstration that the fundamental characteristic —perenniaity— which was sought in Chicano
literary art, exists. Having ramified or divided the argumentation process, comparing "art" to five
other phenomena or "spaces’ aso vital, did not help matters much, because it could not be proven
either that those phenomena (childhood, the erotic act, mysticism, religion, and death) are, by
definition, artistic and, consequently, perennid.

Finaly, the passage is not convincing in which Bruce-Novoa, speaking of the young protagonist of
Tierra, triesto persuade the reader that he"[the protagonist] should cast in[literary] art” theimages
which he himself had or possessed, as an entity of fiction. Not only is this acceptable, according to
Bruce-Novoa, but, inclusive, when in the last scene of the nove the protagonist sees the "Other”
from a tree, the critic notes that the boy narrator, being (still) an entity of fiction —belonging,
therefore, to the sphere or "space of continuity,” produced and created by Tomas Rivera—, became
independent of hisauthor or creator, "learned the lesson [of writer-artist]” and transformed himself
into an entity of flesh and blood (" discontinuousbeing”). Moreover, without having paper, nor pen,
not even "words" (because he had forgotten them), "heis practicing the craft of theartist [writer]." In
other words, the paternity of the nove ...y no se/o trago /a tierra, in the fina anaysis, should be
ascribed or adjudicated to the boy protagonist, and not to Tomas Rivera. Perhaps this conclusion to
which Bruce-Novoaarrives, will serve him —or someone else— asaseed for anew and "origina”
literary theory that silently and secretly could be gestating at this moment.

To conclude this observation, it is agreed that, although Bruce-Novoa made a considerable effort,
and it iscertainly laudable, hewasincapabl e of guaranteeing that this effort would crystallizeinto a
solid and valid theory. Perhaps the labd "interesting” is the most appropriate word to be used in
describing his theory.

Inshort, in order for thistheory to bea"theory," "literary” and " Chicano," the scholar Bruce-Novoa
will have to make some fundamental readjustments.



POSTDATA

Having completed this study, anew book by Juan Bruce-Novoa, RefroSpace(1990), was obtained. It
is not the intent to discuss the book itself, but to present some observations that are related to the
work aready done, especially in reference to the varying editings between the first publication and
second (which inredlity is thethird reprinting) and some new termsthat the critic has employedin
the presentation of the "theory” of "Chicano literary space.”

Variationson atheme

Juan Bruce-Novoa's recent book, RetfroSpace isacollection or anthology of fourteen articles, most
of which were published previoudly. In the Preface of this volume the author relates that "the
majority of the essays appear here with small editorial changes." (7) In the article "The Space of
Chicano Literature,” which served asabasisfor thisstudy, the critic notesthat "[thisarticle€] perhaps
is the one that had the most influence of the entire collection, | included here under an expanded
version and [as such] not published before" (7). Later in the article he states that "that essay then
[published in The Chicano Literary World, 1975, and also in De Colores 1975] was expanded and
updated for the Canto a Pueblo Conference, celebrated in Corpus Christi in 1978. This second
version is presented here, because it includes more applications of my theory" (94) regarding
"Chicano literary space.”

Stated inthe Preface isthe fact that there are three other essaysin the collection which had not been
disclosed previously. One of them carries the title of "Chicano Literary Space: Cultural
Criticism/Cultural Production.” There will be reference to this essay in the succeeding pages. In
redity, thisnew article (1978, 1990) isan elaboration of theold one (1975), and helpsto explain (as
well asto confuse) the earlier essay.

Before discussing the basic commentaries of thetext, it isnecessary to draw attention to adetail that,
although small in appearance, can be of transcendental importance. The text that served as a
foundation for our work does not appear to be cited by Bruce-Novoa —neither in the Preface to
RetroSpace, nor inthe Bibliography of the book, nor in the body of the two aforementioned articles.
Asnoted in theintroductory chapter to our book and in the Bibliography, all citations quoted were
from the article "The Space of Chicano Literature,” which appeared in De Colores (1975). The
guestion becomes, how isit that Bruce-Novoahas never mentioned thisedition? Could it bethat he
was unaware of it? Could he have forgotten? Or, could it be that he does not acknowledgeit? The
importance of drawing attention to this detail resides, perhaps, in the fact, acknowledged by Bruce-
Novoa, when he says. "Many of these texts [essays of mine] are difficult to find in their original
publications, because they were published in ephemeral journas’ (7), seemingly De Colorescould
be found among them. The complete version that appeared in this journa (De Colores, 1975) is



transcribed in Agpendix A.

In the following pages an attempt has been made to examine the discrepancies found when
comparing thetwo versions of the same article. Examining with the three epigraphsat the beginning
of the essay, it is noted that the second one, by Octavio Paz, was replaced with another one by
Herman Mélville. Although thetext isdifferent, the central concept of both isthe same: thefunction
of theimagein literature. The first and third, by Garcia Ponce and by Medina Lopez respectively,
remained intact. However, what surprised us tremendoudy wasthe sole epigraph that beginsthe new
essay entitled "Chicano Literary Space: Cultura Criticism/Cultural Production” (1990). It reads:

Invention [creation]...does not consist in creating out of the void [nothigness], but out of
chaos; the materials must, in thefirst place, be afforded: it can give form to dark, shapeless
substances, but cannot bring into being the substanceitself (Mary Shelley, Frankenstain or:
The Modern Prometheus, X).

What draws our attention immediately regarding this epigraph isthe change of intellectua attitude
that Bruce-Novoamakesin referenceto the concept of "nothing[ness]” within the context of literary
"creation." Reference is drawn in particular to the definitionwhich he had given previously with
respect to "nothing[ness]” (1975), which he continued to use later (1978), and which he still
continues to use (1990). This line or trgectory persists during al these years, however, this
intellectua attitude seems to have changed ultimately. This partial change only creates more
confusion in the already nebul ous theory of the "space of Chicano literature." Focusing only on the
text comparing the epigraphs in "The Space of Chicano Literature" (1975) and "The Space of
Chicano Literature Update: 1978" and the last reprinting (1990), it states:

Only from nothing are there infinite possibilities —all simultaneously possible. Only in
nothing can you find everything. (Maria Medina Lopez, no reference). (22)

Invention [creation]...does not consist in creating out of the void [nothingness], but out of
chaos; the materials must, in thefirst place, be afforded: it can give form to dark, shapeless
substances, but cannot bring into being the substanceitself (Mary Shelley, Frankenstain or:
The Modern Prometheus, X). (57)

Upon comparing these two epigraphs, the question arises, why this change of intellectual and
discursive attitude, when in the first version so much emphasis and fervor was placed on the
"nothing[ness]" of the Chicano and Chicano literature in genera? From the very beginning of the
long study, severa pages were dedicated to the theme or subject of "nothing” (See thefirst chapter
—Introduction— of thiswork). At that moment it had al ready been mentioned that "'nothing[ ness|"
could not produce the Being and, conversely, because nothingness was unable to burgeon or emanate
fromthe Being, the Chicano artist could not beidentified asthe creator, nor could Chicano literature
itself proceed from nothing. Now, a new article is published for the first time —chapter 14 of
RetroSpace, " Chicano Literary Space: Culturd Criticism/Cultural Production—" inwhichthereisa
notation, contradicting his own posture as described in chapter 9 —that "invention,” that is to say



literary "creation," cannot be produced in the "void" or from "nothing," but "out of chaos."

Itisalso stated that, in order for theartist or inventor to be ableto realize hiswork, thefirst condition
is that he/she has to have at hand the "material,” the "prime materia” or materias with which to
shape higher art. The"substance” of art (the Being) cannot bring itself into being, nor redlizeitsdlf,
unless it is based on another substance or substances, whatever these may be. In other words, as
previously explained in opposition to the critic, he nowdoes aturnabout to confirm our opposition,
citing Mary Shelley in the epigraph which heads hisnew article, and that has been transcribed above.
In other words, what he should have said previoudly, in the first article (1975) —as he appears to
indicate openly now— is that the artist, technically speaking, cannot be a "creator,” but a
"transformer” of substances, among which any manifestation of art can befound. Thisdemonstrates
afundamenta and inherent contradiction in the critic's theory.

As disclosed formerly, the new version of the old article, "The Space of Chicano Literature,” had
suffered some fundamental changes: that it "wasexpanded, updated...and includes more gpplications
of the theory [to literary texts]" (94). What needs to be clarified here, in reference to the
modifications, isthat, if indeed it istrue that this new version includes more "applications’ of the
aforementioned "theory" of literary space, the theoretician does not indicate that two or three pages
have been cut or deleted from the explication and exposition of that same theory. It appears that
Bruce-Novoa, inthisnew version of thearticle, did things backwards: if indeed, asnoted previoudly,
this theory was vague, weak, and lacked a solid foundation such as it had been explained, cutting
thesethree pagesfrom the exposition, resultsin practically being | eft without atheory. Thissupposed
theory is reduced thus to three or four isolated quotations by some authors, accompanied by abrief
commentary on the part of the critic, which contributes nothing new. In particular, the pagesinwhich
Bruce-Novoa, based on Bataille and on Garcia Ponce, studies the anal ogy or anal ogies between the
artistic experience of the reader/observer/spectator and the experiencesthat the same reader/observer
would experience before ardigious fact or phenomenon, or in the presence of death, or recalling
his/her own childhood, or in experiencing eroticism or mysticism. According to thecritic, thesefive
experiences had one characteristic in common: the violation or liquidation of the particular
"discontinuity” of the individua, transforming this experience —though momentaneous and
fleeting— into a union with the Other (another being, the world and/or life).

Asacurious note, in thisnew version of the article, in addition to omitting the detailed analysis or
exposition of these experiences, he not only invertsthe order of these experiences, but he changes
the"religious’ experiencefor the experience of "love" (inlower caseletters). Isthisattributabletoa
momentaneous distraction on the part of the critic? It is thought that this "amorous' experience
wouldfall or shouldfal withinthe erotic experience, if indeed loveisanintegral part of thereligious
element or phenomenon, taking into account what has been analyzed by the critic himself, it would
bemore appropriately included under the"erotic" experience (and not in any way under the"mystic"
experience). Whatever the case may be, the important element here resides, once again, in the
variability, ambiguity, and vagueness of the bases upon which supposedly this theory of "Chicano
literary space” should be founded.



Another change that was noted in the new version of the article—and its new companion, called
"Chicano Literary Space: Cultura Criticism/Cultural Production"— isthe arbitrariness of the use of
the term "theory.” Bruce-Novoa now indistinctly employs the term "theory" as a synonym of
"concept." Any reader, moderately experienced in literary studies —or in any other study— can
easily recognizethat a"concept,” inand by itself, can never becomea“theory.” Thelatter, ingenera
terms, requires a systematic scaffolding of a pluraity of concepts, or a group of systematized
concepts. A "theory" of "literary space" cannot be the same as a concept of that same literary space.
To provewhat was dready stated, only the phrasesin which theseterms are employed synonymoudy
and arbitrarily shuffled will be cited. Thefollowing passages aretaken from the 1975 article, which
had been revised in 1990).

| introduce my coricept of the space of Chicano literature as aresponse to chaos.... (93)

This second version is presented here because it includes more applications of the theory|to
the literary text].... (94)

| hope my coricept of literary space continues to offer an aternative to ggproacheswhich
would limit our literature.... (94)

Chicano literature is the source of my coricept.... (Emphasis ours). (94)
The following quotations have been taken from the recently published article (1990).

From the start, the difficulty the essay presents for readers has led to reductionist
interpretations which confuse agenera theory of space.... (157)

At thesametimel will attempt to clarify the chaosfromwhenceit [the theor)} came, andthe
elements | borrowed from it, to piece together my concepi.... (158)

My theoryas cultural production.... (160)

Although my gpproach has been associated by some with Formalism or even New
Criticism.... (160)

My critical orientationis best described as ecclecticism.. (160).

Y et someone elsewaslistening aswell who considered my coriceptsto be such athreat that a
full-scale attack was begun... (169).

Too much attention has been given my "The Space of Chicano Literature” as the basic
statement of my theories... (Emphasis ours). (174)

Multiple deductions and commentaries can be made from these quotations. A single focuswill be



given to the most obvious question: how is it possible that a "theory" can be atheory if the term
"theory" itself isnot consistently designated as atheory? Worst yet, what kind of atheory —agroup
of systematically coherent concepts— would thisbeif it isat times"aconcept,” and other timesan
"orientation,” etcetera. The expressions theory(ies), concept(s), approach, and orientation are
manipulated indiscriminately. If the term "theory,” which is a key word, is shuffled with smilar
terms, but not synonyms, what can be expected of that supposed theory? It would not besurprising if
the readers of this article had a serious difficulty with it —as Bruce-Novoa claims. The author's
quotation will be transcribed more extensively in order to clarify some confusion:

It [the article/thetheory] plagues mein the sensethat, over adecadelater and after numerous
applicationsand reformulations of concepts” The Space of Chicano Literature” continuesto
be the most read of my essays, in many instances the only one people know, often solely
through fragments quoted out of context by other critics. From the start, the difficulty the
essay presents has led to reductionist interpretation which confuses a general theory of the
space with my particular vison of the paradigm which informs Chicano literature.

(Emphasis ours). (175)

Thispassageinitsef isvery revealing. The critic begins by saying that, morethan adecade after the
first publication (1975) of his article "The Space of Chicano Literature,” not only has it been the
most read of al the essayswhich he haswritten, but that it follows or pursueshim likeaplague. And
Bruce-Novoaexplainshimself stating that it is attributable to thefact that the criticsin general have
only read or quoted it from asecondary source, based on fragmentstaken from thegeneral context of
his essay. This could be true. However, upon affirming that this essay, by and in itself, "[presents]
difficulty," doesnot clarify anything. Thetruthisthat the"difficulty” that Bruce-Novoaattributesto
his article does not reside precisely in adifficulty with the conceptual and structural scaffolding of
"thetheory of literary space” that he proposes, but in the inherent vagueness of Avsown “theory” or
"concept,” as was demonstrated in the previous chapters. To this must be added a confession made
by Bruce-Novoain the quotation transcribed above, in which he himself declaresthat, for morethan
a decade, these "theory[ies]" or "concepts' of literary space have suffered "many reformulations’
(157). Theimmediate question emerges, why were those revisions necessary? The obvious response:
because, from the beginning, the theory was not well-founded.

Inview of this, it must bereiterated that the "difficulty,” which, according to the author of the essay,
is inherent to the structura and philosophical complexity of the essay, does not reside in the
"difficulty” of the essay, but in thelack of clarity throughout the exposition of the theory on the part
of theauthor. The confusion, on the part of thereaders, resides precisely, inthe confusion that exists
among the terms selected to eaborate this theory; in the lack of clarity of the concepts shuffled
around by the theoretician; and in the lack of a conceptua system to be followed, be it original or
borrowed. Here another source of confusion isfound: on one hand, as noted in its proper place, the
concept of "literary space” isnot origina; on the other, the supposed theory of this space cannot be
origind either, for the ssimple reason that it cannot be found, in structured form, in any part of the
articleand, finaly, based on the texts and authors cited, Bruce-Novoawas not capable of el aborating
his supposed theory. When the critic states, for example, that "once again | found phenomenology in



GarciaPonce' (162), thiscommuni cates nothing to the reader, unlesshe himself exposesthat method
and how it isapplied phenomenol ogically to the analysis of the Chicano literary textschosen by him.

Ananalysiswill bemade of the abovebecauseit is of great methodol ogica importance and because
it appears, for the first time as a new and transcendental element in his theory of literary space. It
involves the phenomenological method.

Phenomenology: a new ingredient in Bruce-Novoa's theory

Inthefirst version of "The Space of Chicano Literature’ (1975), Bruce-Novoa had not included in
histheory at al —at |east not explicitly— the phenomenol ogical method; he had not even mentioned
the term "literary phenomenon,” despite the fact that now he claims that, around 1974, "l was
alreaday thinking in terms of phenomenological space”" (164). Inthelast version of the same article
(1978, 1990) he dludes for the first time, and only orice to phenomenology. Allusions to this
contemporary school arefound several timesin thelast essay "The Chicano Literary Space: Cultura
Criticism/Cultural Production” (1990), which, asindicated previoudy, isatwinand complementary
article of the one published in 1975. In this new article the term "phenomenology,” and its
derivatives, appears ninetimes. Attention isdrawn to these passages, asformerly noted to theterms
"theory" and "concepts,” with their derivatives.

The space of literature is experienced as a phenomenological fidd in which texts exist
intertextualy.... (158)

One can focus on areas of any Size, tracing borders to block off a space of action to be
analyzed... (158).

[...] iInnoway can it [criticism] embrace everything in the phenomenological field.... (159)

But despitethe claims of some criticsto bestrictly objectiveand al-inclusive, nocriticismis
possible without bracketingthe space. (159)

In them [ Garcia Ponce's essay] once again | encountered phenomenology.... (162)

When | first started working in Chicano studies, much of our cultural space was being
bracketed out by the ideologues.... (163)

| was already [1974] thinking in terms of phernomenological space with a much wider
bracketing. (164)

Luckily, 1 finally came across Juan Garcia Ponce's writings, which reaffirmed the
phenomenological dant of my Jesuit undergraduate studies.... (169)



| came to understand that he [ Joseph Sommers] did not understand the differences between
formalist and phenomenologist.... (Emphasis ours). (170)

These phrases have been transcribed so that the reader may be aware of how he uses them and what
littleinformation Bruce-Novoa providesregarding the phenomenol ogical method, which heclamsto
have learned in the writings of his "mentor”" Juan Garcia Ponce and that, since that time (1974),
helped him in the formation of hisintellectua activity —in the phenomenological sense.

It is now incumbent to consider three points: In thefirst place—in addition to these loose phrases,
which our critic scatters ad casumin various places of hisarticle— reference can be madeto amore
extensive passage, in which analogously and metaphorically Bruce Novoa presents what is, or
should be, the phenomenol ogical method to be followed. Having donethis, and as asecond point, a
brief outline will be presented to disclose the meaning of the phenomenologica method as
expounded by its founder, Edmund Husserl. Lastly, an attempt will be made to compare the two
versions of the method: Bruce-Novoa's and the outline of fered —including two texts by Blanchot—
to ascertain if thereis consistency or not between both postures.

Bruce-Novoa's phenomerol ogical posture

Under the subtitle Literary Soace with which he beginshisarticle”Chicano Literary Space: Cultural
Criticism/Cultural Production,” he describes analogously and metaphorically what, for him, the
method signifies. It will be described in a periphrastic form, because the literal transcription of the
passage would be too long. In afew words, his method of exposition can be summarized in two
metaphors: one taken from physics and the other from astronomy. In thefirst ana ogy Bruce-Novoa
exhortsthereader to "imagine" athree dimensional design or model —without referring to thekind
of model— as it appears on a computer screen. This design has to be in "constant motion, never
static” so that a given form can never be defined nor a"permanent perspective” be allowed.

Afterward he proceeds to illustrate the same idea by means of another analogy taken from
astronomy. He speaks about how some stars have already died, although their light has not reached
earth yet, while the light of others, recently born, still has not reached us. He concludesthat, if one
wants to observe the stellar firmament, one is obligated to "group,” form "nucle” of stars. These
nuclel, however, much as the "sidered spaces,” are dways in movement. Sometimes, the "space”
itself in which these nuclel arefound is characterized by movement. The critic'slocation, asthat of
the scientist with respect to that "space,” will determine how much and what parts of this space can
or should be observed. The obligation of the critic, then, is to "delimit” or "reduce” the area or
literary space to be studied. To begin, thiswould entail a"topography of surface" type function or
job. Later, another obligatory task would be the "topological," in other words, moving from the
surface to the "deep structure” of the space in question.

If indeed the two anal ogiesthat he employed —the one from physi cs and the one from astronomy—
implied a continuous movement, difficult to analyze, and precisely for that reason, it isincumbent



upon the critic to " freezethat spacein agiven moment” or to try to "chart the movement of certain
relationships over aset period of time" (159). The critic hasto admit that his/her task, after all, will
beincomplete. "In no way can it [the observable] embrace everything in the phenomenol ogical field"
to bestudied, giventhat "thetotal s multaneity and the dynamicpolyvaence’ (159) exceed thelimits
or thelimitations of the critical observer. The gogjé, or "reduction,” or "bracketing,” then, becomes
obligatory because of the space to be andyzed.

What can be deduced from this postureisthat the critic finds himself before aliterary space--asany
other space--that is"moveable and dynamic” and that, in order to be ableto study it, thecritic hasto
"freezeit," reducingit to portionsor parts, because, any other way, it would beimpossiblefor himto
"embrace” al of the phenomenic or phenomenological space, given its inherent limitations in the
analytic process. The critic's phenomenol ogical method has been summarized with what has been
stated thus far. Henceforth, the literary textual analysis begins.

The Chicano literary space, which he "puts within parenthesis,”" can be reduced to the following.
After selecting the thematic paradigm, Bruce-Novoainformsthe reader that the process of art, like
that of the function of the critic, is triple: "The theme appears in the deep paradigm of Chicano
literature: 1) the threat of chaotic discontinuity, 2) the recuperation of vital images, and 3) unity in
continuous literary space” (99). Now, intermsof concrete application--and using as an examplethe
first text that the critic chooses, the poem "El Louie," by Jos¢ Montoya--the following conclusions
may be made: 1) "threat”" (the death of the pachuco L ouie dispossesses the group of meaning and
identity), 2) "recuperation” (theimages of Louie'slifeare shown asvital imagesand as central tothe
group), and 3) "answer" (the poem affirms that Loui€'s life was extraordinary). Bruce-Novoas
phenomenological exposition and its application to one of the Chicano literary text, the poem "El
Louie," can bereduced to this. Ascan be seen by hisexplanation, "his" Phenomenology isreduced to
the simple mention of the word as such, but there was no theoretical devel opment, achievement nor
an application of any type—except for that of atopography, atopol ogy or acartography of "Chicano
literary space.”

Phenomenology: Husserlian "epgjés” The first observation is the following: when atheoretician
proposesatheory, itisnot sufficient to say that "we propose anew and origina theory” and, to prove
this assertion, makes referencesonly to certain terms that —is patent, obvious, and evident— the
reader should knowbeforehand. Seemingly, it isnot incumbent upon the theoretician to explain his
theory, not even the definitory terms to be employed in his theory, so that the reader is awarefirst
hand of what the theoretician istrying to accomplish. Theimplicit suggestion on the part of Bruce-
Novoaseemsto bethat it isthe reader's respons bility to conduct hisown investigation of the sources
on which the proponent bases himsdlf to establish his theory. The reference, it is clear, isto Ais
phenomenol ogical method. The procedure cannot be the one described previoudy, but, very muchto
the contrary, thetheorist hasto explain, devel op, expose beforethe eyes of the reader what the theory
consistsin/of. If thisisnot done, then one does not have aright to say "Thisismy theory. Y ou take
the responsibility of searching for its foundations and roots and, incredibly, the application.”

The description aboveindicates what one must do throughout thislong study: search for the roots of



Bruce-Novoa's sypposedtheory of Chicano literary space. Now —when he statesfor thefirst timein
his last article that his is a phenomenological method— it calls for further scrutiny, to undertake
another search for the roots of this method. To accomplish this —it must be admitted without
subtlety— it was necessary to read severad books and articles on philosophy and on the
phenomenological method. The interested reader who wants to further investigate the sources
utilized in our exposition, isreferred to thefollowing works, which can befound in our Bibliography
| Cited Works, such as Husser!: su fenomenologia / Husserl: His Phenomernology, by José Maria
Garcia-Maurino and Antonio Fernandez Revuelta. Doctrinasfilosoficas/ Philosophical Doctrines,
by Rail Gutiérrez Saenz. La realidad de la filosofia: la vida fenomenolégica / The Reality of
Philosphy: Pheromenological Life Volumes| & 11, by Jos¢ Maria Rubert y Candavl.

Theword "phenomenon’” has been used since classical antiquity. However, the meaning has varied
throughout the centuries. The explicit exponents of phenomenology in modern timeswere Kant and
Hegel. But the philosopher who defined, organized, and structured not only the term
"phenomenology,” but gaveit theofficial seal at the method level aswell asthetheoretical level and
philosophica rank, was Edmund Husserl (1859-1938). From the beginning of this century, this
method was employed by almost all of the philosophersand scientistsin their corresponding works.
From the philosophical angle, this system could be summarized in the manner described bel ow.

Inthefirst place, Husserl, in order to combat the limited scientific positivism and psychol ogism of
his time —and aso to safeguard philosophy from its transcendentalism— undertook the task of
searching for a modern philosophical method which would permit philosophy to be viewed as
"scientific." To accomplish this, philosophy —phenomenol ogical— would have as its mission not
only to provide an explanation of the facts (phenomena) in ascientific manner, but to arriveat atruth
beyond thefactsand to attempt to find a"universal” truth, searching for the"necessary rel ationships'
that are present in the world of these facts or "phenomena.”

The question remains, what is a "phenomenon™? As stated before, although the word has existed
since antiquity, its meaning has varied tremendously. For Kant, for example, "phenomenon” isthat
which appearsclearly, but he distinguishesit from "noumenon,” stating that the " phenomenon” does
not make known the essence or "noumenon” of thefacts, of thethingsin themselves, impossibleto
reach by means of the method of discursvereasoning. For Husserl, on the contrary, if indeed the
"phenomenon” is that which "appears,” it also implies "noumena / noumenic" essence. In other
words, the"phenomenon” includes both parts: the agpearanceof thefact/thing and asoits esserice
The problem residesin discovering that hidden essence. Thisrequiresan effort that isaccomplished
intuitivelyby means of aspecia process. Theterm that he coined to describe thisprocesswasthat of
epgjé, which signifies "reduction,” "depuration,” "reflective attitude" or, popularly known, as a
"parenthesizing,” a"bracketing.” Thisso-called phenomenological process, or "method,” consisted of
a series of three fundamenta reductive steps, or eogjés

Prior to discussing the three gugjés it would be convenient to say something about the so-called
"natural” phenomenological attitude, prior to the gogiés This "natural” attitude is the one that
everyonehasineveryday life. It isassociated with "perceiving" the surrounding world as something



"dien" to one's "conscience." In other words, things are perceived as red, utilitarianly speaking.
Thesethings, this"natura” world hasthree characteristics: 1) theworld, that isto say, thethings are
there beforeme, outside of me, towhich | relate. 2) It istruethat thesethingsarethere, but it should
be added, they arethere for me acquiring thus an environment of referencefor my conscience. But,
3) this referentia attitude of things for my conscience is impossible without the "natura” world,
which isthe objectivemedium, in which | establish my relationships.

This "natura" attitude is dso caled an "ingenuous' attitude by Husserl. One must abandon this
"ingenuous’ attitude, becauseit is based upon an "interested” attitude: it has atendency to seek the
trangitory, the relative value of things, the exterior world that surrounds us. That "natura” or
"ingenous’ attitude has to be replaced by another more serious and fundamental attitude: the
"reflective” attitude, which is disinterested and which seeks the "essence” of things, the essence of
the Being. It is indispensable and necessary to change attitudes and to move from an "ingenuous’
attitude to a"reflective” attitude, if the phenomenologica method isto be used.

Thischangeof attitudeisthe basisfor what Husserl calls gngjé, that isto say, "reduction.” Inshort, it
means "to go to the thingsthemsalves' until they began to "make sense or have meaning” for me for
the person who perceivesthem. Itisbeing ableto contermplatethingsin their "essential nakedness.”
The three gogjésor reductions referred to previously are:

1. First eogié. externd or "phenomenic” reduction. This reduction consists in dispossessing,
prescinding or detaching the phenomenon of everything exterior to it. It is a"parenthesizing” of
everything that does not have anything to do with that phenomenon. (Parenthetically, a tangential
observation is necessary here, and it is that, contrary to what it appears Bruce-Novoais indicating,
"parenthesizing” does not signify /ncluding within the parenthesis on/y that which is going to be
considered or studied, but, on the contrary, by putting it in parenthesiseverything is exc/udedithat is
of no interest or that should not be considered in the phenomenic study). This dispossessing of the
phenomenon of everything external to it, means that it must be considered solely, stripped of
everything that /s not of it in itself. For example, /it must be dispossessed of pre-judgments, of
everything that had been previoudly acquired of that phenomenon. In thismanner, myideaof "man"
is not precisaly the idea that the philosophers have of "man,” nor it is necessarily what "man” /n
himsglfis. Consequently, | have to strip the phenomenon "man" inclusive of /7y own ideas and
judgments that / have about "man," not taking this experience of mine into consideration upon
studying the "phenomenon™ man.

2) Second gugjé: "eidetic’ or "essential" reduction. This reduction is the second step of the
phenomenological gug/é. Oncethe"phenomenon” has been stripped of everything externa/toit, itis
necessary for it to dispossess /tsg/f. In order to accomplish this, by means of an intellectua operation
—whichisnot that of traditional discursive reasoning, but of "intuition"— a search for the esserice
of the phenomenon must be undertaken. By means of theintuition, one seeksfor that which presents
or manifestsitself direct/yand immediately to our conscience. Everything that isfactic, accidenta,
contingent on the thing or phenomenon is"suppressed” ("is put in parenthesis'); thus, for example,
everything that aphenomenic object hasinwidth, length, weight, etcetera, issuppressed or reduced.



By doing this, that /nvariable nucleus that is constantly identical to /fse/f throughout al of the
possible variations, is sought. That nuc/eusshould be the "identical ness or sameness,” the essence,
the @dos, the universal and necessary of the observed phenomenon. his edos, or essence, does not
depend now on the accidental or variable of the phenomenon. Thisessence hasto be pure, atempord,
and aspatia. These essences, contrary to what science does, are no longer captured by the natural
experience, but by meansof the"intuition," of the reflection, and of the"eidetic" contemplation. The
process of phenomenological reduction does not end here, with the "eidetic” reduction, but goes
further still. 1t involves "transcendental” reduction.

3) Third gogé "transcendentad” reduction. By way of the first ("phenomenic”) reduction, the
phenomenon is stripped of al ingredients or elements "external” to it. By means of the second
reduction ("eidetic"), the phenomenon is dispossessed of its "own" accidental, variable, and
contingent e ements. Now it is necessary to strip another e ement fromthetriad: the"I-perceiver” or
subj ect. By means of the "transcendental” reduction or gogjé the cognizant subject is dispossessed of
all that which is "not essentia." This process has as its objective to obtain a pure consciernce, a
"transcendenta 1," which isthe essericeof the .

By means of the first two phenomenological reductions, it is gpparent that until now the captured
essences made referenceto a conscience to a pure and transcendentd |: "an | as sufject of the
epgié," thel that makesthe other depurations or reductions possi ble and that, now, findsitsaf before
itself discovering itself dispossessed of /tsef. There is no phenomenon unless thereis a "subject”
before which that phenomenon can present itself. But, who is that subject? That subject is "the
conscience’ of the depurated subject, beforewhich that phenomenon presentsitself. Inthis case, the
subjective phenomenon —the 1— presents itself before itsdf as a phenomenon of the pure
conscience, depurating it, at the same time.

In this manner one arrives, perhaps, at a dangerous posture. By way of the three phenomenol ogical
reductions, the phenomenonisstripped: @) of al that which does not belong toiit, b) of al that which
bdongstoit, but that isaccidenta to itsessence, and c) thesubject itself hasto detachitself fromaall
of that which doesbelong to it, that isto say, it hasto be depurated by its pure conscience. Thereis,
then, in brief, apeculiar situation: the world, as well as the phenomenon of the thing (essence), as
well asthe |-perceiver, dispossess themsalves of dl that which is not essential to them, in order to
arrive, precisely in thisway, at that which isessential to the phenomenon or phenomena. In redlity,
everything remains or can be summarized in two necessary factors or e ements: the phenomenon-
object entirely depurated, and the phenomenon |-subject and perceiver aso entirely depurated. But,
sincethere can be no phenomenonif thereisno subject-perceiver, it followsthat theformer deperds
on thelatter. Without embarking upon adetail ed analysis, adangerous conclusion emerges. that the
depurated | —now "transcendentalized"— becomesthe certer of reference. One small pushmorein
the process of phenomenologica "reductions’ and we find ourselves before the Absolute 1, of a
strictly idealist nature. Thereisareturn, in this manner, again to Hegel'sidealist " Absolute Spirit."

Conclusion: Phenomenology, which wanted to convert the philosophica method —until now
abstract, metaphysical, and transcendental— into a "scientific' one, will once again reach in this



manner the supreme apex of idealism, from which it was trying to escape.

Onefina observation concerning this phenomenological process. If onereflectsalittle about what
has been said to this point, certain parallels can be detected between the process of the gogjésor
"reductions’ and that of the pathways, "dwellings" or viaeof the ascetics and mystics, whichwasthe
process Saint Theresaand Saint John of the Cross had practiced and recommended. One can say this
for two reasons:. the Chicano Bruce-Novoa, aswell asthe Frenchman Maurice Blanchot —servatis
sarvanais—, whom Bruce-Novoa cites, but does not analyze, discloses a certain procedure, along
process and mystic experience to reach the intimate nature of art and its vital function. The big
differenceisthat, at the end of the long depurative process, the two critics do not appear to find the
phenomenological desderatumof thetranscendental and immutable, whilethemystics, practicinga
similar process, arriveat an "ideal” that guarantees them theimmutabl e, permanent, and essentid of
the phenomenon or thing itself. the Other/God. The "depuration” —or gogjé or via— of everything
accidenta, to attain a pure and mystica state, is constant, permanent, and pure. It does not follow
that, what Bruce-Novoaclaims, aswell aswhat Maurice Blanchot presents—aswill be seen later—
is aguarantee of the depuration of the "chaotic discontinuity” or of Bruce-Novoa's "chaos' —or of
Maurice Blanchot's "void" or "aperture’— in order to arrive a a purity before the presence and
"ritual” of the artistic experience.

Phenomenology: intentional conscience and the transcedernt /.

Another important aspect or element of the phenomenological philosophic method is the
"intentionality of the conscience,” which is a fundamentad property or characteristic of
phenomenology. According to Husserl, "the conscience is a current of lived experiences, it isthe
totality of the actsor of theintentional lived experiences’ (GarciaMaurifio, 13). "The conscienceis
always a conscience of something. that something is the object of the conscience that wants or
desires something" (Garcia Maurino, 14). This desiring or wanting something is called
"intentionality” —which comes from the Latin word /n-tendere, that is to say, "to tend toward
something." The conscience, then, "tendsto capture” the essence of the thing, while intentionality
"gives meaning" to the conscience and "orients' it toward the object.

Intentionality is bipolar: on one hand, it affects the conscienceitself and, on the other, it affectsthe
object of that conscience. It is a mediator between the conscience and the object. Thisbipolarity is
described by Husserl, on one hand, as noes's, which isthe " subjective" aspect of the conscience, and
"the action of the subject” that tends toward the object; and, on the other, the noema, which, inturn,
is "the content of the intentiona act." It is not the object, but the "perception” of the object.

In conclusion of this section in reference to phenomenol ogy, there are two observationsto be made.
In the first place, that in this phenomenolgical process of gugiés and of intentionality of the
conscience, if indeed the conscience, by way of its intentiondity, directs itself, tends toward an
object, this orientation —like the bow and arrow tend toward the target— it is not a one-way
orientation (=toward the obj ect), but atwo-way orientation: the consciencethat directsitself toward
the object, because it is intentionality, later "comes to itself," "returnsto itself,” "it returns to the
subject” (Gutiérrez Saenz, 183-184), whichisthe conscience, whichisthel. And, in second place, as



a corollary to what has been said, upon "returning home' —like the bee to the nectar— upon
"retroceding” or "returning,” it becomesapurel, atranscendental 1. Theessencesthat the conscience
has perceived and that have reached its |, are "objects’ that are characterized because they "are
given" to the conscience, to the pure I. On the other hand, the pure and transcendenta "I" is
characterized by "giving toitself,” not to another. Thenit followsthat everythingthat beganwiththe
| —the intentional conscience of the | directed itself foward the object/phenomenon— refurned
toward the pure I, toward itsdlf, in itself. In other words, the | became the beginning and end of the
process: the phenomenon-object = pure | = absolute | = tota idealism.

Phenomenology: an ascetical-mystical process. Bruce-Novoahad a ready stated —upon discussing
theliterary experience— that thelatter would be anal ogously compared to five human experiences,
among them the mystical experience. And after explaining that mysticism was one of various
methods of escaping from the " chaos of discontinuity” and "dissol ving into the transcendenta being"
(25), or the Other, he curiously described Saint John of the Cross as "that canonized master of
eroticism” (25). To a certain point Bruce-Novoa —although for very different reasons— was not
very far from a possible target or goa: that the phenomenological "process,” in order to be able to
arriveat theliterary phenomenon, al so very much resemblesthe ascetic-mystical "process,” in order
to achieve itsown goal. Thereis no desire to prolong the discussion on this point, becauseit is not
the objective of our study, but it is to be mentioned because there is a certain connection and
pardlelism. It will be explained below.

The three gogjés and the intentionality of Husserl's phenomenologica method have just been
discussed. It is obvious —mutatis mutandis— that this same process —the three pathways viae—
which the mystics used to arrive at the religious phenomenon, wasthe principa object or god of that
method. All one hasto do is glance at abook of mysticism, or of mystical schools, to observethis
pardlelism.

It iscuriousto note that, in the diverse schools of mysticism, there were diverse tendenciesin their
methods, as is true of philosophy and literary theory. To begin, as in phenomenology, three
progressive steps, stages and moments, called gogjés, can be distinguished in order to " depurate” the
phenomenon, the world and the I; similarly, in mysticism three progressive steps, stages and
moments can be distinguished to arrive at the phenomenon, spiritua center, "depurating it" at each
step. Thesethree steps—or gngiés— are the so-called pathways (viag: 1) the "purgative” path, 2)
the"contemplative" or "illuminative' path, and the 3) "unitive" path. 1) the"purgative' path: —or
"phenomenologica” or "externa” gog/é—is "the one in which the soul purifiesitself from vices'
(Garcia Lopez, 202), 2) the "illuminative" path —or "eldetic" or "essentia” gog/é— isthe onein
which the soul, aready free of its previous defects, " beginsto participate of the Holy Spirit's gifts
and to enjoy the presence of God" (Garcia Lopez, 202), and 3) the "unitive' path —or the | or
"transcendental" gug/é—, isthe oneinwhich, at theend, "onearrives at an intimate union with God.
The wor/dno longer signifies anything and the sou/[the I] remains a onewith the divinity” (Garcia
Lopez, 202).

It isa so engaging to observethe coincidence or parallelismwith respect to the gnoseol ogical posture



between the two processes (the phenomenologica and the mystical): both "reduce,” that isto say,
discard (="parenthesize") the discursive method and both embracethe "intuitive' method. Husserl's
posturein thisrespect has aready been noted. Anexamination of the posture of severa mysticswill
follow.

Father Juan de los Angeles (1536-1609) —a Spanish Franciscan mystic— claims: "unitive and
mystic knowledge is attained more by [...] amorous affects [intuitive] than by specu/ation and
narrowness of [discursive]l understanding' and, he adds —reinforcing again the method to be
followed in mysticism— "one does not approach it [mystical knowledge] by reasonand arguing]...],
but by desiringand /oving' (Garcia Lopez, 210).

If indeed Father Juan delos Angelesisreferring to theintuitive "method” —versusthediscursive—
(as Husserl will do three centuries later) as being the most appropriate to reach the "mystical

phenomenon,” Saint Theresaand Saint John of the Cross speak of thelinguistic "communication” to
arrive at, by means of the "reductive’ gogjés the "center" or "target” or "goa" sought during that
process:. the 1/Other/God. This"communicative' form, that isto say, the "expressive' form which
they employ to communicate what they are attempting to say, is the adlegory. In the case of Saint
Theresa, it isthe all egory —perhaps taken from the books of chiva ry— from the castleand fromthe
"dwelling." In fact, that isthetitle of her most important work, Libro delas "moradas” or Castillo
interior/Book of "Dwellings” or Interior Castle In this work she imagines the soul as "a castle’

composed of "many rooms or dwellings, some on the upper floors, othersin thelower, othersto the
side; and in the certer, or in the middle of al of these, isthe principal room, which iswhere the
secretive things between God and the soul occur” (GarciaLopez, 214). It isinteresting to note here
that the first "dwellings or rooms' correspond to the "purgative’ path, the second, to the
"illuminative" path and thethird —the dwelling in the center— to the"unitive" path. In other words,

they correspond to Husserl's " phenomenic" gogjé, the"eldetic” gugiéand the"transcendenta” gogyé.

(Blanchot claimsthat Malarmé, Rilke, and Kafkaapparently had similar experiences). Saint John of

the Cross, in his poem "La noche oscura/The Dark Night," as well as his book in prose La noche
oscura del alma/The Dark Night of the Soul, extensively employs, with excellent good results, the
allegory or allegoric metaphor of the "castle" (as Saint Theresa) and that of "the dark night” (asdid

many other mystics, aboveall the Germanic). GarciaLopez states: "In effect, thenight, yponerasng
thelimits of things[ upon depurating the "exterior" phenomena, or first gogie], evokesthe eternal and
seesinit [the soul] "asymbol of the negation of the soul [ depuration of the I/subject phenomenon, or

third epgjé] at a visblelevel [depuration of the "world" phenomenon, or second gogjé]” (216).

As can be observed, in addition to the methodologica corinciderice between phenomenology and
mysticism, oneisconfronted with an € ement, alsoimportant, of the phenomenol ogica intentionality
of consciencein both postures. Both "tend toward" an objective, aspecia phenomenon, atarget that
can be summarized (as Bruce-Novoa suggests and Blanchot presents) as that of the "center," that
center, around which the /ntentionality of the conscience gravitates, whether it be a matter of
literature or matter of mysticism. It isthefina "place” or "space” in which the essence or essences
are found, whatever the nature of this essence or essences may be.



Phenomenology: examples by Bruce-Novoa and Blanchot. To complete the brief exposition
concerning the phenomenol ogical philosophic method, two textswill be presented —one by Bruce-
Novoaand another by Blanchot— whichillustrate, athough only partially, what wasjust explained.
Bruce-Novoastatesin RefoSpace "1f one poem could certer Chicano literary space, it would be "El
Loui€e," (99). Bruce-Novoa presents the ("phenomenological ?') analysis of the poem:
José Montoya'spoem "El Loui€" beginsfrom the ultimate destruction of thetemporal being:
Louieisdead. Time has devoured Loui€'s /mage but death, likeliterature, isatemporal and
all of Louie'slifeisnow simultaneously fixed outsideof discontinuity. However, deathisan
invisible continuity, and so the artist must refrievethe disappeared /magesfrom time and
give them a space within which they can become visible. That space is the poermwhich
presents the images to us, the /mages of a specific man, Louie, while it consciously
transforms him into a prototype of a group. In the center of the poem Loui€e's persona
presenceis feltin the use of the dialogue. Hislife, void of channel of expression, endsina
londly hotel room. Y et the poem has gperned a space for his life and death, to be replayed
continually. Louieisretrieved from initial disappearance and he becomes the /mageof the
pachuco, a particular Chicano type in which al of us can /dentify to some degree, and a
Chicano particularity with which al men can identify to some degree, and on up the
universalizing ladder. (Emphasis ours). (29)

Transcribed below, and selected from among multiple passages, are two taken from L'Espace
littéraire/The Space of Literature by Maurice Blanchot:

What fascinates us robs us of our power to give sense. It abandons its "sensory” nature,
abandons the world, draws back from the world, and draws us aong. It no longer reveals
itself to us, and yet it affirms itself in a presence foreign to the temporal present and to
presence in space. Separation, which was the possibility of seeing, coagulates at the very
center of the gaze into impossibility [...]. Here we have an immediate expression of that
reversal which isthe essence of solitude. Fascination is solitude's gaze. (32)

Of whoever isfascinated it can be said that he does not perceive any real object, any red
figure, for what he sees does not belong to the world of redlity, but to the indeterminate
milieu of fascination. Thismilieu s, so to speak, absolute. Distanceis not excluded fromit,
but is immeasurable. Distance here is the limitless depth behind the image, a lifeless
profundity, unmanipulable, absolute present although not given, where objects sink away
when they depart from their sense, when they collapse into their image. (32)

It isunnecessary to analyze these textsin detail, since the attentive reader can very well understand
thedifferencein the exposition of both texts—Bruce-Novoa's and Blanchot's. Both speak of poems,
of spaces, of times, of centers, of intemporalities, etcetera. Two or three general observations will
suffice. In the first place, Bruce-Novoas text gives the impression that it is an explication or
exposition regarding the outer crust and the superficid, that is to say, he mentions that which is
external to the poem. Oneis not put "within" the phenomenon per se He al/udesto that which one



can see beforehand: that Louiedied, and that the poet, in order that the"images' concerning Loui€'s
past life are not lost and erased from memory, describes them and shapes them on a piece of paper
("givesthem aspace") and, in thisway, can present them to the reader. This guaranteesthat Louie
will not be permanently lost in oblivion and that the reader can "record” and "imagine” what Louie
was like, one among many pachucos of histime. There is nothing more, the analysis ends here.

On the contrary, Blanchot, in these two texts (as in the others) does not indicate what is aready
known, which is what Bruce-Novoa explicated: that the function of the poet isto provide literary
"gpace” for certain "images,” so that, on the one hand, they are not lost, and, on the other, so that the
reader can "recognize himsalf" and "identify himsdaf" with them when he reads the poem. Blanchot
eliminates this —he takes it for granted— and, once we embark upon the "experience” of the
reading, he involves himsdlf fully in the analysis of how this"experience” occurs. He meticuloudy
analyzesall of theinvolved (and involving) e ementsin that artistic experience. He does not speak of
the obvious but of that which is recondite 1t is as if "he took us by the hand" through the
"dwellings' of Saint Theresas castle or though "the recondite places’ of Saint John of the Cross
"dark night." It can be said that Blanchot synthesizes this entire "experience" in one word:
"fascination.” He does not talk abourit. He takes and |locates us "inside” of it.

Why fascination? Seeing presupposes distance, decisiveness which separates, the power to
stay out of contact and in contact avoid confusion. Seeing means that this separation has
nevertheless become an encounter. But what happens when what you see, although at a
distance, seemsto touch you with a gripping contact, when the manner of seeingisakind of
touch, when seeing is contact a a distance? What happens when what is seeing imposes
itself upon the gaze, as if the gaze were seized, put in touch with the appearance? What
happens is not an active contact, not the initiative and action which there still is in real
touching. Rather, the gaze getstaken in, absorbed by aninmobible movement and adepthless
deep. What is given us by this contact at adistanceisthe image, and fascination is passion
for theimage. (32)

Expressing it in other terms —more phenomenol ogical— Bruce-Novoa remains in the first step,
stage or "dwelling" of the phenomenic process, that is to say, in the "phenomenic” or "exterior"
epglé, inthe"purgative" pathof the mystics: he has prepared the road or "reduced” the groundwork
toitsbasiclimits. But he has not succeeded to the second gogjé, whichisthe"eidetic” or that of the
"essences,” or "illuminative" path, nor has he been able to reach the third guogjé, that of the
"transcendental” |I. On the contrary, Blanchot, —taking it for granted that the reader is aready
experienced and versed in the roadway of thethree parhs/epgjés—, placesthereader fully inthethird
one: the "transcendental” gogjé or the "unitive" path. Stating once again, in that "space,” which is
"the Center," the gaze and the glance, the sensoria and the accessorial, nolonger havemeaning. Itis
the"fascination,” that which appropriatesthe”l" beforetheineffable"ambience” of "The Center” (=
the Other/God of the mystics).



