Just had this thought:
For me, narrative in a short story is kind of submerged but not beneath layers of conceit or even in the sense of sub-text but more to do with the necessities the relationship between the characters create.
Thoughts on critiquing

1. I think of a criticism as an appreciation of a piece of writing (the kind of thing you, perhaps, did in school using, say, a Browning poem) i.e. in terms of a personal view relating it to what you like but rooted in what you’ve learned about this poet and this poem.
2. a critique of a writer and his/her work I think of as being more objective and more dispassionate and rather than an appreciation it’s more of an appraisal rooted in general theories of writing at the highest level and will, invariably, take into account other texts written on this subject.
3. a criticism, then, is likely to be centred on the writer; a critique of the writer will be centred on the writer’s relationship with the world of literature.
4. (I may not be entirely accurate when it comes to how people see these things academically, this is my version!)
5. there’s a sense in which, once you begin to talk about creative you’re talking about something other than critique in the way I’ve outlined it above.
6. I think what you should do, in the first place, is to familiarise yourself with criticism and critiquing in the academic sense i.e. as I’ve set out above.
7. when we talk about the creative we’re inevitably talking about the new. Of course, nowhere in the world is anything absolutely new without some kind of relationship to what went before it. For example. The only thing that saves the newness of Joyce’s Finnegan’s Wake from being gobbledygook is our familiarity with those words and structures that Joyce’s work echoes. I would say that the appraisal of anything new will involve comparing and contrasting with what went before. So I think you need to differentiate between “new” which is what your new short story is and the “new” which may be unattainable which is an attempt to reinvent entirely the way we say things in order for readers and audience themselves to see things in a new way (you might wonder how it might benefit anyone to do this – that’s for you to consider!) So, if we accept that the creative is new you might want to consider in what way what you are doing is new.
8. in the first place, of course, you’ll say I imagined it. Because I imagined it it must be new because no one else can possibly have imagined what I imagined (unless you deliberately set out to imagine what has previously been imagined by someone; though, trying to imagine how Shakespeare may have imagined Romeo and Juliet, say, may be a fruitful creative/critique kind of exercise) But anyway, you could never imagine exactly how Shakespeare imagined because all the contexts and circumstances are different nor can anyone ever imagine how you’ve imagined (this process itself may be worth giving an account of)
9. Because your critique is a public thing I think you need to distinguish between the imaginative and the structural.
10. I think it likely that your critique which will be a creative thing will most likely contain a criticism as mentioned above – which could be along the lines of, say, a newspaper review, and then perhaps qualify it by relating it to the “world of literature” as a more academic critique would.
11. remember that if you’re giving a criticism of your work, you don’t want be telling us what doesn’t work because what you’ve presented is supposed to be a final draft – the business of writing is all about RE-writing. But what you may explain is how something didn’t work in an earlier draft. And of course, this idea of critiquing from the drafts will be something that no one else could do which would make it unique and in that sense, at least, new. 
12. so keep these distinctions:
the imaginative/structural

the process/product.

That’s all for now. If any of this is confusing you can email me:

d.edwards@lamp.ac.uk
Happy Easter!
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