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Canon Wars & Anthologies
MATT: 
Double bind of Coterie: Lytle Shaw and beyond
What's interesting about the charge of coterie is that it enacts a double movement in relation to the culturally major:  to accuse
someone of being a coterie figure implies that the poet is part of some cultural cabal that has an undue influence or power (for instance, the relationship of the New York School poets to the New York art scene and some of its major institutions) and is therefore in a certain sense major.  At the same time, however, the thrust of the accusation is that the resulting poetry is minor -- of interest only to a small group of people, unable to meaningfully

address the wider reading public, and lacking in the "universal"  experiences and insights that are supposed to constitute major literature.  (Could the pejorative rhetoric of coterie then be seen as part of a "democratic" ideology of art that insists on the universality of great art while denying the relationship between institutional power and major status?)

Duncan
Poets in groups; manifestos: Olson’s “Projecive Verse” v. O’Hara’s “Personism”
Cf: Scottt on “Personism” the voice/telephone, recording
LUCIA: Perhaps if we could expand our frame of reference a little beyond our immediate history, as those writing creatively before the 20th century were wont to do, we would see more historical precedents for what has been declared “new” by

modern authors.  This could, however, imperil the status of what we are considering as “major,” at least in this class, and that in turn leads to questions of the ethics of intentional limitation of historical views that allow what we desire to major to in fact become major.  Can we still speak of certain poets as epic or major when seeing them in the company of Milton and Wordsworth and Auden?


NOBU -- Creeley
“The Measure” and “A Piece” as figuring the ocean to waves:
      One and

      one, two,

      three.

[do the poets claim to be epic/historical/significant; is anything new?, new in what sense?]

CYNDY: Poets in groups (Epstein) v ‘solitary genius’


are coterie or community-based poetics, while creating a kind of majority through collaborative voice (explicit in that somewhat problematic ‘group’ names are more well-known than individual poets:  Black Mountain, New York

School, Beats, Objectivists, etc.), necessarily exclusionary?  Does becoming-major require exclusion, or perpetuate the very problems that the minor poets aimed to depart from via social production communities?  Does becoming-major reterritorialize the minor and deterritorialize a different

Other? …  

I doubt that a book on O’Hara, Ashbery, and Baraka would have been published by a press like OUP without the deeply influential attention that Harold Bloom et al brought to

the “New York School,” specifically through their “solitary genius” focus onvAshbery.  It’s a complex relationship of clouts, fitting more and more with the

majorizing/academicizing of radical poetry into Epstein’s combative and collaborative creative-community model.

LIA (via Perloff on the role of anthologies)


KATIE – a different kind  of anthology

also: comments section on Creeley@Poetry Fdn
Guest

SARAH

   Barbara Guest's statement that the subject matter "doesn't matter," that it finds itself as you proceed with the poem, left me wondering: how does this creative process affect the "power" of the subject matter of the poem? I leave this question deliberately vague, choosing only to try to answer a part of it and hoping that others will read and answer the same question differently.  I am most interested in the volition that Guest gives to actual "matter" - the actual things that are often her subjects – and how this surprising agency enables more magical and even egalitarian relationship between animate and inanimate things.

DAVID

: "Mysteriously Defining the Mysterious: Byzantine Proposals of Poetry” and Guest’s own poems

[Difference between poetics and manifesto?]

This misunderstanding comes from my initial thought that her talk was directed to poetry readers and poetry writers alike (for I saw “uncovering” and “opening” as something readers do with poems), followed by my new hunch that

it’s directed more (though not exclusively) toward poets, for whom the poetic process is something akin to space and time travel (to, say, the Byzantine Empire) motivated by curiosity and mystery, which gets explored through the

poetic process (which is the “thing” itself, the urge and the search), which in turn gives off (without notice) an effect which is the poem.   This poem can then be Byzantine (like the Keats poem) if it is an effect of (or enacts?) a

certain kind of Byzantine poetic process, or readers can do Byzantine readings (Dickinson reading backwards). … 

defining or measuring poetry by its effects frees us from definitions based on formal/structural/technical/etc features, encouraging us rather to uncover how a poem achieves its effect via its form/devices/”plot”/etc. But defining poetry by its effects also makes us question who is experiencing
and interpreting these effects.  Everyone who reads/hears the poem?  Only those who “know how” to read/hear a poem?

QUESTION: (How) does the use of “ordinary” language/images/situations arouse curiosity, stimulate the imagination, and

evoke the mysterious deep?  

YUMEKO
Re: "Mysteriously Defining the Mysterious: Byzantine Proposals of Poetry": How much does the poet herself realize the depth of the mystery of the poems?  Is it like a veiled woman to the poet as well?
EMILY

Guest’s “Finnish Opera” & multiplictity:
“The use of these world-within-a-world plots creates a surreal sense of fluctuating temporality.”  

Schuyler
JONATHAN—

poems “treat perception and description as ends, not means. …
An unearned epiphany ruins a poem, though criteria for when this

happens of course will vary.  In short, Schuyler at his best seldom leans on the reassuring or the durable as an organizing principle of the poem.  He writes: “New Year is nearly here / and who, knowing himself, would / endanger his desires / resolving them / in a formula?” (Selected 52)”
cp Lehman: “hymn to life”

a bridge from Visual to ___: 
Via JASON
EIGNER
ADAM
The problem of the ordinary and WCW’s “freighted” the ordinary with significance. Eigner extending WCW, via Objectivist practice:

The difference with Eigner is that the Romantic consciousness of self is gone, dispersed into spare images. In both cases we see a kind of return; only, Keats returns to himself (an atomized poet), Eigner returns (via the porch rail) to a man-made world (of which we see he is a part, without him actually appearing.) This effacement of the self into concrete images (without the poet telling us how to read them) is characteristic of Objectivist poetics.
Case of Eigner as “major” (following WCW’s major status)

MICHELLE –
The Sound of Communication

Larry’s dis-ability / dysmodernism / disability studies
JEREMIAH

Difficulty: poetry v. theory, thetic v. nonthetic, (much of Derrida)


Whatever Eigner (for instance) is doing, he is doing it primarily, and talking about it secondarily. All of this to say: "Well, how does (some of) the forest go together with the trees. How might it, maybe."

DAVID: What if anything does Eigner’s prioritizing of “immediacy and

force” (which implies something about directness) have to do with Guest’s

Byzantine under-the-surface mystery (which is about secrecy and indirection)?
Creeley


JOSEPH—

the local/location [the situated (emplacement)]

the detail

HEATHER

Creeley’s ordinary: “stripping away all but what is essential to what he is saying – each word has a purpose; line breaks, which even cut through words at times, create a "music" which is totally mesmerizing.   … Creeley's simplicity is in fact his complexity …”
 
Supplement

The Jewish Question: Benjamin, history, Jewish mysticism

