

1

Michael Tavel Clarke
Editor, ARIEL
14th October 2015
RE: Article 5100 Submission
Dear Michael,
I’m writing in reference to my essay, originally titled “Landscapes of Dis-enclosure in V. S. Naipaul’s The Enigma of Arrival.” I’ve read the readers’ reports with interest, and I’m grateful for the opportunity to have made what I think constitute significant improvements to the essay, which I detail below.
Both reviewers felt that the essay in its original form ranged too widely and needed to be framed in a way that made its guiding schema and argument more immediately legible. With this aim in mind, I’ve changed the structure of the essay, and clarified its main conceptual units and the relations among them. I agree with the second reviewer’s sense that the essay in its original form begins in a too “top heavy” way, and the new version begins with an analysis of a specific scene that uses the term “enclosure” and that, in miniature, displays what I see as the movement of the novel’s larger formal project. The second reviewer also felt that the term “dis-enclosure” was too abstract, and I’ve substituted it for the term “dispersal,” which to me seems more elegant and more resonant with the novel’s concern with the relationship between stasis and movement (on different registers). The term “historicization” wouldn’t be adequate to my purpose (as the reviewer suggests), as it is important to have a conceptual term that would, like enclosure, be suggestive of a logic that operates on more than one level (“dispersal” is not just historicization, but also an effect of bodily movement, or of the failure of perception, or of the questionable integrity of a literary text constituted by language). The new title of the essay is therefore “Enclosure, Dispersal, and The Enigma of Arrival.” I have also divided the essay into subtitled sections that will help guide the reader through the argument’s main phases: ‘Dispersal,’ ‘Enclosure and Lyric Form,’ and ‘The Gathering of Form.’ Most of the new material comes at the beginning of the first and end of the third section, although I’ve also made some strategic rearrangements elsewhere and adapted a number of the transitions with the new theoretical vocabulary in mind.
I’ve also integrated some more secondary material. I engage with the essay the second reviewer suggests from Modern Fiction Studies and with Timothy Bewes’s reading of Naipaul from his book on postcolonial shame, both of which help me display how I’m departing from the “ideology critique” of the text and from those readings that seek to recuperate Naipaul’s novel within theoretical frameworks that sometimes seem remote from its preoccupations (the framework of Romantic lyric form provides a gateway between these avenues). I’ve also integrated Paul de Man’s “The Rhetoric of Temporality” as a counterpoint to Abrams’s reading of the greater Romantic lyric in order to place pressure on the idea that formal enclosure could ever be final, without interpreting the deconstructive instability of language as the proof of the text’s failure. In order to accommodate this material, I’ve responded to the second reviewer’s valuable suggestion that the critiques by Rushdie and Walcott aren’t decisive to the argument (Walcott is still there, but only briefly), and streamlined the essay throughout.
The changes I've made should answer the first reviewer’s main critique about focus as well. This reviewer's other objections seem to rest on a debatable opinion about style, so, while I've carefully edited with an eye to sentence length, the style of the essay’s prose has been retained.
I’m very grateful for all of the input, and happy to clarify any of this.
Sincerely, 

