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Introduction: Someone Said
 MEREDITH L. MCGILL
The Persistence of the Author
About the Author
The third in a series of conferences dedicated to the building blocks of the profession, the 2010 meeting of the English Institute brought together speakers with a wide range of expertise to reconsider the place of the author in literary discourse and in twenty-first-century culture writ large.1 Literary critics have long maintained vexed relationships with the authors they depend on both for the texts they study and for organizing knowledge about literature. Despite a half century of critique—stretching from W. K. Wimsatt and M. C. Beardsley's influential rejection of the claim of the author's intention on the critic's judgment (1946)2 to Michel Foucault's attempt to shift critical attention from the works of authors to the circulation of discourse (1969)3—the names of authors still litter our course descriptions; structure our indexes, databases, anthologies and editions; and serve as a kind of shorthand for identifying style (e.g., Dickensian, Poesque), subgenres (e.g., the Shakespearean sonnet), and aesthetic movements (e.g., Shelley and his circle). In most journals, scholarly books, websites, and English departments, knowledge about literature continues to be glossed as knowledge about authors.
The durability and adaptability of the idea of the author within literary study has arguably been matched or exceeded within the domain of law by the extension of property rights in the author's name. Since 1909, when the object of copyright was first defined as “all the writings of an author,”4 American law has significantly expanded the scope of copyright protection, stretching the idea of authorship to encompass computer software, architectural works, and possibly even the mercurial and imitative world of fashion design.5 Alongside the broadening and consolidation of the domain of intellectual property, American law has also significantly lengthened the period of copyright protection so that authors' rights normatively extend to a second or third generation.6 In recent years the unauthorized digital distribution of texts, images, and music, combined with the development of alternative licensing schemes that permit authors to waive some of the rights that are automatically granted by law,7 has worked to counteract the steady enclosure of the cultural commons under the sign of proprietary authorship. And yet, despite the pertinence of the idea of the author (and its critique) beyond the world of letters, literary critics have had some difficulty keeping the topic of authorship in focus. It is at once both too near and too remote, a threshold condition of literary thinking and a powerful instrument that corporations and governments have increasingly used to secure advantage in global trade. Authorship is a defining property of literary discourse that nonetheless seems to be no longer—if it ever was—in the possession of literary critics. Neither our awareness of the historicity of the concept nor our skepticism concerning the privileges automatically granted to authors seems substantially to have altered the norms of the discipline, while literary studies as a field seems no match for a metastasizing, generalized logic used to regulate the circulation of culture on a global scale.
The five essays from the 2010 conference that are collected here draw on vastly different archives,8 but each is interested in exploring the magnetic appeal of the author: as an idealized form of human subjectivity; as a distributed form of agency; as a technique for managing identification and disidentification in the circulation of literary discourse. They offer an opportunity to return to the foundational questions raised by Foucault—not to dispel the author's power over literary criticism, but rather to explore the persistence of this figure as a shaping abstraction residing both at the center and at the edges of our thought.
Taking After Foucault
“What matter who's speaking, someone said what matter who's speaking?”9
In “What Is an Author?” Michel Foucault encourages critics to go beyond the commonplace assumption that authors are creative individuals who originate literary works in order to consider the role played by the author's name in the circulation of discourse. Foucault uses abstract, bureaucratic—even mechanical—language to distinguish the “author function” from authors (148). The “author-function” is not a person but “a variable and complex function of discourse” (141); it pertains not to “the milieu in which writing originates” (150) but to the field of circulation, indicating “the status of this discourse within a society” (147). It is elusive, intangible, “located in the break that founds a certain discursive construct and its very particular mode of being” (148). It is also irreducibly plural, self-divided, carrying out the work of textual authentication by scattering signs of reference to a figure or figures that stand outside and legitimate the text.
Despite Foucault's attempts to distinguish the “author-function” from authors, literary critics writing in the wake of this essay have had difficulty grasping and holding onto the impersonality of the concept, responding either by defending the importance of authors to literature (and literary study) or by invoking a utopian future in which authors would no longer govern the circulation of texts. Rather than take up the many provocations of Foucault's essay, the critical debate has tended to bounce back and forth between an assertion Foucault never doubts—that organizing rubrics such as concepts, genres, and schools seem “relatively weak, secondary, and superimposed scansions in comparison with the solid and fundamental unit of the author and the work” (141)—and a position he is at pains to critique: that the poststructuralist concept of écriture might offer an escape from nineteenth-century interpretive traditions that rely so heavily on authors (145). Seán Burke somewhat unusually veers from one of these positions to the other in successive sentences, charging Foucault with “a spirit of hostility to the author” while also claiming that he “hopefully envisions a society in which the author-function will have disappeared.”10
Jane Gallop has recently argued that the long tradition of misrecognizing Foucault's essay can be traced to its being paired with and overshadowed by Roland Barthes's “The Death of the Author.” As Gallop notes, Foucault alludes to but never directly cites Barthes's essay.11 It is easy enough to discern, however, that Foucault takes Barthes's title phrase and his essay to represent the temper of the times—a heady confidence in the liberatory potential of a theory of writing that Foucault suspects merely preserves the privileges of the author in a different guise. While Gallop is surely right that Foucault's analysis has been swept aside by the “slogan-effect of ‘the death of the author’” (4), it is strange that the two essays are frequently grouped together as if they concur—that is, with no mention of Foucault's skepticism about whether it was possible for his contemporaries to carry out in practice the indifference to authors they assumed or professed.
Some of the difficulty can be traced to Foucault's mode of argument, his penchant for elaborating the positions he goes on to reject. As Andrew Parker points out in his analysis of The History of Sexuality, volume 1, Foucault “characteristically ventriloquizes the position we ‘know’ he later will be challenging.” Foucault also tends to follow his “embodying of the taken-for-granted”—the commonplace assumptions he wishes to dislodge—“not with an expected statement of his own, contrasting view, but with the suspensiveness of a series of rhetorical questions.”12 Parker's observation that Foucault's writing performs (rather than simply describes) a shift in terrain from individual expression to the circulation of discourse is a particularly apt description of the style of “What Is an Author?” For instance, toward the end of the essay, Foucault gives us as clear a statement as we will get about what it might take to “re-examine the privileges” of the author (158), but he frames this passage in the conditional (“It would seem”), employs a tentative third-person speaker (“one could also … reexamine;” “perhaps one must return to this question”), and describes the change of perspective he advocates as a passive-tense shift of questions to be asked. “Analyzing the subject as a variable and complex function of discourse” turns out to be something that others will do at some unspecified time in the future. It will involve
no longer raising the questions “How can a free subject penetrate the substance of things and give it meaning? How can it activate the rules of a language from within and thus give rise to the designs which are properly its own?” Instead, these questions will be raised: “How, under what conditions and in what forms can something like a subject appear in the order of discourse? What place can it occupy in each type of discourse, what functions can it assume, and by obeying what rules?” (158)


Foucault here deliberately declines to speak for himself. Instead, he sets loose a play of deracinated voices, attempting to convey what it might feel like to operate under different disciplinary and discursive norms. And yet, he is well aware that, with such a shift of norms still on the horizon, we will continually find ourselves pulled back into the orbit of authors. However impersonal the operation of the author-function, it seems that we cannot help but take it personally.
Take, for example, the line Foucault borrows from the third of Samuel Beckett's Texts for Nothing (1955) in order to launch his critique: “‘What matter who's speaking, someone said what matter who's speaking’” (141). Critics have overwhelmingly focused on the first part of this sentence, perhaps because Foucault himself requotes this line in abbreviated form at the end of the essay. And yet, rather than being evidence of an indifference to authors (an indifference Foucault is assumed to share with his contemporaries, Beckett and Barthes), the quotation from “Text 3” points to the stubborn persistence of the author, understood as a property of literary discourse. Even an invitation to disregard the source of utterance must itself pass through a figure of constraint: “What matter who's speaking, someone said what matter who's speaking” (emphasis mine). Abstract, impersonal, this “someone” authenticates the statement without locating its source in any particular time or place. Indeed, Foucault may have been drawn to Beckett's Texts for Nothing for its experiments with narrative voice. In “Text 3,” as in the volume as a whole, it is profoundly unclear if the “someone” who delivers such authoritative pronouncements actually exists outside the narrator's agitated consciousness. That Beckett's “someone” may be no more than a projected or introjected voice makes the narrator's recourse to this figure, and its failure to stabilize the narrative, all the more poignant.13
There is something dizzying about the way this citation from Beckett oscillates between a call for an indifference as to origins and a performance of the need for a figure who might be imagined to enunciate such a call. Does it matter who is speaking here? That is, would knowing more about this “someone” help the reader determine whether the line is a listless declarative or a philosophical query concerning the materiality of address, whether it is a rhetorical question or a genuine one? Does it matter that the signature question we have come to understand as Foucault's own is borrowed from Beckett's self-doubting narrator, perhaps even as a response to Barthes's citation of Honoré de Balzac's Sarrasine at the beginning of “The Death of the Author” (“Who is speaking thus?”)?14 Rather than expressing hostility toward authors or representing a utopian desire for their disappearance, the lack of punctuation and grammatical indeterminacy of the quotation from Beckett seems designed to provoke in the reader a correspondent desire for order, for constraint, for the sorting out of who said what, when, and to whom. In his translation of Foucault's text, Josué Harari does just that, going to some trouble to domesticate its strangeness. Rather than using Beckett's own English translation, Harari retranslates the sentence, adding quotation marks so that speech is clearly distinguished from the speaker, “‘What does it matter who is speaking,’ someone said, ‘what does it matter who is speaking’” (141). What we should hear in the translator's silent grammatical emendations or the scholar's sorting out of the chain of reference from Foucault to Beckett to Barthes to Balzac is an uneasiness with such indeterminacy and the snapping back into place of norms of literary and critical discourse.
Taking Liberties
What would it mean to take liberties with these norms, to presume on the intimacy of literary criticism with the idea of authorship to explore the dynamics of authorial attachment both within and beyond literary discourse? One takes liberties, after all, only in the context of a relationship that one assumes will be sustained; taking liberties doesn't transform so much as it bends or stretches the rules, turning intimacy to advantage. The essays that follow pursue the complexities of authorship in literary texts, in literary criticism, and in a number of extraliterary domains that are surprisingly bound up with the history of authorship, including object-relations psychoanalysis and corporate liability law. Significantly, these essays go beyond materialist histories of authorial practices and literary institutions to explore authorship as a rhetorical formation, one that is necessarily abstract and impersonal, but not less intense, powerful, or significant for its figurative status.
For instance, in her essay “Insinuating Authors,” Rita Copeland addresses the complexity of an author's identification with his or her subject by tracing the preliterary history of the rhetorical device insinuatio, which she memorably calls “the knife-edge of rhetoric's metadiscourse.” In ancient and medieval rhetorical traditions, insinuatio encompassed numerous strategies for the management of hostile or unreceptive audiences. Copeland argues that these techniques for distancing the orator from the dubious or scandalous matter of his speech offered blueprints for the management of shameful affiliation in literary writing. How do authors claim permission to write about scandalous matters, creating a buffer between themselves and their subjects so as to protect audiences—and themselves—from their morally suspect investment in such stories? Copeland draws on texts from Statius's Thebaid (80–ca. 90 CE) to Dante's Inferno (1314) to establish the importance of the trope of insinuatio to literature, illustrating some of the sinuous techniques by which writers establish authority over their subjects while also disclaiming responsibility for their texts. For Copeland, insinuation is not simply a local, opportunistic rhetorical gambit but a general strategy for managing the shamefulness of fiction itself. Our literary histories are full of accounts of influence, indebtedness, allusion, and acknowledgment. Copeland argues that we need to attend instead to authors' attempts to dissociate themselves from texts and traditions, tracing authorial disavowal as well as emergence, detachment as well as affiliation, and indirection and misdirection as well as claims to patrimony and lineage. For Copeland, it is in the sinuous turns of shame-deflecting demurrals—the ducking or the offloading of responsibility onto others—that authors carve out immunity for their own undertakings and legitimate the larger enterprise of literary representation.
If Copeland turns to the rhetorical tradition to write a prehistory of authorial disavowal, giving us new appreciation for the difficulty of claiming moral authority for fiction, Ian Duncan retells the story of the emergence of the modern author as significantly more unstable and disorderly than we have taken it to be. Literary historians and book historians have long looked to the career of Sir Walter Scott as a bellwether for the fate of literary authors under capitalism. Scott's career heralds the eclipse of poetry by the novel and the concurrent rise of the Romantic author and a mass market for literary works. The story of financial ruin that shaped his career—the failure of Scott's publishers and the subsequent disclosure of the identity of the “Author of Waverley”—is ordinarily read as an allegory of demystification, the collapse of the fictions that insulated him from market mechanisms as Scott's pseudonymous persona (and his many fictional avatars) came crashing to their economic grounds. For Duncan, however, writing the history of authorship is not a matter of referring figures to their material grounds but rather of charting shifts between and among figures for the relationship of figure to ground. The image used as a cover or placeholder for this volume indicates the kind of revisionary history Duncan seeks to tell. If, as Duncan claims, the portrait of Scott the Minstrel was easily identifiable to readers from behind the half-withdrawn veil, the disclosure of “The Great Unknown” wasn't a dramatic revelation of the author's identity or of the financial grounds of modern authorship so much as it was a deliberate half-shrouding, the sign of a shift from one allegory of authorship to another.
Duncan's recasting of the story of what economic crisis meant for Scott offers a new perspective on the writing he undertook in the wake of financial collapse: his public labor to create an authoritative collected edition of his work; his private attempt to lay the ground for his biography in his journals; and his critically neglected late novels, which Duncan reads as occulted explorations of their conditions of production. For Duncan and for Adela Pinch, whose essay, “A Shape All Light,” follows his in this volume, the death of the author turns out to be more perplexing and more interesting than we have taken it to be. For Roland Barthes, “The Death of the Author” marked the moment in the history of criticism in which interpretive authority passed—or might soon pass—from the writer to the reader.15 Foucault identified the lifespan of the author as one of four criteria derived from the Christian tradition of textual authentication that enable modern literary critics to sort, organize, and interpret their texts. For Foucault, the author's death helped to close the canon of works and to locate them historically, “explaining not only the presence of certain events in a work, but also their transformations, distortions, and diverse modifications (through his biography, the determination of his individual perspective, the analysis of his social position, and the revelation of his basic design)” (151). Both Duncan and Pinch, however, show how difficult it is to think about the death of the author as a singular, punctual, or terminal event. For Duncan, Scott is feverishly engaged in “posthumous” writing while he is still very much alive, while Pinch argues that Percy Bysshe Shelley isn't truly dead until the 1870s, when both Shelley and his circle of intimates have died. For Pinch, this moment marks the passing of the torch of remembrance to those who never knew him personally but who nonetheless sustained relationships of great intensity with the poet, or rather with a diaphanous abstraction—“a shape all light”—a figure taken from one of Shelley's poems that comes to stand for the poet's powerful, transhistorical, immaterial agency.
Pinch's analysis begins to blur the formal limits of the author's corpus: should we consider the work of those who edited, annotated, emended, and otherwise supplemented Shelley's writing as outside or inside the canon of works? Pinch is chiefly interested, however, in how the phenomenon of Shelley love has contributed to the history of how we understand love itself, noting the importance of Shelley lovers to the development of British object-relations psychoanalysis. Pinch shows how the radiant, porous, abstract shapes in Shelley poetry modeled a relation to objects of desire that are experienced as both external and internal to the self. The vagueness and abstraction of the figures that enable the intense attachments of Shelley love make it impossible to capture this dynamic within an ordinary, linear history of influence or reception. Shelley lovers understood themselves to be part of a chain of attachment that Shelley himself theorized; their devotion to Shelley perpetuates this love but is also held within, prefigured by, the shimmering, elusive objects of desire described so vividly in Shelley's poems. Pinch's essay establishes the formal importance of this theorization of desire to early modernist writers such as Virginia Woolf, while also staking a claim for the importance of author love—an impersonal, intense, transferable affection—to the psychology of attachment more generally.
Adela Pinch's Shelley is a suprahuman construct, a figure for distributed agency whose corpus is continually extended by the writing of Shelley lovers, whether they be scholars, editors, critics, or devotees who transcribe and transmit Shelley's words from beyond the grave. Jean Howard's “The Paradox of Theatrical Authorship” similarly implicates literary criticism in the story of the author's uncanny persistence. Noting the resistance of early modern theatrical practice to interpretive models that depend on proprietary authorship, Howard demonstrates how difficult it is, nonetheless, to discuss collaborative productions without recourse to authors' names. Taking Caryl Churchill's self-consciously political, radically anti-individualistic Light Shining in Buckinghamshire (1976) as her central example, Howard argues that this play refuses individual authorship at every turn. A rejection of literary property is readily apparent at the textual level as the script appropriates characters and lines directly from the seventeenth-century Putney debates and features the choral enunciation of familiar biblical texts. However, rather than understanding this pattern of borrowings as citation (with its rules of acknowledgment, ethics of deference, and transfer of authority), Howard argues that the play strives to enact something more like transhistorical solidarity. Howard shows how a resistance to individuation saturates the practice of Churchill's aptly named “Joint Stock” company, whose collective generation of the script stands as an analogue for the shared experience of history. Churchill's refusal to assign actors to specific characters or even to assign lines to particular roles is part of her larger attempt to undo the propriety of the proper name and to imagine theater not as a collaborative but as a collectivist practice. Howard's essay weighs the considerable challenge of imagining an alternative to proprietary authorship in the late twentieth and early twenty-first centuries, noting that Churchill's invitation to collaboration has been difficult for audiences and critics to accept. Although Churchill goes to great lengths to relinquish control over performances, the theatrical and critical world keeps handing it back to her, recasting the work of the collective as Churchill's own.
If for Churchill the collective nature of theatrical authorship offers a radical, utopian alternative to a culture built on private property, Jerome Christensen's “The Conscience of a Corporation” shows how slippery the politics of such resistance can be in a world of corporate personhood. Noting the dissonance between the idea of individual authorship and the complex corporate structures that enable the making and mass-marketing of films, Christensen argues that the auteur is as likely to be a fall guy for corporate capital as a constellation of or figure for the studio's power. For example, the idea that the director of a film controlled its production proved a useful alibi for Warner Bros. when the company tried to avoid liability for deaths on the set of The Twilight Zone (1983). The prosecution of director John Landis for this catastrophe illustrates the seductions and delusions of auteur theory as well as the danger of associating one's person with corporate decision making. In his search for a contemporary theory of the subjectivity of artificial persons—the ground on which some sense of corporate liability might be based—Christensen looks to the Supreme Court case Citizens United v. Federal Election (2010), in which First Amendment rights without the liability for speech were extended to corporations; to the Australian Criminal Code, which identifies corporate decision structures as the locus of responsibility; and to the legal documents surrounding the Disney-Pixar merger (2006), which preserve Pixar's authority over its corporate “culture.” Christensen argues that corporate documents allocating rights, profits, and liabilities hold the key to the intertwining of authorship and ownership in the twenty-first century. The films produced by these corporations also offer rich allegories of the industry's understanding of the collective labor involved in their production. Disney's Pinocchio (1939) offers a glimpse into the antimarket values of its largely anonymous group of animators through the fantastical space of Gepetto's workshop as well as through the film's narrative of the puppet's successful rescue from the world of profit-making entertainment. Pixar's Toy Story (1995) tells a grimmer tale of the narrow prospects for creative community as filmmaking has become a global marketing venture under tight administrative control. For Christensen, the story of a trademarked, mass-marketed toy that is, under certain circumstances, capable of individuation points to Pixar's recognition that its “culture” of technical and creative freedom is underwritten and protected by Disney's strong corporate signature.
Thrift and Proliferation
Taken together, the essays collected in this volume make a strong case for the continued pertinence of the author as an analytic category, one that is powerful because of its abstract, nonhuman or suprahuman status. The idea of the author allows for a peculiar binding of abstraction and affection, the attachment of textual properties and intellectual property to a form of personhood. As these essays demonstrate, authorship permits the ducking of responsibility as well as the claiming of credit, the management of shame as well as the articulation of powerful forms of transhistorical, immaterial agency.
The critique of the authorial subject in literary and cultural studies has mostly treated the author as a figure of constraint that it is the critic's job to overcome, whether by rerouting interpretive authority so that it emanates from a multiplicity of readers, rather than from the singular author, or by insisting on the social determination of texts that have been mistakenly credited to individual genius. And yet much of this critique misses what these essays so successfully capture: the generative relationship between constraint and productivity across the history of authorship. Foucault famously describes the author as “the principle of thrift in the proliferation of meaning” (159). If, as Foucault claims, the author serves as “a functional principle by which in our culture, one limits, excludes, and chooses; in short, by which one impedes the free circulation, the free manipulation, the free composition, decomposition, and recomposition of fiction” (159), most literary critics would prefer to find themselves on the side of liberation. And yet Foucault also claims that the circulation of discourse depends on such figures of constraint, insisting that “it would be pure romanticism … to imagine a culture in which the fictive would operate in an absolutely free state … without passing through something like a necessary or constraining figure” (159).
The history of the circulation of Foucault's essay itself provides a case in point, an illustration of the seemingly limitless capacity of the author's name to galvanize and absorb the agency of others, but in a generative not simply a privative sense. At every stage in its print circulation, Foucault's meditation on the author-function has implicated numerous other scholars who have added their voices to his under the sign of clarifying his intention. First delivered as a lecture before the Société française de philosophie, the initial publication of “Qu'est-ce qu'un auteur?” in French includes numerous references to the occasion of its delivery, including an outline of points to be covered, the presiding scholar's welcome, Foucault's deferential framing commentary, and an extended debate with his interlocutors. The talk-turned-essay's first English translators, Donald F. Bouchard and Sherry Simon, trim the text to make it more essayistic, eliminating the transcript of the postlecture debate and weeding out other voices (and most of Foucault's introductory remarks), while calling attention in a footnote to the importance of what has been withheld for a proper understanding of Foucault's place in French thought (the extracted text is recharacterized in the editor's note as valuable context).16 For his influential anthology Textual Strategies (1979), Josué Harari retranslates the French original while appending an ending that Foucault added to the talk when delivering it at SUNY-Buffalo.17 In his introduction to the volume, Harari claims these revisions are most useful in clarifying Foucault's politics, marking the shift “from his former fascination with phenomena of language to his more recent politico-historical work” (43). This is the principle of thrift in action; Harari makes sense of differences internal to the corpus by marking them as successive stages in an authorial career. Strikingly, Foucault's definition of the author as the principle of thrift appears only in this decidedly unthrifty retranslation. Substantial differences between the two translations not only cause a disturbance in the English textual field, where the “principle of thrift” is made available in some versions of the text and not others; it has also left a lasting mark on Foucault's corpus. Lacking a French original for these appended paragraphs, the editors of the standard French edition of Foucault's works chose to translate these closing lines back into French as if they were Foucault's own.18 In the course of its print circulation, “What Is an Author?” draws a number of authors' names into its force field in addition to those of Barthes, Beckett, and Balzac; among them are Jean Wahl, Jean d'Ormesson, Lucien Goldmann, Maurice de Gandillac, Jean Ullmo, Jacques Lacan, Donald F. Bouchard, Sherry Simon, Josué Harari, and Daniel Defert. Foucault's essay is neither wholly Foucault's nor an essay, but its circulation hasn't suffered for it; it continues to be reprinted as the work of an author. Impeding the free circulation, the free composition, decomposition, and recomposition of texts turns out to be pretty good business. Or so someone said.
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 Insinuating Authors
 RITA COPELAND
Introduction
About the Author
Somewhere in midcontinuum between transparency and falsehood—and within that range not quite confession, on the one hand, or denial on the other—lies the device that the ancient rhetoricians called insinuatio. But even to place it on such a continuum is already misleading, for it is not a literary or legal genre like confession, denial, or excuse; nor does it really operate on an axis between absolutes of transparency or falsehood. It might best be described as the most rhetorically self-conscious of rhetorical devices, and the point that most concentrates the strategies pertaining to speaker, speech, and audience. In terms of the amount of explanatory attention it receives, it might be considered a rather minor device in rhetoric. It occupies a relatively subordinate place in most treatises. Yet it is the very knife-edge of rhetoric's metadiscourse, the peculiar power of rhetoric to destabilize language by talking about what it does. The art of insinuatio most effaces authorial responsibility by shining the brightest light on it.
Classical Rhetoric
The art of insinuation is a special “implementation” or species of the exordium. The purpose of an exordium is to render the audience “attentive, receptive, and well disposed” (attentus, docilis, benevolens). But these aims will be difficult to achieve if the sympathies of the audience are in doubt. The remedy is insinuatio, “an address which, by dissimulation (dissimulatio) and circumlocution (circumitio), secretly steals into the mind of the hearer.”1 This “indirect” or “subtle” approach is used under certain specified conditions: if the case to be argued is discreditable or shocking—the genus admirabile or causa turpis—that is, a case that is shocking to the audience's sense of justice, either in relation to the person represented or to the case argued or both (hence it is the genus admirabile because it seems extraordinary that anyone could take up such a case); if the opposition, speaking first, has just won over the audience, so that one's case will already be seen as turpis (heinous, discreditable); or if the audience is tired from the previous speeches or is perhaps resentful about having to be there at all (for example, on a holiday).2
The Latin word insinuatio, most properly attested as a technical term from rhetoric, is also used more loosely (especially in later Latin) to signify indirect implication, in much the same way that modern English uses the word “insinuation.” It derives from sinus, a “cavity,” “curve,” or even “innermost part,” and from the verb sinuo, meaning “billow out” or “move in curves” like a snake or a river. The adjective sinuosus means not only “bending” or “sinuous” but also “tortuous.”
Cicero's De inventione, published about 87 BCE, gives a classic formulation of the shaping of insinuatio for a causa turpis:
If the scandalous nature of the case occasions offence, it is necessary to substitute for the person at whom offence is taken another who is favoured, or for a thing at which offence is taken, another which is approved, or a person for a thing or a thing for a person, in order that the attention of the auditor may be shifted from what he hates to what he favours. Also, you must conceal your intention of defending the point which you are expected to defend. After that, when the audience has now become more tractable, approach the defence little by little and say that the things which displease your opponents are also displeasing to you. Next, after pacifying the audience, show that none of these charges apply to you and assert that you will say nothing about your opponents, neither this nor that, so as not openly to attack those who are favoured, and yet, by working imperceptibly, as far as possible to win the goodwill of the audience away from your opponents. Also you may offer a decision or opinion of some authorities in a similar case as worthy of imitation; then show that in the present case the same question is to be decided, or one like it or one of greater or less importance. (1.17.24)


The pseudo-Ciceronian Rhetorica ad Herennium gives similar advice, and Quintilian's Institutio oratoria (published around CE 95) covers the same ground in somewhat more detail.3 The other circumstances that call for insinuatio require some further devices. If the opposition has already delivered a persuasive speech, one can begin by promising to address its strongest argument, or its last argument, or even by expressing dubitatio: “What should I say? Where should I start?” If the audience is weary, one can promise a brief speech or start with a joke, a story, an anecdote, a pun, an exaggeration, banter, and so forth.4
Among Cicero's speeches, his defense of C. Rabirius Postumus gives one interesting illustration of the “insinuating approach” in the exordium. The defense of Rabirius Postumus, in 54 BCE, was imposed on Cicero after his recall to Rome from exile. This distasteful case was the fallout from an earlier case in which a prominent politician, Aulus Gabinius, had been convicted of receiving huge bribes to restore Ptolemy Auletes to the throne of Egypt. Rabirius was implicated in this sordid affair because he had lent money to the ill-fated Ptolemy, but as Cicero was to show, there was no evidence that he was involved with the briberies. In the opening, we can see how Cicero attempts to disarm the opposition by declaring that he shares with the judges their disgust at the record of his client.
If there is anyone, o judges, who thinks that Gaius Rabirius is deserving of censure for having submitted a fortune so eminently well invested and established as his own to the power and caprice of a king [i.e., Ptolemy Auletes], he is at liberty to count to the support of his view not only my vote but also that of the man himself who has thus acted: for indeed there is no one who so heartily disapproves that act as the agent thereof. Still, it is a habit of ours to gauge the wisdom of a project by its results, and while imputing foresight to the successful, to charge the unsuccessful with the lack of it. Had the king shown himself honest, Postumus would have been a monument of sagacity; as the king has deceived him, he is pronounced the greatest of fools; in fact, it apears that wisdom today has come to be nothing more than guess work.
However, gentlemen, if there is anyone who thinks that Postumus's conduct –whether arising from unfounded hopes or faulty logic or, to apply the severest term possible, from pure recklessness—is deserving of rebuke, I have no objection to his so thinking; what I do claim is that such an one, observing the relentless manner in which my client's projects have been thwarted by fortune herself, should not think it necessary to add a further bitterness to the downfall that has overtaken him. Enough to withhold the helping hand from those who have slipped through imprudence; but to belabor them in their prostrate condition, or to add impetus to their headlong fall, is surely barbarous—the more so, judges, since it is almost an instinct in the human race that members of a family which has won credit in some particular line should in that line ardently pursue distinction, seeing that the virtues of their fathers are perpetuated by the speech and recollection of the world; so did Scipio emulate the military renown of Paulus; so also did his son emulate Maximus; so also Publius Decius was imitated by his son in the sacrificing of his life and in the very manner of his death.5


The speech goes on to argue that Rabirius was only emulating the magnanimity of his own father by lending money to Ptolemy and that, even though Rabirius lent money to Ptolemy and to a foolish cause, he wasn't a party to the bribery of which Gabinius was earlier convicted. It is a thoroughly squalid case, and we see Cicero softening it by identifying with the skepticism of the judges, damning Rabirius as a fool beset by bad fortune who got involved with supporting Ptolemy in emulation of his generous father—just as the heroes of Roman history wished to emulate their fathers! Other devices that Cicero uses here include “exchanging” an offensive person for a favored person (from the hapless Rabirius to the exemplary Scipio and other renowned sons); or “exchanging” an offensive action (foolishly supporting a dishonest king) for an esteemed action (what we might call “hypothetical sagacity”: history might have credited Rabirius with wise foresight had things turned out differently). He also “[conceals his] intention of defending the point which [he is] expected to defend” by shifting attention back to Rabirius's earlier foolhardy actions (lending money to the corrupt Ptolemy Auletes), for which he invokes the excuse of a generous nature and filial emulation and, ultimately, ties it with historical precedent. Cicero's defense was successful.6
Rhetorical discourse was never far from poetic practice, nor literary understanding from rhetorical teaching. Ancient rhetorical precept found a comfortable home in literary composition, and the literary always asserted its presence within legal discourse. Thus it is not surprising that Grillius, perhaps the most acute of the late antique commentators on Cicero's rhetoric, looked to poetry for examples of insinuatio. He found these most naturally in the Aeneid, a text whose very poetic fiber is interwoven with rhetorical doctrine. Grillius finds two “modes” of insinuation, “dissimulation” and “circumlocution,” illustrated in Sinon's famous speech in Aeneid 2.7 The first kind, “dissimulation,” entails winning sympathy for your cause by refusing it, as when Sinon challenges the Trojans to kill him right away: “Take your vengeance at once: this is what the Ithacan would want, and what the sons of Atreus would purchase at high price” (2.103–4). This is basically “Go ahead, make Ulysses's day!” (assuming that no Trojan would care to enhance Ulysses's comfort in any way). The second kind, the “circumlocution,” wins benevolence, as Grillius says, through a kind of intellectual ambiguity, ambages.8 This is illustrated by Sinon's opening gambit, a confessio or admission: “‘In truth, king,’ he said, ‘whatever happens, I will admit the truth to you, nor will I deny that I am of Argive race: this I affirm first’” (2.77–79). According to Grillius, this bald admission of the fact that he is a Greek wins the sympathy of his auditors in the enemy Trojan camp, so that he overcomes their resistance to believing what he says in the rest of his speech, thus inducing the Trojans to bring about their own destruction. The name “Sinon” is Greek, and it does not derive from the Latin sinus or sinuo, from which the word insinuatio comes. But surely Virgil's rhetorically acute audience heard in the name a cross-linguistic pun with insinuatio, Sinon's device of choice.
Modern Political Oratory
Of course insinuatio is resoundingly familiar to us from everyday encounters with modern political and legal discourse. Among notorious events of recent history, it was a rhetorical currency of the Senate impeachment hearings for President William Clinton in 1999. Many of his defenders in the Senate, presumably none of them tutored in the technicalities of Ciceronian rhetoric, memorably began their speeches with an indirect approach. The general and particular subject matters offered great opportunity for insinuatio. There was the undeniable sexual scandal that framed the case, but the actual point at issue was something else entirely: whether Clinton's misleading answers to the federal grand jury investigation were a constitutional matter for impeachment. Thus the very nature of the case required a shifting of attention from trivial matters (sexual conduct and face-saving lies) to great matters (the nature of the Constitution and the perils of abusing its guidelines). While all the defenders of Clinton, and indeed most of the speakers, end their speeches on the high note of the sanctity of the Constitution, their exordia give us a range of techniques. Let us take the example of Senator Joseph Biden (D-Delaware), who begins his speech with a straightforward acknowledgment of the genus turpe:
Mr. BIDEN. Let me begin by stating what I believe the American people view as the obvious. There are no good guys in this sordid affair. Rightly or wrongly, the public has concluded that the President is an adulterer and liar; that Ken Starr has abused his authority by unfair tactics born out of vindictiveness; that the House Managers have acted in a narrowly partisan way and are now desperately attempting to justify their actions for their own political reputation. Finally, they have concluded that Monica Lewinsky was both used and a user, while Linda Tripp, Lucianne Goldberg, Paula Jones and her official and unofficial legal team are part of a larger political plot to “get the President.”
All of that is beyond our ability to effect. Our job is not to dissect the motives or even the tactics of Ken Starr, the trial lawyers, Linda Tripp, and others. Our only job is to determine whether the President of the United States by his conduct committed the specific acts alleged in the two Articles of Impeachment. Not generally, but specifically: Did he do what is alleged? And if he did, do these actions rise to the level of high crimes and misdemeanors necessary to justify the most obviously antidemocratic act the Senate can engage in—overturning an election by convicting the President.9


In the first paragraph we have the substitution of persons, here not from unfavored to favored but from unfavored to unfavored (no one comes out well). The second paragraph is transitional to the narratio, or facts of the case, but it is still working within the logic of the exordium. Having noted that he shares the disgust of his opponents with the sordid details of the case, but also ensuring that Kenneth Starr does not escape this general censure (just in case some adversaries should hold Starr up as a fine example of legal tenacity), and having also touched on our most salacious interests in the case (sex, lies, and a full cast of shadowy operators), he flirts with our desire to dissect motives and tactics in order to shift our attention away from these matters.
Senator Dale Bumpers's (D-Arkansas) summing up for the defense is a textbook example of insinuatio in the case of a weary audience:
Mr. Chief Justice, our distinguished House managers from the House of Representatives, colleagues.
I have seen the look of disappointment on many faces because I know a lot of people thought you were rid of me once and for all. And I've taken a lot of ribbing this afternoon, but I have seriously negotiated with some people, particularly on this side by an offer to walk out and not deliver this speech in exchange for a few votes. I understand three have it under active consideration.
It is a great joy to see you, and it is especially pleasant to see an audience which represents about the size of the cumulative audience I had over a period of 24 years. And it is especially pleasant to see an audience which represents about the size of the cumulative audience I had over a period of 24 years.
I came here today for a lot of reasons. One was that I was promised a 40-foot cord—and I've been shorted 28 feet. Chris Dodd said that he didn't want me in his lap, and I assume that he arranged for the cord to be shortened.
I want to especially thank some of you for your kind comments in the press when it received some publicity that I would be here to close the debate on behalf of the White House Counsel and the President. I was a little dismayed by Senator Bennett's remark. He said, “Yes, Senator Bumpers is a great speaker, but I never—he was never persuasive with me because I never agreed with him.” I thought he could have done better than that.
You can take some comfort, colleagues, in the fact that I'm not being paid. And when I'm finished you will probably think the White House got their money's worth…. Colleagues, I come here with some sense of reluctance.10


Here the self-deprecatory jokes, the insider banter and innuendo, pile up only to be superseded by an acknowledgment of the genus admirabile (I am reluctant to be party to such an extraordinary process).
An Anatomy of Insinuatio
The interior anatomy of insinuatio in its hardest form, the causa turpis, involves a simultaneous detachment from and identification with a dishonorable subject. It operates as a doubling or even multiplication of the speaker or author that is fundamentally allowable by rhetoric. It touches on what Aristotle thought of as the realm of ethical proof, that is, proof through the “character” of the speaker (ethos) as demonstrated in the speech itself.11 It is something that a culture schooled in the expectations of forensic and deliberative rhetoric allows, and that is the less acceptable the more a culture retreats from these forms of rhetorical practice. It is the rhetorical face of shame, shame as artifice. Its force and techniques are certainly not limited to rhetoric: as I will be arguing here, it shapes literary discourse and literary history in profound ways. But the theoretical self-analysis of insinuatio is distinctively rhetorical: the prescribed substitutions of person for person, act for act, agent for act, or act for agent draw on rhetorical (and ultimately dialectical) systems of topical invention.12
Insinuatio in all of its forms also takes us into the realm of the emotions in ways that were first elaborated in rhetorical thought for the specificities of the rhetorical situation. Insinuatio is a staging of shame or, more mildly, reluctance, by which the speaker responds to the passions of the audience as perceived at that moment or under particular temporal circumstances (for example, a kind of case may not always produce hostility, but this one has): an audience that is hostile or already persuaded by the opponent or fatigued. Thus the speaker identifies in the audience certain passions, such as disgust or anger, and stages an identification with those passions by professing shame or reluctance to pursue the forthcoming arguments. In this respect insinuatio is linked with the rhetorical principle of “timeliness,” the opportune or decisive moment. In recent rhetorical thought this is often treated under the term kairos, by which modern critics have come to designate the notions variously used in ancient rhetoric to characterize the critical judgment that a speaker must use to seize the moment and sway opinion.13 Quintilian approaches this notion when he speaks of the “facultas ex tempore dicendi,” [the ability to speak ex tempore], as the moment demands (Institutio oratoria 10.7.1): “ad varietatem causarum ratio mutanda est,” [the argument must change to meet various circumstances] (10.7.3).14 The exordium is perhaps the most “kairotic” or improvisatory element of the speech, the part of the speech that cannot be fully prepared in advance lest the circumstances of delivery should change.
We might be tempted to incorporate insinuatio within the larger literary (or legal) genre of confessio, with the latter's splitting of the subject into the one who confesses and the one who is confessed.15 But this would be to dilute the rhetorical—and ultimately literary—specificity of insinuatio. While insinuatio may make use of confession or admission, as we saw in the case of Sinon who admits in so many words, “Yes, I'm a Greek,” and while it is as self-exposing in its professing of shame as confession can be,16 it has significant differences with confession. It is a temporary, provisional strategy, and its device of dissimulation is theorized explicitly as something to be deployed: it is dissimulation that openly acknowledges itself as such, even as it enacts dissimulation. It is a larger, multifaceted form of the figure occultatio, pretending to pass over something while actually saying it.17Insinuatio already knows that it is just about language and that it is a moving target; before we know it, it is over, its effects have settled in, and the speaker has moved on. Unlike confession in all of its forms (narrative, legal, sacramental), insinuatio does not operate in the open. It is a device schematized by rhetorical theorists but designed to appear so utterly natural in context that even trained orators should fall under its effects.
I would argue that insinuatio resists the kind of sustained ethical or deconstructive analysis that has opened up the genre of confession and, perhaps more tellingly, has opened up the phenomenon of shame itself. Emmanuel Levinas has famously considered the inner psychic phenomenology of shame: “Shame's whole intensity …. consists precisely in our inability not to identify with this being who is already foreign to us… If shame is present, it means that we cannot hide what we should like to hide.”18 But this is exactly the subjective ethical dimension of shame that is not admitted within the parameters of rhetorical insinuatio. The acknowledgment of a causa turpis does not represent a shame that is felt or experienced by the speaker but, rather, a quasi-theatrical performance. It is a profession of shame, a professing that itself is governed by strict formal codes that do not allow any mistaking of the profession of shame for true identification with, or investment in, the subject of shame. The audience recognizes, and the speaker knows, that this is a highly formalized dissimulation. But the audience nevertheless expects the profession of shame, precisely to establish the boundaries of culpability: neither speaker nor audience shares in the responsibility for the shame that is before them, and the profession of shame enacts a barrier against the taint of disgrace seeping out from the legal case to implicate speaker or hearers in its contagion.
Just as the rhetorical approach of insinuation should be distinguished from confession on formal as well as on ethical grounds, we should also be cautious about identifying other varieties of strategic authorial ambivalence with the device of insinuatio. The author's “Preface” to Moll Flanders offers a good case in point. This is essentially an apologia: it is a defense of the undertaking itself (to publish this controversial “autobiography”), on the grounds that it will be morally instructive on many fronts; it is also an explanation of the author's involvement with this vulgar material, which he has recast in more wholesome language. While the “Preface” ironizes authorial responsibility and acknowledges that the work may offend, it frames these ambivalences within the purpose of recommending the work to perspicacious readers. These may be subtle distinctions, but the net effect is that we do not see authorial detachment in the face of a causa turpis. While an authorial apologia involves a certain ironic distancing from the offending matter, it also encloses that matter in a defensive or justificatory purpose (or claims to such a purpose). By contrast, insinuatio makes no excuses, makes no attempt to redeem the offensive matter. The author-speaker is buffered by the profession of shame, and the audience can go about its job of judging the case without having to sacrifice its claim to hostility or even revulsion.
Insinuatio in Medieval Commentary
Medieval readers were fascinated by this device, and medieval as well as early humanist commentators on ancient rhetoric closely followed and sometimes elaborated the doctrine of insinuatio. They did not always embrace the epistemology that lies behind it, but they were alert to its presence, and fashioned various new illustrative examples from historical or even literary sources.19 Medieval Latin grammarians made no secret of the derivation of the technical term insinuatio from the verb insinuo, meaning either “denote something indirectly” or “dissimulate”: in the words of the medieval lexicographer Hugo of Pisa (d. 1210), this is “when we reprehend and condemn that which we most intend to defend; therefore ‘to insinuate’ is to point at something other than what the words seem to express.”20 I offer here three examples of the doctrine's reception from the early twelfth to the later thirteenth centuries, all by extremely adept scholars of ancient rhetorical lore, sometimes betraying a wary suspicion of the device.
Between 1112 and 1116, Rupert of Deutz, a monk and abbot at the Benedictine abbeys of St. Lawrence in Liège and Deutz near Cologne, worked on a vast encyclopedic undertaking, On the Sacred Trinity and Its Works. One small section of this huge work is dedicated to expositions of each of the seven liberal arts as they are manifested in Scripture. In the subsection on rhetoric, Rupert argues that all the elements of rhetorical doctrine that were passed down through the ancient pagan authorities had been, in fact, already deployed by God's writing in Holy Scripture before pagan orators codified and formalized them. This works well when Rupert deals with the neutral theories of invention, arrangement, and so forth. But insinuatio presents difficulties, because it would be a contradiction to show that God intended to argue a causa turpis, a dishonorable case. Thus, having rehearsed the precepts about when an insinuation is needed (in the case of genus turpe), and when no introduction at all is called for because the case is straightforward, Rupert expresses his own doubts:
Now what dishonorable case would the Holy Spirit, the author of Holy Scripture, take on, or wish for us to hear from him? By rights, then, our author should not be criticized by those [pagan] orators, for it was permissible for Him either to use an introduction or not. Moses does not use an introduction, but begins directly with his statement of facts [narratio], saying “In the beginning God created heaven and earth”; nor do Joshua nor Judges nor Kings use an introduction, but they start straight away with the statement of facts. This is not by accident or for lack of skill, because where it was needed no one was better equipped than Moses to use an introduction, by which he was able to command the attention not only of men but of the heavens, and make the earth attentive and eager to listen, when he said: “Hear O ye heavens, the things I speak, let the earth give ear to the words of my mouth.”21


In the decade of the 1130s, one of the greatest masters of the northern French schools, Thierry of Chartres, wrote his exhaustive and accurate commentaries on the De inventione and the Rhetorica ad Herennium. But Thierry also registers some discomfort with the dissimulation involved in insinuatio, and while he presents the technicalities of the rules correctly and looks for plausible examples, he ends by modifying the spirit of the teaching so that it becomes more like intercession:
(at Rhetorica ad Herennium 1.6.9) He teaches how to lessen the initial shamefulness of the case in these ways: by substitution of a deed for a person, so [a defender of Verres might invoke] the victory of Verres and not his person; [by substitution of] a person for a deed, so that if a good man had erred in some way, we would first mention the person, not the deed. Or [by substitution of] a person for a person, as in: “Remember Abraham, Isaac, and Jacob” [Ex. 32:13], which he invoked [lit. “made appear”] when he [i.e., Moses] would not openly dare to plead in his own person. Or [by substitution of] a deed for a deed, as when in place of the crime of which we are accused we adduce something of excellence.22


The example of Moses allaying God's wrath at the Israelites by invoking the patriarchs and God's promise to them is certainly a form of indirect pleading, but it is far from the deliberate fiction of dissimulation.23
In about the year 1260, Brunetto Latini, mentor of Dante, embarked on an unprecedented project: to translate Ciceronian rhetoric into the vernacular while also providing the text with his own running vernacular commentary. His Rettorica represents the earliest medieval attempt to bring ancient rhetorical teaching within the purview of non-Latinate and thus nonlearned audiences.24 Although writing from France while in exile from Florence, Brunetto rendered the opening sections of Cicero's De inventione into the Tuscan dialect of Florence for the benefit of the Florentine citizenry who would be able to deploy this technical knowledge in public oral and written discourse.25 In expounding Cicero's advice about substituting a favored person for an offensive or unfavored client, Brunetto supplies a well-known literary example derived from Ovid, the debate between Ajax and Ulysses about which one has the best claim to the arms of the dead Achilles (Metamorphoses 13.1–398).
In place of the person against whom the mind of our audience is ill-disposed, we should invoke another person who is loved and favored by the audience … just as Ajax did in the case of his dispute with Ulysses over the arms that belonged to Achilles. While Ajax was a valiant man at arms, he was not much loved by the people because he did not have a pleasant manner. But Ulysses, on account of the great intelligence which guided him, was greatly loved. Whence Ajax, wanting to make a counterargument, related in his speech how he was the son of Telamon, which other person took Troy in the time of the mighty Hercules. In this way he put the person already loved and favored in place of himself and to his advantage, so as to appeal to the people and thus to make a strong case.26


Brunetto's addition of a colorful illustration in his vernacular rhetoric suggests that insinuatio was no mere vestige of pagan rhetorical doctrine that had to be dutifully recorded. Rather, it was of the utmost relevance to living speech, offering a technical solution to the problems of unpleasant subject matter that any citizen engaged in public debate might expect to encounter.
These are only a few examples from the vast panoply of medieval commentary on the doctrine of insinuatio. Medieval readers were alert to its rhetorical character, and, indeed, scholars and learned politicians could deploy it to advantage in polemical discourse. John O. Ward has suggested that scholarly interest in this rhetorical device gathered momentum during the period and in the milieux of the Investiture Conflict of the eleventh and twelfth centuries, when secular and ecclesiastical powers were engaged in fierce debates over their institutional prerogatives.27 We find the device reflected and invoked as a handle on discourse in learned disputations of the era, in a collection of monastic letters that may have been written to showcase the application of scholarly learning to live controversies.28 In such polemical forums, a judicious use of an indirect approach to delicate or inflammatory subjects would be warranted, especially where potentially hostile audiences were involved.
The Shame of the Literary Author: Statius's Thebaid and Its Medieval Fortunes
Thus, it is not surprising that medieval readers would also be sensitive to the literary manifestations and effects of insinuatio. For insinuation is not just a rhetorical device found in literature, as in the example of Sinon's speech. It is a problem of literary fiction, a function carried over from the legal-rhetorical persona to the poetic persona to permit writing about shameful matters by creating an ambiguous space of authorial responsibility. What happens when an author defines the chosen subject as shameful by disclaiming moral identification with it? And how does a literary tradition guaranteed by that author pass itself down under a cloud of opprobrium?
No text poses these questions more urgently, or offers a better test case, than the dark and bloody epic by the Silver Age Latin poet Statius, the Thebaid (80–ca. 90 CE). While the Thebaid fell out of favor in the nineteenth and twentieth centuries, its fortunes are on the rise again by virtue of its appeal to the postmodern age.29 But long before these fluctuations in its modern standing, the poem exerted a terrible imaginative power over medieval readers. The medieval fortunes of the Thebaid offer their own remarkable testimony to the rhetorical power of insinuatio as a literary device for constructing authorial responsibility in the sphere of writing.
My argument here, simply put, is that Statius expresses shame and reluctance to launch into his subject matter: fraternal hatred and a ghastly, chaotic, violent struggle for power over a city both cursed and contemptible—“pugna … de paupere regno” [a war for a pauper throne] (1.151). The proem to the Thebaid, however observant it is of the conventions of epic beginnings, is also an extraordinary act of authorial insinuation. These moves would be unmissable to a culture as schooled in rhetoric as Statius's audience, and Statius's medieval readers would have felt their impact too.
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	undarum terraeque potens, et sidera dones.	 
	tempus erit, cum Pierio tua fortior oestro	 
	facta canam: nunc tendo chelyn; satis arma referre	 
	Aonia et geminis sceptrum exitiale tyrannis	 
	nec furiis post fata modum flammasque rebelles	    35
	seditione rogi tumulisque carentia regum	 
	funera et egestas alternis mortibus urbes,	 
	caerula cum rubuit Lernaeo sanguine Dirce	 
	et Thetis arentes assuetum stringere ripas	 
	horruit ingenti venientem Ismenon acervo.	    40
	quem prius heroum, Clio, dabis? immodicum irae	 
	Tydea? laurigeri subitos an vatis hiatus?	 
	urguet et hostilem propellens caedibus amnem	 
	turbidus Hippomedon, plorandaque bella protervi	 
	Arcados atque alio Capaneus horrore canendus.	    45
	    Impia iam merita scrutatus lumina dextra	 
	merserat aeterna damnatum nocte pudorem	 
	Oedipodes longaque animam sub morte trahebat.	 

[Pierian fire falls upon my soul: to unfold fraternal warfare, and alternate reigns fought for in unnatural hate, and guilty Thebes. Where do you command me to begin, goddesses? Shall I sing the origins of the dire folk, [5] the rape Sidonian, the inexorable compact of Agenor's ordinance, and Cadmus searching the seas? Far back goes the tale, were I to recount the affrighted husbandman of covered soldiery hiding battle in unholy furrows and pursue to the uttermost what followed: [9–10] with what music Amphion bade mountains draw nigh the Tyrian walls, what caused Bacchus' fierce wrath against a kindred city, what savage Juno wrought, at whom hapless Athamas took up his bow, wherefore Palaemon's mother did not fear the vast Ionian when she made to plunge in company with her son. [15] No; already shall I let the sorrows and happy days of Cadmus be bygones. Let the limit of my lay be the troubled house of Oedipus. For not yet do I dare breathe forth Italian standards and northern triumphs—Rhine twice subjugated, Hister twice brought under obedience, [20] Dacians hurled down from their leagued mountain, or earlier yet, Jove's warfare warded off in years scarce past childhood. And you, glory added to Latium's fame, whom, as you take on your aged father's enterprises anew, Rome wishes hers for eternity: [24–25] though a narrower path move all the planets and a radiant tract of heaven invite you, free of Pleiades and Boreas and forked lightning; though the curber of the fire-footed horses himself set his high-shining halo on your locks or Jupiter yield you an equal portion of the broad sky, [30] may you remain content with the governance of mankind, potent over sea and land, and waive the stars. A time will come when stronger in Pierian frenzy I shall sing your deeds. For now I but tune my lyre; enough to recount Aonian arms, sceptre fatal to tyrants twain, [35] fury outlasting death and flames renewing battle in the strife of the pyre, kings' bodies lacking burial, and cities emptied by mutual slaughter, when Dirce's blue water blushed with Lernaean blood [39–40] and Thetis was aghast at Ismenos, as wont to skirt dry banks he came on in a mighty heap. Clio, which of the heroes do you offer first? Tydeus, untrammelled in his wrath? Or the laurelled seer's sudden chasm? Stormy Hippomedon too is upon me, pushing the river his enemy with corpses. [44–45] And I must mourn the fight of the overbold Arcadian, and sing Capaneus in consternation never felt before.
Oedipus had already probed his impious eyes with guilty hand and sunk deep his shame condemned to everlasting night; he dragged out his life in a long-drawn death.]30


Understood by the norms of epic prooemia, Statius's opening would fall into three sections: defining the limits of his material (“limes carminis” [16]), recusatio and praise of Domitian (17–31), and rehearsal of the plot (32–45).31 Conventionally lines 1–16 can be read as a form of the rhetorical figure occultatio, mentioning the very things that one claims to be passing over.32 More recently, readers have found in these lines the scene of history's repetition.33 But read rhetorically, the effect of the first section, lines 4–16, is to draw us away from the ghastliness of the acies fraterna to an infinite etiological recess, an inventory of even ghastlier and tragic prior causes, each one a point of authorial dubitatio, staging indecision about where to start. Each of these causes offers a nod to literary history, to Ovid and other poetic predecessors, in whose works the etiological record lies. The horror of the story that is about to be told is deflected, provisionally, onto the possibility of other stories of equal or greater shame. And the immediate cause, deferred until the proem itself is finished, is the pudor (shame) of Oedipus, also not to be narrated here, but invoked as the near point from which the present narrative must emerge. Thus introducing a causa turpis, the proem transfers our attention to the mythic history of this shameful matter, substituting for the present causa a multitude of shameful beginnings, longa retro series. If the fratricidal hatred of Polynices and Etiocles is bad, just look at their ancestors! The recusatio, the refusal (or claim of inability) to sing of the triumphs of Domitian (line 17–31), takes the opposite tactic, provisionally substituting the honorable for the shameful, with the promise (however implausible) of rectifying the shameful enterprise of the present with honorable matters in the future.34
But the ultimate effect of these tactics of insinuation in Statius's poetic fiction proves rather different from what their counterparts in the rhetorical sphere would be expected to produce; for rather than bracketing or containing the shame of the subject matter and defusing the audience's sense of outrage, in Statius's hands these insinuative devices combine to make the shameful more shameful: every juncture in the chain of horrific causes is a reminder of the appalling disgrace that is about to unfold. And at the same time, and more important in the historical view, the mechanics of insinuation here work to detach the author from his subject matter more decisively than would be possible or effective in any rhetorical context. Unlike the orator, the poet does not have to be seen to advocate for his fictive clients.35 So the rhetorical-legal tactic of moral disidentification from the genus turpe finds its fullest realization outside of legal discourse, in the realm of fiction. His authorial persona having renounced any moral sympathy with his Theban subject, Statius the author assumes the position of the recorder of the greatest genus turpe in Western fiction, but not of its advocate. Through extraordinary rhetorical sleight of hand, Statius is the poetic author of a shameful story for which neither he himself nor his future readers hold him responsible. Indeed, the literary authority of Statius ensures that he is seen as the bulwark against the shamefulness of the story that he chooses to tell: it is OK to read the Thebaid (and perhaps even to revel in its miseries) because the moral rectitude of the author is never in doubt.
The proof, of course, is in the reception. The Theban story itself was recognized as abhorrent: the early Christian historian Orosius says that he will pass over the story in silence.36 But unlike other classical authors who wrote on scurrilous or disgraceful subjects, Statius's own moral probity is never impugned in medieval literary criticism. Unlike Ovid, who has to be repeatedly excused for the Ars amatoria with reassurances that he was punished for it by the emperor and had to compensate for it with the Remedia amoris, and unlike the satirists who are relegated to the harmless category of “naked mocking satyrs,”37 Statius is accorded a place sometimes equal and sometimes only second to Virgil. With his insinuative proem Statius engineered his success: he was the authority on shame, but not its author. Thus, in the Convivio Dante can call upon Statius's depiction of Oedipus's shame to authorize the premise that emotions are in the eyes: the emotions are necessarily reflected in the windows of the eyes, which is why some, in times past, have put out their eyes so that their shame should not appear on the outside, “as the poet Statius tells of the Theban Oedipus, when he says ‘con etterna notte solvette lo suo dannato pudore.’”38
Of course we are not surprised by any of this, given the stature of Statius for Dante and Chaucer. But the means through which Statius could achieve that stature, given his abhorrent subject matter, merit revisiting. I have suggested that Statius engineers his reception, whereby his shameful material does not reflect on him. It is interesting to see how this works out at the ground level, so to speak: commentaries, which have a pedagogical motive (even if not specific to classrooms), follow through on distinguishing Statius the author from the moral implications of his story. One version of an accessus, that is, a commentator's introduction, that circulated, from the twelfth century onward, with marginal commentary on the Thebaid has this to say about the text:
The intention of Statius in this work is to narrate history; different readers assign different causes to this intention. Some say that on the death of the emperor Vespasian his sons Titus and Domitian were so inflamed with greed for the kingdom that they fell into fraternal hatred. In order to dissuade them, this author proposed to narrate Theban history. So according to this account of the cause [behind his intention], such will be the usefulness of his intention that, having seen what befell these two wicked brothers, that is, Eteocles and Polynices, who were so inflamed with greed for the kingdom that they mortally wounded each other, Titus and Domitian would desist from committing a similar crime…. The intention of the author is to describe the war between Eteocles and Polynices and the allies on either side…. The matter [materia] is Eteocles and Polynices and the bitter conflicts between their sides; or citing the author's own words, “The troubled house of Oedipus” [line 17], that is, cruel Oedipus, corruptor of his mother, Jocasta, and killer of his father, Laius; and Eteocles and Polynices, scorners of their blind father, who—themselves blinded by greed for the kingdom—wounded each other mortally. This work belongs to the field of ethics, by way of the field of politics, because it gives us precepts about morals…. He [Statius] wrote the work so as to glorify the emperor Domitian, not that anything about Theban history applies to him! Rather he claims to sharpen his wits in this work, so that later he'd have the power to describe Domitian's courageous deeds.
[Intencio Stacii in hoc opere Thebanam describere historiam, cuius intencionis diverse a diversis cause assignantur. Quidam enim dicunt quod mortuo Vespasiano filii eius Titus et Domicianus in tantam regni cupiditatem exarserunt quod fraternale odium incurrerunt. Ad quorum dehortacionem actor [i.e., auctor] iste Thebanam proposuit describere historiam, et secundum hanc causam talis erit huius intentionis utilitas, ut viso quid contigerit illis duobus pessimis fratribus scilicet Ethiocli et Polinici, qui tanta regni cupiditate exarserunt quod se mutuis vulneribus interfecerunt, et isti a consimili scelere desistant…. Intencio actoris [auctoris] est Ethioclis et Polinicis bellum describere et utriusque partis fautores…. Materia est Ethiocles et Polinices et acies utrinque conferte, vel et verbis actoris utamur, Oedipode confusa domus (line 17), scilicet crudelis Edippus, matris Iocaste corruptor, Laii patris interfector, Ethiocles et Polinices ceci patris contemptores, qui regni cupidatate cecati, mutuis vulneribus occiderunt…. Hetice [ethicae] supponitur per politicam, quod nobis informat morum doctrinam…. Scribit autem ad laudandum Domiciani imperatoris, non quod de Thebana historia eum quicquam pertineat, sed dicit in hoc opere suum preacuere ingenium, ut postmodum ad fortia eius facta describenda valeat sufficere.]39


This widely circulated introduction suggests the grounds on which Statius as moral authority could be differentiated from his material. There is the historical explanation for the author's intention: that he might have written it to warn Titus and Domitian about the dangers of regnal struggle between brothers. There is the theoretical explanation: that the work belongs to the field of ethics, of which politics is one part, which informs us about the precepts of moral behavior (so that we learn about morals from bad examples). There is no attempt to ameliorate the disgraceful content of the story: the whole wretched family history of the “troubled house of Oedipus” is on display. And finally there is one telling admission: Statius wrote the book to glorify the emperor Domitian, “not that anything about Theban history applies to him”! The commentator is well aware that the sordid content of the poem is no greeting card.
Beginning in the middle of the twelfth century, European vernacular writing took on the Theban story in poetry and prose. The vernacular tradition, first in French and later in other languages, also banks on the ultimate authority of Statius to guarantee the legitimacy of the new literary enterprises and protect new authors from any opprobrium for their role in retelling the history of Thebes. The earliest of the vernacularizations was the Roman de Thèbes from the 1150s. The anonymous author of this “romance” version of the Thebes story knew the Statian text, but he did not have to observe its peculiar, self-protective protocols. Rather, he opens up the staged hesitations and reverses the etiological recesses of Statius's proem in order to recount in detail the whole history of Oedipodae confusa domus, as if to insist on the license that Statius gives to future writers to address this dishonorable matter openly and without shame.40
The matter of the confusa domus passed from the verse Roman de Thèbes into various (and related) prose redactions in French, one of which was absorbed into the thirteenth-century Histoire ancienne jusqu'à César, a universal history which itself went through later redactions.41 Here the story assumes a new kind of honor and legitimacy within a (quasi-)historical narrative. These various prose versions of the Histoire ancienne circulated throughout the European West. Its influence can be seen in Italian quasi-historical writing, in texts that Boccaccio is known to have read.42 John Lydgate's Siege of Thebes represents a late medieval culmination of what we might call the “honorable dishonor” of the narrative of Theban history. Lydgate severely condensed what had become a much elaborated story down to two crucial elements: a detailed backstory of patricide and incest derived from one or more of the French prose narratives, and the fratricidal war that Lydgate reimagined in the contemporary terms of the destructive Hundred Years War.43
Insinuative Intertext: Statius, Dante, Chaucer
If the power of Statian insinuation gave license to countless medieval retellings of the Oedipodae confusa domus, it also created a new and different kind of intertextual space: the transference or perhaps even retrojection of responsibility for repellent matter onto the figure of the canonical author.44 Statius's singular role as the authority on shame but not its author gives scope to the narrative self-construction of his two greatest poetic admirers, Dante and Chaucer, to their strategic dynamics of authorial detachment from their own chosen material. Their self-authorizing gestures insinuate themselves into the curves of the intertext: the Statian intertext within Dante's Commedia, and Chaucer's even more subtle Dantean intertext.
Dante's Statian intertext is a subject of vast, almost biblical proportions. The following illustration only hints at the extent to which the Commedia is saturated with the Thebaid and mobilized by Statian themes.45 But through this example we have a concerted view of the passage of insinuatio through literary history. Dante's presentation of the cannibalism of Ugolino da Pisa, found gnawing the head of his betrayer, Archbishop Ruggieri, in Inferno 32–33, is a famously sordid image, a peculiarly arresting contrapasso. The opening of canto 32, Dante's poetic construction of the Ninth Circle, is already qualified through the reference to the building of walls of Thebes, at once conjuring the etiological recesses of Statius's proem (Thebaid 1.9–10) and displacing the very scandal of Dante's present poetic task—to call into being a place of singular abomination—onto that literary predecessor:
Ma quelle donne aiutino il mio verso
ch'aiutaro Anfïone a chiuder Tebe,
sì che dal fatto il dir non sia diverso.
(Inf. 32, 10–12)


[But may those Muses aid my verse who aided Amphion to wall in Thebes, so that the telling may not be diverse from the fact.]46


Thus the scandalous confection of the scene that closes the canto, the depiction of Ugolino, takes its place in the canto's larger context of poetic retrojection onto Statian authority. As the narrator's initial literary aside indicates, the image of Ugolino cannibalizing the head of his enemy is based on, or was suggested by, the Tydeus episode in Thebaid 8.739–62, where Tydeus, mortally wounded, asks for the head of the hapless Menalippus and expires gnawing the bloody head of his killer. Here is Dante's description:
Noi eravam partiti già da ello,
ch'io vidi due ghiacciati in una buca,
sì che l'un capo a l'altro era cappello;
e come 'l pan per fame si manduca,
così 'l sovran li denti a l'altro pose
là 've 'l cervel s'aggiugne con la nuca;
non altrimenti Tidëo si rose
le tempie a Menalippo per disdegno,
che quei faceva il teschio e l'altre cose.
(Inf. 32, 124–32)


[We had already left him when I saw two frozen in one hole so close that the head of the one was a hood for the other; and as bread is devoured for hunger, so the upper one set his teeth upon the other where the brain joins with the nape. Not otherwise did Tydeus gnaw the temples of Menalippus for rage than this one was doing to the skull and the other parts.]47


Of course the idea for this contrapasso, the application of the Tydean scene to Ugolino, is of Dante's own devising: Ugolino's rage at his death by starvation along with his sons is eternally manifested by his cannibalizing of the enemy who left him in prison to starve. So to what effect is Thebaid 8 invoked here? Obviously it has the function of a footnote, to call attention to a grim moment of intertextuality and honor the classical source. It also works to magnify the mythic scope of Ugolino's depravity. But the explicit reference is not really needed for any explanatory purpose. The literary allusion to Thebaid 8 would be clear enough on its own, because Dante's admiration of Statius is already writ large across the Commedia. And conversely, so fleeting a reference to Tydeus and Menalippus would not enlighten readers who had not already seen the allusion for themselves.
The force of this allusion as an impaction of literary history becomes explicable when we read it as a Dantean moment of authorial insinuation, a transfer of the shame of this awful scene, which is of Dante's own poetic making, onto the unimpeachable figure of Statius, who stands as an authority on shame. Yet Dante is not so much performing an insinuation himself as invoking Statius's successful insinuatio, which shielded not only Statius from the horror of his material but also his literary heirs and imitators. Deflecting the horror back onto Statius, whose integrity was never compromised by the shameful subjects whose depths he inventively plumbed, opens a morally protected space for Dante the author to imagine an unimaginable spectacle of dehumanization.
In the terms of poetic rhetoric and literary history at once, this is a substitution of person for person, of author for author, Dante's retrojection, at a shameful moment, of a shameful scene onto Statius, untouched by shame. Thus can Dante-author reappear at the end of Ugolino's narrative to accuse Pisa of its shame (vituperio) as the “modern Thebes” (novella Tebe) which slew not only its traitors but their innocent children (33.79–90). But even this critical intervention in his own voice is not uncomplicated. As a political exile himself, Dante's own authority to censure others is potentially compromised; but cloaking himself in the moral authority of Statius, he can deflect the originary motive of the contemporary political critique back to the late-classical author, who recorded, with impunity, the scandalous cannibalism of Tydeus.48
The Chaucerian reception of this scene takes another course.49 The Monk's Tale tells the pathetic story from Inferno 33 of Ugolino and his sons starving in the tower, but it famously says nothing of Ugolino's cannibalism. The only image of eating human flesh that remains is Chaucer's rendering of Dante's account of the children's offer of their own flesh to their father to satisfy his hunger. In Dante's account, this pathetic touch within Ugolino's narrative is already defiled by the initial spectacle of the contrapasso, a traitor gnawing a traitor for all eternity. In Chaucer's version the pathos stands on its own, unsullied by any extradiegetic matter. But the narrator's turn at the end of the story opens out into new territory:
Thus ended is this myghty Erl of Pize.
From heigh estaat Fortune awey hym carf.
Of this tragedie it oghte ynough suffise;
Whoso wol here it in a lenger wise,
Redeth the grete poete of Ytaille
That highte Dant, for he kan al devyse
Fro point to point not o word wol he faille.
(VII 2456–62)50



For Chaucer's Monk this account suffices; but anyone who wants to hear a longer version, or the complete version with far more detail, is directed to read it in Dante's Commedia. As much as Chaucer may have taken his matter also from Giovanni Villani's Florentine chronicle, he makes the gruesome force of Dante's full narrative the more present by placing it offstage. Here, as in the case of Dante's invocation of Thebaid 8, there is no compelling reason to refer to the literary source. It is not always Chaucer's practice to give explicit references for his literary allusions, and more importantly, the omission of the scene of cannibalism is the more glaring for the reference to a Dantean source. Certainly it would be implausible for the Monk to include in his “history” the poetic spectacle of the contrapasso that was revealed only to the privileged eyes of the Dante pilgrim. But this begs the question why there is a reference to the complete version of Dante.
However, this does offer a way of broaching the causa turpis in Dante's name, allowing it to contain the narrative without ever being visible: in other words, to insinuate it into the Monk's Tale. Chaucer, like Dante, does not so much perform the insinuatio as allude to the place or places where insinuatio achieved its efficacy in the folds of literary history. Chaucer alludes to Dante's self-protective allusion to the unimpeachable authority of Statius. The Statian intertext, the authority of a distant age, is now enfolded in the near-contemporaneity of the Dantean intertext.51 From Dante back to Statius, from Chaucer back to Dante: each iteration of insinuatio, progressively more allusive and less directly performative, widens the moral buffer zone between the author and his shame.
Conclusion
As a category of authorial presentation, insinuatio is not the unique property of rhetoric, but it was first formalized under rhetorical conditions of legal advocacy as a provisional fiction that the orator can deploy to soften a causa turpis. Rhetoric taught literature well: insinuatio finds tremendous scope in literary use alongside of the political cultures that preserved the original forensic functions of the device. In its literary application, insinuatio also has a certain forensic usefulness; but as suggested by Statius and his medieval admirers and imitators, the “forensic” function is now to turn back on the author and deflect the potentially “criminal” responsibility for bringing forward a causa turpis. Indeed, as suggested in Dante's egregious poetic confection of the ninth circle and, within that abominable scene, the vision of Ugolino's fate, insinuatio can serve to deflect the very scandal of poetry itself, even the better by alluding—as Chaucer later does—only to a sinuous literary history within whose folds are recorded all of the previous deflections: longa retro series.
If poetic fiction is not advocacy, as the defenders of poetry have always pointed out but the detractors have always denied—think of the Querelle de la Rose, Madame Bovary, Lady Chatterley's Lover, or any other case where literary fiction is prosecuted either in mock trial or legal fact—the fortunes of insinuatio trace the quasi-legal terms by which the author achieves the effect of not advocating. Perhaps the line between prosecution and respect, between a transgressive and an unimpeachable author, is as fine and sinuous as the device of insinuation itself.
2
 Death and the Author
 IAN DUNCAN
Preamble
About the Author
The story of the author goes something like this. Once upon a time—between romanticism and post-structuralism—the author was the authentic human source of a unique kind of work, one that transcended its material conditions, biological as well as economic, since its value exceeded what was paid for it and its life outlasted human lives. That work endowed the author, in turn, with charismatic attributes of sovereignty and immortality that had elsewhere disappeared from modern life. And then, the fall. Circa 1968, Roland Barthes dissolved the author into an intertextually generated field of “writing,” which achieved plenitude in the view of the reader—who thereby took over the author's sovereign role. In an implicit critique of Barthes, Michel Foucault rewrote the author as a historically variable function determined by a set of political, juridical, economic, and other institutional regulations and practices, such as proprietary copyright. Following Foucault's cue, recent work in book history and media studies has insisted on the technological rather than organic constitution of writing and the status of the author as one among several functions or processes in a cybernetic system.1 Outside the academy, meanwhile, the author's exceptional status as the last fully human subject appears to be stronger than ever. Author biography has effectively replaced literary history and criticism, even in cultural broadsheets such as the Times Literary Supplement, London Review of Books and New York Review of Books, while “the death of the author” served as a rallying cry in the reaction of reviewers and pundits against academic “theory” in the 1980s and 1990s. Who nowadays does not dream of being an author?
In this essay I revisit what remains one of the exemplary stories of the author—if not the exemplary story, at once cautionary and inspirational—for the long nineteenth century. Walter Scott, “the Author of Waverley,” constitutes a point of origin for the Romantic conception of the author, as that figure surpassed the poet to become the privileged bearer of human creative agency in industrial modernity. Scott's case discloses that origin as variable, unstable, and contingent, rather than as fixed or singular: disorderly in the sense that Adriana Craciun and Luisa Calè have recently ascribed to the modern formation of disciplines.2 Scott's exemplary status is due only in part to the unprecedented global popularity and influence of his historical romances. The narrative of his career, too, became paradigmatic: first, in the progress it traced from antiquarian editor through national minstrel to best-selling novelist; and second, in the catastrophic succession of fame, wealth, and honors by financial ruin—the symbolic form of death in modern commercial society—and a hard labor of recovery that brought on his actual death.3 Scott's career enacts a rise, death and rebirth of the author in which the figure rises again, Phoenix-like, from the ashes of its own history.
This essay builds on recent work on Scott and authorship, most of which considers the main phase of his career as a novelist, from the appearance of Waverley in 1814 to the financial crash of 1826.4 In those dozen years Scott gathered the component agents and mechanisms of the industrial print market into an ongoing fiction of authorship that took the form of an exuberant sequence of literary personifications, the “Author of Waverley” and his avatars. The last stage of his career, from his ruin until his death in 1832, has been relatively neglected, in part, perhaps, because of its long-standing familiarity as a biographical theme. Scott toiled to reconstitute an ethical, biographical, proto-Victorian figure of authorship out of the calamity that destroyed his character as the Author of Waverley. His own authorial deeds (the writing of a journal, the assembly of a collected works), as well as those of his biographer, gave that work of reconstitution high cultural visibility as a new story of the author—the Author as Hero—for the next hundred years. Its accompaniment by an ongoing performance of mortification and disintegration—of an authorial unmaking—has been less easy to read, no doubt because it takes place in the most critically denigrated of Scott's works, the novels he continued to produce to pay his debts until the last months of his life. This undead or already-dead writing, baffling the triumphal narrative of authorial rescue and recovery, will be my essay's final concern.
The Death and Rebirth of the Author
On November 20th, 1825, Scott began writing a journal, which he would keep until a few months before his death. Two days later, on November 22nd, he reported a rumor of “general distress in the city” involving the London partners of his publisher, Archibald Constable.5 The close proximity of these events invites the conjecture that some premonition of disaster informed Scott's decision to begin keeping a daily record of his thoughts and deeds. News reached him of the nationwide financial crash that would ruin him, along with Constable and everyone else involved in the production of his literary works, two months later, on December 18th.6
Right away Scott understood that the ruin meant a catastrophic disintegration of his role as the most famous, popular and influential author of the age—as the death, in effect, of the Author of Waverley. Named, unmasked, the fallible and vulnerable private person Walter Scott stood exposed to public view. The same day he received the news, he wrote:
For myself the magic wand of the Unknown is shiverd in his grasp. He must henceforth be termd the Too well Known. The feast of fancy is over with the feeling of independence. I can no longer have the delight of waking in the morning with bright ideas in my mind, haste to commit them to paper, and count them monthly as the means of planting such groves and purchasing such wastes, replacing my dreams' fiction by other prospective visions of walks by [fountains and groves].7


Scott awakes (instead) from a dream of authorship as the magical reclamation of a sovereign power that—as his historical novels keep remembering—has departed from modern life. Where sovereignty once expressed itself in coining gold, Scott's modern declension produces printed paper, the transubstantial medium at once of literature and money—exposed, in this rude awakening, as a delusive exchange of unreality for unreality, “my dreams' fiction” for “other prospective visions,” in which imaginary invention may no longer issue in acts of real-world creation (the acquisition and plantation of land).8
Ruin brought an end to the masquerade of anonymity that had sustained Scott's career as a novelist. “The Great Unknown,” the demiurgic power behind the best-selling novels of the nineteenth century, had manifested himself in a series of fictitious personae on the novels' title pages and in their prefaces and introductions. Anonymity (still a dominant convention in novel publishing)9 secured Scott's biographical identity off the page. At the same time, the masquerade of personae dispersed the Author of Waverley across a complex apparatus of parts and functions, involving the collaboration of others (a network of informants, agents, amanuenses, copyists, printers, and booksellers) as well as his own performance of multiple roles. The most consequential of these roles was that of secret partner in the Ballantyne printing firm, now liable for the full sum of its debts and those of Constable & Co. This was the identity hidden behind even that of Scott the author, who now stood exposed as a false bottom, just another surface—just another author.
Rather than seek refuge in bankruptcy, the shameful resort of a failed tradesman or speculator, Scott chose to reinvest in his authorship and repay the debt with his work, even as that work would undergo a fatal change in its economic and thus ontological meaning. In the document with which he unmasked himself in public, the introduction to Chronicles of the Canongate (1827), Scott protested he had written mainly to please himself: “I confess that I am, and have been, more indifferent to success, or to failure, as an author, than may be the case with others, who feel more strongly the passion for literary fame … I made the discovery,—for to me it was one,—that by amusing myself with composition, which I felt a delightful occupation, I could also give pleasure to others.”10 The note of lordly sprezzatura is self-protective; Scott may disavow “literary fame” as a motive for writing, but he alludes, frequently and playfully, to another criterion of “success,” financial profit, in the paratexts of his earlier novels as well as in his private correspondence. Now, however, he must write solely for the gain of others: “Devil take the necessity which makes me drudge like a very hack of Grub-street.”11 What was once his gift must pay off creditors.
Famously, the ensuing course of alienated labor would bear fruit in a spectacular recovery of the Author of Waverley as Sir Walter Scott. That recovery, which would be decisive for nineteenth-century formations of authorship, followed the twin paths of a formal and an ethical reconstitution. The formal reconstitution reaffirmed the public medium of the author's work in the guise of a collected edition of the Waverley Novels for the new industrial market, the so-called Magnum Opus (1829–33), for which Scott supplied textual revisions, historical notes, and historical and biographical introductions. Magnum Opus established the collected edition as the primary bibliographical platform for the novelist as author in the modern age, as Jane Millgate has argued. Distinguished later examples would include Thomas Hardy's Wessex Edition and the New York Edition of Henry James.12
The second, ethical path of reconstitution led through the journal, an ostensibly private work in which Scott claimed to be writing for himself, not for others. Upon this new ground (for him) of personal memoir he crafted “a noble image of himself in extremis for posterity,”13 enduring distress, bereavement, and ill health in the heroic struggle to clear his debt. Journal and edition converge, as Scott surely intended, on the terrain of biography. In Memoirs of the Life of Sir Walter Scott, Bart., John Gibson Lockhart (Scott's son-in-law and executor) drew upon the paratextual resources of Magnum Opus as well as upon the Journal to craft an organic relation between the author's life and his works, in which each spontaneously generates the other and regulates its meaning. Lockhart's canonization of Redgauntlet (1824) as the most autobiographical of Scott's novels, a primary source for the life that is its explanatory ground, marks the culmination of this circular logic—which remains the constitutive logic of modern literary biography.14
Temptations to Be Entertained and Resisted
A long-standing critical consensus has split Scott's late career between his public and his private writing. While the late novels are dismissed as literary zombies, dead bodies of historical romance artificially reanimated for the trade, the journal is hailed as the medium of a moral apotheosis: “the most moving of his works,” “the record of a great man's courage in adversity.”15 It is not difficult to identify the Romantic, Victorian, and modern ideological temptation of an ethical vision of authorship, responsible to the private person rather than to commercial conditions, and to assume our own critical distance from it.
Harder to resist, perhaps, is a rival temptation, in which authenticity is relocated to the looking-glass world of the inauthentic. Here we value the self-consciously fictive performance of the Great Unknown over the biography-bound recovery of Sir Walter and find in Scott's masque of avatars an exemplary case of the “social authorship” canvassed by recent book historians and print-media theorists. Andrew Piper emphasizes the ontological condition of the author as a “collective being” (Goethe, Kollektivwesen) whose lineaments encompass “non-authors”—“publishers, editors, judges, censors, translators, and readers”—within a larger economy of capitalization, production, distribution and reception.16 To prefer the conception of the author as a corporate, protocybernetic phenomenon is to depreciate Scott's postruin recovery as a work of biographical mystification, one that conceals anew the revelation of an alienated and reified mode of production behind the reassuringly human effigy of “the hero as man of letters.” (Although Carlyle, who coined the phrase, would deny Scott that title.)
I draw attention to these evaluations not so much to endorse one or the other as to question the necessity of an opposition between them: an opposition in which one term claims the solidity of the real, of a material baseline of things as they are, and the other a moral altitude of integrity and authenticity.17 Scott's case is one that finds both the ethical and the materialist accounts of authorship to be true—and true because of their mutually antithetical coexistence. Inhabiting a critical stage in the industrialization of literary production, Scott founds his authorial performance on the contradictions and fluctuations that invest it—necessarily, no doubt, but not the less brilliantly in his imaginative harnessing of that necessity. In what follows, I set myself the critical task of eliciting the analysis that Scott's own writing undertakes of its conditions, rather than of interpreting that writing as symptomatic, in the sense of expressing an “unconscious” relation to its conditions. The allegorical act is Scott's own before it can be ours.
I go on to consider, then, three symbolic strategies through which Scott the novelist fictionalizes his author function. These are the self-representation of the “impersonal author” as a quasi-human, cybernetic entity, part crowd and part machine; his compensatory investment with a human figure—a face; and the disintegration of that human figure to a severed hand. These strategies, overlapping with one another, occupy a dialectical relation rather than distinct chronological stages, although the experience of ruin brings a decisive shift of emphasis. In the last part of the essay I turn to the most mechanical, commodified phase of Scott's career, the work through which, as the legend has it, he wrote himself to death:18 the ongoing production of novels in a shadowy, preterite afterlife of the defunct Unknown, persisting alongside the proto-posthumous self-fashioning of Sir Walter Scott.
Author-Machine
The variety of roles and functions traversed in his career makes Scott an incomparably rich resource for studying the morphology of authorship in the Romantic period. He was by no means the only author who wrote both poetry and novels (other British contemporaries who did so include James Hogg and Charlotte Smith). More consequential was the shape of that career: a progression from one genre, and its associated mode of authorship, to another, which recast the classical form of the poetic career—from pastoral through georgic to epic—in the schema of an Enlightenment stadial history. The author's career recapitulates and reinterprets the history of authorship and literary forms in the movement from ballad editor through national minstrel to historical novelist. At each of these stages authorship consists less in original invention than in a work of mediation between past and present, involving the transmission, interpretation, and re-creation of earlier cultural forms. By turns, the author curates a primitive, oral-traditional poetry; resynthesizes an ancient poetic role (as minstrel rather than makar); and redeems the quintessentially modern market-based genre of the novel by reinventing it on the foundation of national history.19 (The reversal of this progress, closing the parenthesis of an era, comes with Hardy's renunciation of the novel—by now irremediably compromised by its commercial basis—for a determinedly idiosyncratic mode of lyric poetry.)
Taking up the novel, Scott brought his authorship fully into modern conditions. In doing so he disarrayed the narrative of a heroic emergence of the Romantic author—in the turn from ballad editor to poet—out of a collaborative network of research and publication typical of late-Enlightenment antiquarian and scientific projects, in which the role of the author was managerial rather than “creative.”20 Scott's career as a novelist entailed a prolonged experimentation with the figure of the “impersonal author” (his own phrase),21 adapted to the industrial marketplace of which the novel was the exemplary cultural form. Far from forging a singular, stable role, Scott generated a dazzling succession and proliferation of narratorial and editorial personae, effectively summarized by Judith Wilt: the “straightforward apologist” of the first three novels by “the Author of Waverley” (who would return to oversee Rob Roy and Ivanhoe), the “set of Cervantean tale-tellers and editor-historians” that took over for the series of Tales of My Landlord, and the “‘eidolon’ with a ‘family’ of narrators” who managed the novels of the early 1820s22—all this before the ruin and public revelation of Sir Walter Scott.
David Brewer has made the compelling argument that Scott's dissemination of his role through these subsidiary figures served to shore up his own “parental” or “monarchic authority” behind the scenes. Colonizing the paratexts of the Waverley Novels, intermediate between the reader and the fiction, these creatures reaffirm the sway of Scott's “proprietary authorship.”23 I shall develop one of the implications of this argument: that as well as fending off external challenges to Scott's authorship (e.g., the claimant of a spurious “Fourth Series” of Tales of My Landlord), the parade of Cleishbothams, Clutterbucks, Dryasdusts, and other avatars displays the heterogeneous agencies internal to that authorship—Constable, the Ballantyne brothers, William Laidlaw, everyone who comprised the corporate production of the Waverley Novels. Scott seeks imaginative control over the division of labor, and ensuing alienation of person from function, that he lucidly recognizes as the economic and legal condition of his work and status.
The “eidolon, or representation, of the Author of Waverley” makes a memorable appearance in the “Introductory Epistle” to Scott's novel The Fortunes of Nigel (1821): a figure so “closely … veiled and wimpled, either with a mantle, morning-gown, or some such loose garb,” that even its sex is indeterminate.24 A portrait of this eidolon appears as the frontispiece to the second edition of Robert Chambers's Illustrations of the Author of Waverley (1825), the first of many works that would fortify the referential rhetoric of Scott's historical fiction over the next hundred years. (Fig. 2) As I have noted elsewhere, the Illustrations frontispiece represents not simply the anonymity of the Author of Waverley but one of the signal conditions of that anonymity, its foundation on Scott's prior fame.25 The clamorous unknownness of the Great Unknown is a refinement, a declension, of his former visibility as a living celebrity author. The curtain covering the portrait evokes the stage, and a public performance of authorial self-withholding, as much as it does the secret spaces of the cloister or private gallery. (Hence, also, it calls attention to the heterogeneous rather than unified topoi of Scott's literary production.) Its lifted corner allows us a glimpse of the waistcoat and cravat depicted in the most widely available and publicly recognizable image of the authorial avatar that preceded the Author of Waverley, that of Scott the Minstrel. This is the full-length portrait of Scott commissioned by Constable and painted by Sir Henry Raeburn in 1808, amid the blaze of acclaim that greeted the second of Scott's metrical romances, Marmion. The 1808 Raeburn portrait soon acquired the status of an official likeness. An engraving of it by Abraham Raimbach served as the frontispiece to the Lady of the Lake (displacing an earlier portrait by James Saxon) as well as to the 1812 edition of Scott's Collected Works.26 (Fig. 3) Through this and other engravings the Raeburn portrait was widely diffused, copied, and imitated.27 It surely supplies the features we suppose are hidden behind the screen in Chambers's Illustrations frontispiece. (Figs. 4 and 5)
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The Illustrations image plays upon the well-established convention of the title page or frontispiece authorial portrait, which literalizes a set of familiar analogies between the human form and the book or page (as in the typographic categories of heading, footnote, and so forth) with the focusing of a prosopopoeia, or personification, through the figure of the author. Addressing the Romantic-period vogue for such portraits (current at least since the Shakespeare first folio), Piper suggests that the “face emerged as a crucial icon in orienting readers' relationships to the increasingly dispersed and mediated self of bibliographic culture,” holding together “the simultaneous autobiographization of literature and its dehumanization through the commodification of the book.” Hence “the critical force, and enduring appeal, of romantic novellas like Balzac's ‘Unknown Masterpiece,’ at the center of which is an illegible portrait, or Hawthorne's ‘The Minister's Black Veil,’” in which the veiling or illegibility discloses the “dehumanization” that is the prosopopoeia's real condition.28 The Chambers frontispiece allegorizes Scott's own hyperaware self-positioning in an unstable, shifting symbolic space between conceptions of literary production as an industrial apparatus of capital, machinery, and multiple human agencies and as the creative play of a singular shaping genius. Dehumanization, however, seems too melodramatic a characterization of what Scott himself sensed was entailed in “the commodification of the book,” at least before the onset of his ruin. The masquerade of eidolon figures expresses the wager that human life can adapt to industrial conditions, even make a home for itself (it was called Abbotsford)—hence the coy acknowledgment of a personal presence behind the Author of Waverley's veil of anonymity.
Dehumanization looms at first as a conceit—a prospect that Scott's fiction-making power sets itself to master. In the introduction to the Tales of the Crusaders, published six months before the crash in June, 1825, Scott mobilizes in full the idea of authorship as a corporate, protocybernetic entity, now growing recalcitrant to the behest of a sovereign intelligence. Here the Author of Waverley convenes the full cast of his editorial and narratorial avatars in order to propose the reconstitution of the Waverley Novels as a joint-stock company, with future production to be taken over by a steam-powered engine that will automatically recombine the set formulae and topoi of historical romance. (Scott anticipates the metaphoric usage of the typographic terms “stereotype” and “cliché.”) When the avatars rebel against an innovation that will make them obsolete, the Author threatens to “unbeget” them all by abandoning fiction for history.29 Brewer emphasizes the (Napoleonic) reassertion of “Scott's monarchic authority” over his creatures in this scenario; I want to emphasize, complementarily, the pitch of the crisis that provokes so extravagant—and manifestly ironical—a reassertion.30 For sure, the author's proposition to restructure the business as a joint-stock company expresses a sovereign intentionality: until 1844, joint-stock companies could only be founded by Royal Charter or an Act of Parliament. The standard arrangement was a partnership, like the one that bound the Author of Waverley to the printing firm of Ballantyne & Co. In any case there was no limited liability before the 1855 Limited Liability Act; partners and shareholders alike were obliged to compound for bankruptcy or pay the full sum of debts incurred. These conditions would tighten, noose-like, on the Author of Waverley before the year was out. The introduction to Tales of the Crusaders thus discloses—with a characteristic blend of gaiety and anxiety—Scott's awareness that his “anonymity game” amounted to an apotropaic rehearsal of a legal condition that did not exist yet. The backward-looking fantasy of magical sovereignty was at the same time a forward-oriented romance of limited liability. Meanwhile, the author's claim on sovereignty rests on the effectively suicidal threat of unmaking his creatures.
Putting On a Face
The crash revealed the machinery of authorship, disintegrated into its material elements, as not just impersonal but, at last, inhuman. In the wake of that revelation, the task of putting on a face—reassembling the author as a whole, knowable human figure—acquired critical urgency. In the conclusion to the Life of Scott, Lockhart consolidates his narrative reconstruction of that human figure with a catalogue of the extant portraits and busts of Scott, many of which would adorn later editions of the Life as well as Victorian editions of the works.31 The frontispiece to volume 11 of the Abbotsford Edition of the Waverley Novels (1842–47), reproduced in the one-volume Life of Scott (1896), gathers those images into an iconography—an authorial shrine. (Fig. 6)
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Such gestures literalize a strategy initiated by Scott himself. Interestingly, no authorial portraits appear in the Magnum Opus edition. (Fig. 7) The recovery of the author takes place, instead, not only through the assembly of a literary corpus but through the paratextual apparatus of notes and introductions mentioned earlier. Filling out the novels with autobiographical information and anecdotes, the apparatus gives the works the shape of a life, until the edition as a whole composes a “personalized and naturalized portrait of the artist.”32 The first volume of the Magnum Opus Waverley (1829), thus, opens the edition with an “Advertisement,” which asserts the author's “parental control” over his works, and a “General Preface,” which narrates the author's early life, love of reading, and all-but-unintentional drift into a literary vocation. It would provide the foundation for biographical accounts of Scott's earlier career, beginning with Lockhart's. (Figs. 8, 9, 10, and 11)
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If the collected edition marked the public site of Scott's personification of his author function, its private work unfolded in the Journal, although to say so is at once to confound the distinction, since Scott declares at the outset of his task that he is writing for the public as well as for himself and his family.33 (Fig. 12) Scott is writing, in particular, for the biography he will entrust to his son-in-law. The Journal supplies a foundation for the last two volumes of Lockhart's Life of Scott (just as the first volume opens with a transcription of the “Ashestiel Memoir” Scott drafted at the time of the Raeburn Marmion portrait).34 Lockhart quotes extensively from it, to the extent that Scott becomes posthumous coauthor of the last act of his own biography. Lockhart echoes and amplifies his father-in-law's stoical self-presentation, closing the ironical gap opened in his account of Scott's financial entanglements. In the Journal, as modern biographers have noted, the formerly separate roles and domains of Scott's life—personal, domestic, professional, literary—are for the first time “integrated on the page.”35 Scott crafts the journal as a posthumous writing that will come fully into its own after his death, in the transaction of reading. The early entries show him arranging himself for posterity in a series of set pieces, such as essays on the literary characters of Moore and Byron, through which he triangulates his own persona. This self-fashioning assumes a resolutely ethical, self-analytic, and stoical temper as the skies darken.36 Losing control over everything else in his life, including the plot, Scott reasserts authorship over the domain of his own character. His character is what—hence the stoicism—he can still claim sovereignty over. He rises to the occasion as the first and best of his own creatures.
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By turning himself into a character Scott converted his unmasking, felt as a catastrophic loss of vital power, into the donning of another mask. The Great Unknown was officially outed in February 1827, at a benefit dinner for (aptly enough) the Edinburgh Theatrical Fund: “The clouds have been dispelled—the darkness visible has been cleared away—and the Great Unknown—the minstrel of our native land—the mighty magician who has rolled back the current of time, and conjured up before our living senses the men and manners of days which have long passed by, stands revealed to the eyes and hearts of his affectionate and admiring countrymen.”37 Scott published his own account of the disclosure in the introduction to Chronicles of the Canongate, the first work of fiction he began writing after the crash and the first to which he signed his name: “a known and familiar acquaintance … WALTER SCOTT.”38 (Fig. 13) There he tells the story of an “actor on the Italian stage” whose popular triumph in the role of Harlequin tempted him to lay aside the mask so “essential to the performance of the character.” Playing “Harlequin barefaced,” the unfortunate actor finds, however, that he has “lost the audacity which a sense of incognito bestowed, and with it all the reckless play of raillery which gave vivacity to his original acting.”39 Rather than attempting to play “barefaced,” then, the ci-devant Author of Waverley set himself to forge what Fiona Robertson calls “the best and most lastingly persuasive of all his disguises, ‘Walter Scott.’”40
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The Visible Hand
No one understood with a bleaker clarity the ironies that beset this project of self-reclamation. Scott confessed his identity “as the sole and unaided author of these Novels of Waverley” just at the point, writes Wilt, “when all of his property, novels written and yet unwritten, was in the hands of other men.”41 Hence the repetition, attached to the reclamation, of the trope of disenchantment: “When I say I am the author, I mean the total and undivided author. With the exception of quotations, there is not a single word that was not derived from myself, or suggested in the course of my reading. The wand is now broken, and the book buried.”42 This melancholy knowledge charges Scott's recovery with its strenuous, even violent, ethical force. “My own right hand shall do it,” he writes in the Journal: “Else will I be done in the slang language and undone in common parlance.”43
Scott's appeal to the potency of his hand echoes with a famous anecdote in Lockhart's Life of Scott, in which some students, carousing at a dinner party, are troubled by the apparition of a writing hand in the window of a room across the street:
[Our host] pointed out to me this hand which, like the writing on Belshazzar's wall, disturbed his hour of hilarity. “Since we sat down,” he said, “I have been watching it—it fascinates my eye—it never stops—page after page is finished and thrown down on the heap of MS., and still it goes on unwearied.” … “Some stupid, dogged, engrossing clerk, probably,” exclaimed myself, or some other giddy youth in our society. “No, boys,” said our host, “I well know what hand it is—'tis Walter Scott's.”44


Critics have established that this event cannot have taken place when Lockhart says it did, in June 1814, when Scott was completing Waverley;45 it is a fictional composite, emblematic of the whole of the author's career, refracted through the biographer's knowledge of what lies ahead. The image of the visible hand—cut off from the body and from a human countenance—suggests at once a magical virtu and a divided, alienated, reified labor. Scott is simultaneously the Wizard of the North and his own “dogged, engrossing” copyist, a prosthetic extension of the Ballantyne presses.46
Scott's proud assertion, “My own right hand shall do it,” also echoes one of his favorite quotations, attributed to the fourteenth-century Scots armorer Henry Wynd, who justified his embroilment in a battle between Highland clans with the declaration “I fought for my own hand.”47 Scott makes the clan battle and Wynd's boast the climax of the first full-length novel he wrote after the crash, in the winter of 1827–28, St Valentine's Day; or, The Fair Maid of Perth. The plot of The Fair Maid of Perth is punctuated by a gruesome sequence of amputations and mutilations, beginning with a severed hand. The sequence forms a symbolic pattern, analyzed some time ago by Francis R. Hart, representing the disintegration of an ethical and political bond between head and hand.48 Scott brings this scheme to bear on an aesthetic allegory of the recovery of the literary properties of the Author of Waverley in The Fair Maid of Perth, which reclaims and recombines the signature topoi of his earlier historical fiction, Highland warriors (The Lady of the Lake, Waverley, Rob Roy) and the chivalric tournament (Ivanhoe). Disconcertingly, that recovery expresses its motive force as mechanical and fatal rather than as organic or life enhancing.
It does so through techniques of ideological demystification. The condensation of clan warfare and tournament into a single event rehearses Highland violence not as the last incandescence of an antique glory but as the instrument of a genocidal state policy. The king's advisors arrange for the clan battle to be staged as a court entertainment or pageant, in the course of which a troublesome population will conveniently wipe itself out—which it more or less does, in a gladiatorial circus of cascading gore and lopped-off body parts. The episode reads like a Grand Guignol version of the tartan-swathed pageantry Scott had organized for George IV's state visit to Edinburgh in 1822—as though collapsing that event into its blood-soaked historical foundations:
For an instant or two the front lines, hewing at each other with their long swords, seemed engaged in a succession of single combats; but the second and third ranks soon came up on either side, actuated alike by the eagerness of hatred and the thirst of honour, pressed through the intervals, and rendered the scene a tumultuous chaos, over which the huge swords rose and sunk, some still glittering, others streaming with blood, appearing, from the wild rapidity with which they were swayed, rather to be put in motion by some complicated machinery, than to be wielded by human hands.49


The description decomposes the scene from a set of individually motivated “single combats” (the conventional heroic action of a Waverley Novel) into an industrial technology of massacre. It is as though we are viewing the operation of the literary work itself as “complicated machinery,” of the sort invoked in the preface to Tales of the Crusaders, rather than as a work of “human hands.” Scott's sentence itself turns and grinds and lunges like some terrific engine—one of the steam-powered presses, perhaps, that would shortly be running off tens of thousands of stereotyped copies of the Magnum Opus edition.
Tightly plotted, thematically and symbolically coherent, The Fair Maid of Perth is generally regarded as the most successful of Scott's later novels. In the works that follow, according to this verdict, the authorial hand loses its grip—quite literally, as Scott experiences his series of strokes as a synaesthetic dismemberment: “even my handwriting seems to stammer.”50 (Fig. 14) Insufficient attention has been paid to the strange status of these novels, especially the very late novels, dismissed by critics as Scott's ruins, hollow and shattered, expressive of little but the distressed conditions of their making—even as those conditions are necessary to the biographical narrative of the author's ethical recovery. I turn now to the last and most ruinous of them, or rather, to the last of them to be published (since Scott, as Caroline McCracken-Flesher puts it, “could not stop writing”).51 If in Count Robert of Paris and Castle Dangerous (published together as Tales of My Landlord, Fourth Series, at the end of 1831) the “yet-living author spoke from the far side of death,”52 recent years have seen an uncanny disinterment of unpublished “last” works around the canonical margins of the Edinburgh Edition of the Waverley Novels—most recently the supposedly intractable The Siege of Malta and the unfinished, aptly named Bizarro.53 To the dismay of readers who complain that there are already too many Waverley novels, it seems never to be too late for more of Scott's writing to come back from the grave.
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Convention, Archive, Dump
Castle Dangerous is in more than one sense gratuitous. Scott interrupted work on Count Robert of Paris to write it, against the wishes of his executors, Lockhart and Cadell, whose collaboration devolved into an outright struggle over authorial control.54 Presented with an often incoherent mass of manuscript, they rewrote the novel as it went to press. Castle Dangerous is thus a genuine ruin, textually so unstable that all reading versions must be conjectural, including J. H. Alexander's admirable Edinburgh Edition restoration as well as Lockhart's and Cadell's more egregious reworking.55 Here the boundary between the raw material of manuscript and proof pages and the published book, shaped and polished for readers, is especially tenuous. One of the peculiar excitements of reading Castle Dangerous comes from a sense that the story is always about to slide—and indeed quite often does slide—back into the rubble of unedited words and paper.
A different mode of regression governs the choice of topic, in which Scott reaches back to the earliest stages of his career and literary imagination. Retelling a story he has known since childhood and has already told in print twice before,56 he returns to the subject-matter of his first literary success, the chivalry and minstrelsy of the Scottish border. Unnervingly, in the course of the tale, this romantic superstructure of youthful fancy and cultural memory keeps crumbling into a labyrinthine, rubbish-strewn terrain, a “ground … very broken and uneven … encumbered with ruins,”57 hollowed out with secret chasms and underground cells. Far more than the flickering, unstable plot, this ruinous ground provides Castle Dangerous with its imaginative (indeed dreamlike) continuity.
Even more than is usually the case in Scott, the quests and missions on which various characters set out keep getting interrupted, diverted, or simply forgotten about. One such thwarted expedition sends Aymer de Valence (a potential hero who is never allowed to settle into the role) on a night ride through Douglas Town. An eerie shadow-warrior challenges him and vanishes into the darkness. Aymer's pursuit of the apparition leads him to the underground vault of a ruined church, tenanted by an uncanny old man named Lazarus Powheid. Feeding his fire with “relics of mortality,” Powheid combines the role of local antiquary, the curator of cultural memory, with that of sexton, disposing of the dead as so much rubbish. The Douglas ancestral shades, he explains, are unable to proceed through purgatory, since their enemies have blocked their intercessory rites: “Can you wonder they should show themselves like discontented loiterers near to the places which, but for the manner in which you have prosecuted your remorseless warfare, might have ere now afforded them rest?” (96) Insufficiently sublimated, they encumber the earth, a spectral waste matter.
In Powheid, the antiquary as refuse collector, Scott writes a sardonic variant of one of his best-known authorial roles. The scene in which he appears shares attributes with the eponymous Castle Dangerous, which becomes, through a combination of functions, an allegorical place or representation of the author's art at the end of his life. Douglas Castle is at least three things. First: It is the key topos of romantic chivalry and the “Debatable Land,” repeatedly taken and retaken by the English and Scots, the occasion of a gallant wager of love and arms. In Scott's historical romance the dangerous castle appears, thus, as something like “convention” in its original state, meaning a coming together, a meeting or agreement, as well as a set of purely formal properties. (Richard Maxwell's recent study of the European historical novel confirms the status of the besieged castle as one of the genre's durable topoi.)58 Second and third: In an uneasily supplemental relation to this formal, essentially arbitrary role as the token that enables the chivalric game, the castle is also important for what it contains. Its contents, its insides, endow it with a dual character: it is both archive and dump.
As archive, the castle holds a legendary treasure, one scarcely dreamt of by poets and antiquaries, the book of Thomas of Ercildoune: “that Thomas, distinguished by the name of the Rhymer, and whose intimacy, it is said, became so great with the gifted people, called the Faëry folk, that he could, like them, foretell the future …, and united in his own person the quality of bard and of soothsayer” (37–38). This sublime author—the original Minstrel of the Scottish Border—haunts the archive, outlasting his own death. One of the readers of his book is “astonished to observe it lifted from the desk on which it lay, and plainly displaced and moved, as it were by an invisible hand” (38). With his “invisible hand,” the opposite of those visible, reified, dismembered hands discussed earlier, the authorial presence occupies an ambiguous relation of “displacement” to the book itself, an ink-and-paper residue that turns out, much later in the novel, to contain nothing very consequential to the plot.59
Joining together “forgotten minstrelsy,” ancestral origins, and “prophecies concerning the future fates of the British kingdom,” (41) the Rhymer's verses mediate between the faëry realm of a pure poetry, identical with magic, and the fallen realm of human history. Minstrelsy is “the place where poetry and history meet” before the rise of the historical novel, according to Maureen McLane, and the minstrel Romantic writing's “central figure of poetic dispersion, historicity, haunting and revivification.”60 Thomas the Rhymer, True Thomas, remained a touchstone for Scott throughout his career: the archetype of the wizard-like minstrel, custodian of the nation's past and future, whose final avatar is—or was—Walter Scott. The Rhymer's book is a white-magical version of the “black book” of the ancestral warlock Michael Scott in The Lay of the Last Minstrel, “Scott's first extended attempt to harness minstrelsy to his own efforts at literary self-authorization and legitimation.”61 McLane adds, “Too little remarked are Scott's attempts to track an explicit minstrel autobiography in his work.”62 Summoning the Rhymer's equivocal shade at the end of his career, Scott encourages us to read Castle Dangerous as the last chapter of the “minstrel autobiography” that underlies the official authorial inventions of the Magnum Opus edition and the Journal.
Something else lies buried beneath the minstrel autobiography, defining the temporal stratum of history rather than of poetry or legend: a historical materialism that appears not as an original condition but—distressingly—as a human product, as waste. Douglas Castle is also an antiarchive, the site of the “Douglas Larder,” an obscene midden and mass grave. Reclaiming his family stronghold from the English, in one of the wartime cycles of occupation, the Earl of Douglas proceeds to make it “unfit for human use”:
Douglas caused the meat, the malt, and other corn or grain to be brought down into the castle cellar, where he emptied the contents of the sacks into one loathsome heap, striking out the heads of the barrels and puncheons, so as to let the mingled drink run through the heap of meal, grain, and so forth. The bullocks provided for slaughter were in like manner knocked on the head, and their blood suffered to drain forth into the mass of edible substances; and lastly, the quarters of the cattle were buried in the same mass, in which were also included the dead bodies of those in the castle, who, receiving no quarter from the Douglas, paid dear enough for having kept no better watch. This base and ungodly abuse of provisions intended for the use of man, together with throwing into the well of the castle carcasses of men and horses, and other filth for polluting the same, has since that time been called the DOUGLAS LARDER. (35–36)


The scrambling of categories—human and animal, food and filth—makes the Douglas Larder “a never to be forgotten record of horror and abomination” (35), not the massacre of captives, standard practice in these wars. There may be a remembered whiff here of Scott's tour, two months after the battle, of the field of Waterloo, which he described as an unsettling mixture of graveyard, midden, and flourishing market in relics and souvenirs—and promptly aligned it with his own practice as a purveyor of romantic minstrelsy.63 The Douglas Larder also hints at a sublime logic of finance capital that dissolves grain, malt, and other foodstuffs into speculative commodities and, thus, in the 1825–26 crash, into wastepaper: the fall of Scott and Constable had been precipitated by their London partners' speculation in hops.64 In any case, the force of the passage comes from its vision of the collapse of categories rather than from their referential integrity. Where the archive is a source of cultural origins and purpose, of meaning and making—a symbolic magic activated by being remembered, recited, read—the dump is the reverse. It decomposes the distinctions of culture and culture itself into an undifferentiated mass. It is the waiting grave, the chaos of language the author struggles to shape into a story, the trash he always joked and feared his work might amount to, the waste matter he senses himself becoming.
Late Style
The three valences of Castle Dangerous—convention, archive, dump—resonate with Theodor Adorno's famous meditation on “late style,” addressed to the case of Scott's contemporary Beethoven. In Beethoven's last quartets and sonatas, Adorno argues, organic form gives way to an accretion of “formulas and phrases of convention,” increasingly “bald, undisguised, untransformed.”65 No longer infused with the composer's shaping subjectivity, “the conventions find expression as the naked representation of themselves.”66 Through this mortification of artistic form Adorno retrieves, however, a strange, negative apotheosis of the author. The conventions that make up the aesthetic texture of Beethoven's last works (“furrowed, even ravaged … bitter and spiny”)67 are the remnants—literally, the debris—of a departed master spirit: “[Conventions,] no longer penetrated and mastered by subjectivity, [are] simply left to stand. With the breaking free of subjectivity, they splinter off. And as splinters, fallen away and abandoned, they themselves finally revert to expression; no longer, at this point, the expression of the solitary I, but of the mythical nature of the created being and of its fall, whose steps the late works strike symbolically as if in the momentary pauses of their descent.”68 Adorno illuminates the cratered moonscape of convention—pure form precipitated as pure matter—with metaphysical significance by reading it as the residue of a numinous “subjectivity,” blasted away in a universal catastrophe.
What appears to be an evacuation of authorial presence thus reconstitutes it at an absolute remove:
The power of subjectivity in the late works of art is the irascible gesture with which it takes leave of the works themselves. It breaks their bonds, not in order to express itself, but in order, expressionless, to cast off the appearance of art. Of the works themselves it leaves only fragments behind, and communicates itself, like a cipher, only through the blank spaces through which it has disengaged itself. Touched by death, the hand of the master sets free the masses of material that he used to form; its tears and fissures, witnesses to the finite powerlessness of the I confronted by Being, are its final work.69


It is difficult to sustain a comparably heroic reading of late style in Castle Dangerous. This is only in part because Scott's writing scarcely attains the condition of “style” that carries (after all) the transcendental impulse of Beethoven's last works, generally viewed as undertaking a radical reconstitution of “the classical style” rather than its disintegration. “It is this concentration upon the simplest and most fundamental relationships of tonality that characterizes Beethoven's late style most profoundly,” writes Charles Rosen; “the most typical ornamental device is turned into an essential element of large-scale structure.”70 Scott's late works, as critics have not tired of complaining, enact something like the opposite of this formal concentration. They rehearse a continuous, relentless stylistic and grammatical dispersal or disaggregation: “interminably long looping sentences … which veer all over the place, and forget where they started … dialogues which go on too long and ramble away from the plot.”71 It is a weak reading, however, that must resort to a diagnosis of weakness. Far from being merely symptomatic (“apoplectic,” in Philip Hobsbaum's phrase),72Castle Dangerous turns a cold, critical light on its own late—its terminal—condition. Scott lays out the elements described by Adorno in allegorical juxtaposition: the castle as convention, the archive as haunt of a sublime author, the dump as dissolution of invention and convention into waste matter. Convention reiterates a breakdown of style; the numinous spirit, poised at the origin of the author's story, is an alluring but irrelevant legend; the dump abides.
Scott evokes the Douglas Larder, emblem of the antithesis and end of art, in the fourth chapter of Castle Dangerous. Its association with death, specifically with the author's death, weighs more heavily on the tale as it proceeds, culminating in the extraordinary “Introductory Address, by Jedidiah Cleishbotham, M.A.,” which Scott wrote last, at Lockhart's prompting. Here, in one last flourish of the masquerade, Scott reintroduces the authorial personae that had presided over the three series of Tales of My Landlord, produced at the height of his powers in 1816–19. Now, though, the pedantic editor Jedidiah finds himself dealing with a different collaborator: no longer the deceased Romantic youth Peter Pattieson but his all-too-alive, stubborn, and unscrupulous brother, Paul. The “sharp lad,” a compound of Lockhart and Cadell, quickly begins crowding Jedidiah out of his authorial role. Their “joint stock adventure” (204) is “entirely blown up,” however, when news arrives that pirated copies of “the Tales, on publishing which we reckoned with so much confidence, have already been printed, and are abroad, over all America” (205). Both parties deny having leaked them to the American press; in any case, their circulation, in the absence of an international copyright agreement, spells an end to the proprietary claims upon which authorship is founded. Jedidiah, his occupation gone, is left to brood on his imminent mortality: “I think I may crave the compassion of my readers as a poor man who has worn out my health and faculties in a fruitless labour designed for their amusement” (206).
Upon which, in a startling act of autobiographical violence, Scott the author intrudes—displacing the ailing figural body of his avatar for his own: “To drop an assumed buffoonery, which may be thought misplaced, the reader is now acquainted with the species of malady under which I have latterly struggled while compiling these fictions for his amusement … I have persevered, however, under the idea that a man's firmness may prove successful under the most disastrous circumstances of bodily disability” (207). Announcing a terminus to the stoical project of self-making sustained in the Journal, Scott stages a definitive breakdown of the play of author functions: “Like poor Kent, I lose, in the feelings of the moment, the power of maintaining my part in the masquerade. ‘I cannot daub it further’” (208).73 Summoning his own decaying body onto the page, he contemplates, and makes us contemplate, his approaching death. Like the Journal, Scott's last novel poses itself as a kind of posthumous writing, but one that rehearses the legal, economic, and physical dissolution of the author, rather than his apotheosis. The artwork as mortal remains, and nothing else.
3
 “A Shape All Light”
 ADELA PINCH
Introduction
About the Author
Toward the end of the fragmentary remains of Percy Bysshe Shelley's last, unfinished, gorgeous, apocalyptic, trippy poem, The Triumph of Life, there appears a “shape all light.” In a blaze of sunlight, standing on the “vibrating floor” of a well or fountain within a cave “paved with flashing rays,” stands
      A shape all light, which with one hand did fling

  Dew on the earth, as if she were the Dawn

      Whose invisible rain forever seemed to sing


  A silver music on the mossy lawn,

      And still before her on the dusky grass

  Iris her many coloured scarf had drawn.—


      In her right hand she bore a chrystal glass

  Mantling with bright Nepenthe;—the fierce splendour

      Fell from her as she moved under the mass


  Of the deep cavern, and with palms so tender

      Their tread broke not the minors of its billow,

  Glided along the river, and did bend her


      Head under the dark boughs, till like a willow

  Her fair hair swept the bosom of the stream

      That whispered with delight to be their pillow.—



This shimmering shape seems to hover between the surface of the water below and the air above:
  As one enamoured is upborne in dream

      O'er lily-paven lakes mid silver mist

  To wondrous music, so this shape might seem


      Partly to tread the waves with feet which kist

  The dancing foam, partly to glide along

      The airs that roughened the moist amethyst,


  Or the slant morning beams that fell among

      The trees, or the soft shadows of the trees;

  And her feet ever to the ceaseless song


      Of leaves and winds and waves and birds and bees

  And falling drops moved in a measure new

      Yet sweet….1



Restlessly in motion, dazzling, insubstantial, ungraspable, dispersed into figurative language, the “shape all light” is related to scores of other images and figures in Shelley's poetry, ranging from radiant goddesses named Urania, or Asia, to other vague “shapes of light” (e.g., The Revolt of Islam, canto 12), to fugitive gleams and “intense / Diffusion” throughout (Epipsychidion, lines 94–95). Sometimes, in Shelley's idiom, a “shape” was, or resembled, a human form; but at times he used “shape” to indicate a thing's distance from the human. There is a long history of critical attempts to explicate just what the “shape all light” of The Triumph of Life is or means. For Victorian lovers of Shelley, however, the “shape all light” came implicitly to be an image of the object of their affection: the author himself as a radiant, vague, shimmering object.2
This essay meditates on Victorian and modern Shelley love as an acute case of author love: as an intense fixation on an author conceived as a diaphanous, porous, abstracted “shape.” It gravitates around the particularly active era of Shelley love from roughly 1880 to 1900, but my examples and argument go up into the 1920s and extend back to the moment of Shelley's much-mythologized death by drowning off the coast of Italy in 1822, because it is, as we shall see, impossible to disentangle any particular chapter of the story of Shelley love from the others. My emphasis will be on Victorian Shelley love as a chapter in the history of modern emotion: I will argue that the Shelley lovers, in articulating and expressing their love, helped to theorize a modern version of love or attachment as a highly mobile, manipulable and manipulated relation to a vague, shifting object that is understood, in essence, to be an internal object. Their particular contribution was to intuit the place of author love, and of a specific understanding of authorship, in a modern psychology of love. At the center is an image of authorship as a form of immaterial, mental, or spiritual agency, an understanding of an author that has more in common with the occulted, immaterial agents who visited Victorian and modern spirit mediums than with actual writing. As we shall see, there was no accidental resemblance between the radiant, fuzzy Shelley of the Shelley lovers and the shapes of light who visited the era's spiritualism junkies, and there was no inconsiderable overlap between the spiritualism junkies and the Shelley junkies: Shelley himself was a favorite visitor from the other side.
In writing this essay I have struggled to understand not only a particular conception of authorship that has emerged out of my material, but also what is distinctive about writing about author love: to write a paper that tells not a story of poetic influence (one author's debts to another's), nor a story of reception (the practices of a culture of readers, though these are hardly excluded from my story), but really a story of love. I have also struggled to determine how author love makes a difference to literary history. Is it possible, I wondered, to see Shelley love as a powerful force that bores a hole through late nineteenth- and early twentieth-century literary history, changing the way we think about some parts of it? In order to press on these issues, I turn in conclusion to two early twentieth-century women writers in connection with Shelley love: Elinor Wylie and Virginia Woolf.
“We Who Love Shelley”
Who were the Victorian Shelley lovers? Almost everybody. There were some Victorian Shelley haters, such as Matthew Arnold, on whom the Shelley lovers loved to heap their fiercest contempt for his memorable description of Shelley as “an ineffectual angel, beating his wings against the void.”3 And there were haters of Shelley lovers such as Charles Kingsley, whose rant about the Shelley lovers can provide us with a good starting point. They were, he ranted, “a mesmerizing, spirit rapping, Romanizing generation, who read Shelley in secret, and delight in his bad taste, mysticism, extravagant and vague and pompous sentimentalism. The age is an effeminate one, and it can well afford to pardon the lewdness of the gentle and sensitive vegetarian.”4 The Victorian vegetarians were, in fact, enthusiastic Shelley lovers, as were the mesmerists and spirit rappers, and Kingsley's swipe at the “Romanizing” readers points to the fact that Victorian Catholics were also prominent among the Shelley lovers. It quickly became a truism, shortly after Shelley's death, that had the poet—who was kicked out of Oxford for atheism—lived longer, he would surely have become a Christian; and the success of the sanitizing of Shelley that this truism represented was such that, as the super-Shelley lover, the Victorian poet James Thomson sneered (in 1878), “Even church-going belles are now free to admire ‘that poor dear Shelley’;” but the Anglo-Catholic embrace of Shelley is remarkable.5 The poet and essayist Alice Meynell, a Catholic convert, recalled reading Shelley as the most important event of her spiritual life.6 In addition to Catholics, Shelley lovers included atheists and aesthetes, sexual nonconformists, radicals, and suffragettes.
Here's what the Victorian Shelley lovers did: they formed an official Shelley Society in 1886, which some Shelley lovers disdained and ridiculed but others found to be a happy venue in which to commune with “we who love Shelley.”7 Victorian Shelley lovers made pilgrimages to various Shelley locations; defended Shelley against old gossip; took sides in old battles (they got particularly exercised about the question of whether Shelley's abandonment of his first wife, Harriet, was Harriet's fault); planted violets around his grave in Rome; and dug the violets up as souvenirs. They made notebooks and scrapbooks of Shelleyana. They attempted to reach his spirit beyond the grave; they used his writing in telepathic experiments. They pursued relics of the poet's body—and told tales of those relics—as if they were a saint's. Everyone knew—or thought they knew—the story of Shelley's heart: pulled from the flames of the poet's funeral pyre on the beach in Italy by the adventurer Edward Trelawny, subjected to a dispute between the poet's widow, Mary Wollstonecraft Shelley and the poet's friend Leigh Hunt, the heart was eventually discovered, crumbled to dust in Mary Shelley's writing desk, and was wrapped in a page of Shelley's poem Adonais after her death in 1851.8 Trelawny preserved a piece of Shelley's skull, and, as a very old man, gave it to Shelley editor and biographer William Michael Rossetti, who was thrilled (Rossetti was apparently also given “two hairs from Shelley's head” by the painter Henry Wallis, which, to his distress, he lost). When Rossetti displayed the piece of bone at a party, the poet and ardent Shelley lover Mathilde Blind stepped forward and “put the fragment fervently to her lips.”9
Above all, Victorian Shelley lovers put their love to work (“truly a labor of love,” more than one wrote) to produce an incredible volume of writing. They labored to produce a concordance (which was published in the year of the centenary of Shelley's birth, 1892—the editor confessed himself “in love with my author”);10 editions and collections (the 1870s and 1880s was the era of several major Shelley editing projects); biographies; memoirs; travel guides; essays; and critical studies. Shelley lovers wrote letters about Shelley, and sometimes they published those letters (Letters about Shelley Interchanged by Three Friends); they wrote poems to and about Shelley; and they wrote works of fiction in which Shelley appears as a character.
But if Shelley was a kind of grain of sand in the oyster of late nineteenth-century print culture, he wasn't, of course, the only one, and some of the practices of Shelley love accumulated around other celebrated authors of the past as well. Scholars of author love and book history have demonstrated the flourishing of an especially notable increase in author worship during the 1880s and 1890s.11 Of the proliferation of nineteenth-century “collected editions,” which evolved to include certain generic features, such as a frontispiece portrait and a “memoir” of the author, Andrew Piper argues that these editions “contributed and grew out of the idea of literature as an index of personality.” Collected editions, he argues, are instances of the “faciality” of modern culture—in which literature is simultaneously indexed to the author as a personality and deterritorialized and deindividualized: such collections all came to look the same, predictable features of a book industry.12 But we may wish to view the rise of monuments to individual authors in the 1880s and 1890s in the context of the history of emotional as well as commercial cultures. As Jonah Siegel notes, across the nineteenth century “more writers became the objects of a fantastic admiration … than in all previous centuries,” not, he suggests, because of a “dramatic increase in … quality” but, it seems, because of “a notable increase in the need to admire.”13 Late Victorian author love may be seen as an instance of what Jeff Nunokawa has called the “late-Victorian climate of manufactured and manipulable passion,” a peculiar product of an era that was able to theorize love and desire not as forces of nature but as works of art.14
To focus on the Shelley lovers of the 1880s and beyond is to be able to focus on Shelley love at a moment when virtually everyone from Shelley's own circle—the friends, the lovers, the relations, and descendants—had ceased to be; and their endless chattering, their endless proprietary claims to know and love Shelley, was finally coming to an end. In 1898 there was a last gasp, a book called Last Links to Shelley, the author of which claimed (1) to love Shelley more than all the other “Shelleyolators” and (2) to have in his pocket a series of intimate conversations with Claire Claremont—Mary Shelley's stepsister, lover of Byron and perhaps of Shelley, too—at the end of her very long life, recirculating very old gossip.15 To focus on Shelley love beyond the reach of such claims is to pass over Shelley's posthumous life in the lives of Mary Shelley and others in the 1820s, 1830s and 1840s; it is also to pass over the poetic Shelley lovers of the 1830s, such as Robert Browning, and the working-class radical Shelley lovers of the 1840s who viewed Shelley's poem “Queen Mab” as their “bible” (indeed, there is no “Red Shelley”—the title of a memorable book on Shelley's radical legacy—in this essay, though we shall meet briefly a “Blue Shelley” later on), and it is to make it possible to think about Shelley love outside of the penumbra of mourning, and apart from the concern with “remains” and the fate of the material Shelley—both body and text—and even apart from the concept of “posthumousness”: all of which have been central to the best readings of Shelley's posthumous reception.16
In what follows I take my cues from some of the late Victorian Shelley lovers themselves, for whom Shelley did not seem particularly dead or posthumous, who tended not to think of Shelley as having, or having ever had, much of a material existence, and for whom mourning and melancholia were not, per se, the psychological centers of their love. The Victorian Shelley lovers took their cues from Percy Shelley's own understandings and practices of love, in his life and his writing, in which objects of attachment are always “mobile, transferential, non-fixated.”17 For Shelley, all objects of love are shapes of an inner object: “This object … forever exists in the mind, which selects among those who resemble it, that which most resembles it, and instinctively fills up the interstices of the imperfect image, in the same manner as the imagination moulds and completes the shapes in clouds or in fire.”18 One of the most perceptive readers of Shelley on love, Julie Carlson, notes that, for Shelley, “portraying the desired object and desiring subject as precisely not graspable is essential to perfecting humanity by keeping attachment free of the my-ness that blocks the mobility and expansiveness that Percy Shelley, following Godwin, desired to achieve through human connections.” She describes Shelley's “approach to living” as “an imaginative and analogical connection to objects, the ongoing and ever changing pursuit of which is the source and sign of a person's aliveness.” Carlson provocatively suggests the ways in which Shelley love was the logical response to the challenge of reading Shelleyan eros: “Shelley,” she writes, “continues to trouble reading by staging … the consequence of ‘my’ desire being the desire of the Other (manifested in the nineteenth-century reception history called ‘Shelley love’).”19 The Victorian Shelley lovers understood that their love for their author was part of a chain of attachments—somewhere along a path of substitutions, sacrifices, and reparations—of objects lost and found, shimmering into view and evanescing. What follows are some thoughts about how Victorian Shelley lovers understood the nature of object attachment, both through their analysis of the manifestations of object love and object appearance in Shelley's work and in their reflections on their own attachment to him.
A Good Shape
The Victorian Shelley lovers excelled at describing and diagnosing the peculiar manifestations of objects and shapes of desire in Shelley's poetry, and in so doing defined the shape of their own object love. Above all they focused on the relation of shape to light, and the relation of abstraction to affection. Victorian readers were as fascinated and perplexed by the “shape all light” in The Triumph of Life (a poem they loved, often going into ecstasies over Shelley's use of terza rima) as have been contemporary critics, but they also honed in on the presence of shapes of light throughout his poetry. They reveled in passages in which points and fields of light blend into each other, as in this one from Prometheus Bound:The point of one white star is quivering still

Deep in the orange light of widening morn

Beyond the purple mountains; through a chasm

Of wind-divided mist the darker lake

Reflects it—now it wanes—it gleams again

As the waves fade, and as the burning threads

Of woven cloud unravel in pale air….

'Tis lost! and through yon peaks of cloudlike snow

The roseate sunlight quivers.

(2:17–26)



As John Addington Symonds (gay aesthete and super-Shelley lover: he asked to be buried near the poet in Rome) noted, light often exists at the expense of shape in Shelley's poetry; it is a poetry in which light dissolves shape. “The scale of colour,” he wrote, “is light and aerial, and the darker shadows are omitted. An excess of luminousness seems to be continually radiated from the objects to which he [i.e., Shelley] looks: and in the radiation of many-coloured light the outline itself is apt to become a little misty.”20 In a lecture to the Shelley Society, the linguist Henry Sweet specified that Shelley was “keenly sensitive to the effect of light in motion;” and he noted that in this poetic world of light upon light even the meanings of the words for darkness were skewed, off-scale: “Shelley's use of the words shade and shadow is often peculiar;” designating “not darkness, but diminished light.”21 These Shelley lovers correctly perceived that a world of light on light is a world in which objects fade to white, dissolve, and move; and these insights dictated the terms in which they described both their experience of object love and of the object of their affections itself: Shelley as author is a being that casts no shadow. He was “a Spirit of the Sun;” a “God of the Sun;” a “fervent seraph beautiful and bright,” “star-pure, star-tremulous, star-wan.”22
Even some of the most sober and philosophical of Shelley lovers practiced a light-infused impressionistic mode of writing to express their relationship to Shelley. Here is how the American educator, Julia Gulliver—who received a PhD in philosophy from Smith College in 1888—ends an essay on Shelley:
One summer evening as I was walking in the woods, I looked up suddenly and saw between me and the setting sun a web of wonderful workmanship, arch on arch stretched in lines radiating from the centre—rainbow bridges in curves of exceeding beauty—the visible on the verge of the invisible—etherial matter spiritualized and glorified. Later, returning the same way, I looked again, but looked in vain, for it had disappeared with the sunset hues that had revealed it. There could be no fitter emblem of Shelley's gift to us.23


Gulliver, caught in what another Shelley lover called “the magic Shelley web,”24 weaves a common thread: the effect of light, the radiant beauty on the border between the visible and invisible; so that for Shelley lovers it was common not only to describe relating to Shelley in terms of such visual phenomena but also to do the opposite—that is, to describe such visual phenomena as being like the experience of relating to Shelley. Here is Symonds again, describing the effect of light on water in Davos, Switzerland: “The lake is not frozen and its reflections are as perfect as even words cannot convey the sense of the immaterial, aerial, lucid beauty—the feeling of purity and aloofness—the magic of the light and movement. It is more like a spirit moved by Shelley's lyric singing than anything else.”25 It's a little unclear what the antecedent of the “it” of the last sentence is—the lake? the “magic of light and movement”?—but this is my point: when Shelley—or Shelley's poetry—appears as a shape all light, the relation between subject and object, between the spirit moved and the shape that moves, becomes as endlessly mirroring as Symonds's lake and its reflections.
What was good, in other words, about the fuzzy, luminous shape of the object of desire in Shelley, and that was Shelley, were the ways in which it could be theorized as a reflection, a displacement, as something experienced as both external and internal—a shape all light without and within. Shelley lovers variously described the object of their affections as a shape, or a shell, that contained them or that they contained within themselves. There were many Shelley-love poems in which the poet appears, in his guise as a luminous shape all light, within the Shelley lover's dreams.26 But at times the Shelley lover is described as contained, embraced, or held within the poet. The socialist and children's author E. Nesbit wrote a poem that described Alma Murray, the actress who produced and starred in the Shelley Society's staging of The Cenci in 1886, as, in effect, inside Shelley's dream.27 A poem by the fin de siècle poet William Watson describes Shelley love like this: “He drew me to him with his strange far light— / He held me in a world all clouds and gleams.”28 Conversely, the early twentieth-century American poet Elinor Wylie, a super-Shelley lover who claimed to have fallen hard for Shelley at the age of seven, curiously imagined him as contained or held within herself. She rehearses the truism that Shelley's neglect by his contemporaries was redressed “in the opinion of the future,” and then she startlingly adds: “His future is already our own past. Some of us have loved him for longer years than composed the span of his whole life.”29
As Wylie's remark suggests, Shelley lovers took special delight in collapsing the time and space that separated them from the object of their affections and, further, in experimenting with strange loops of distance and of temporality in which, as in Wylie's remark, future and past changed places. One finds this especially in late Victorian discussions of Prometheus Unbound (a work they also especially went into ecstasies about), Shelley's “lyric drama” that is itself characterized by breathtaking manipulations of time and space. When they wrote about Prometheus Unbound, they seemed often to be mobilizing and adapting the poem's own weird dimension warps to locate themselves in relation to the poem and poet, determining their relative nearness or farness.
We can see this in the writings on Prometheus Unbound by William Michael Rossetti, a preeminent super-Shelley lover who devoted much of his life to his Shelleyan “labor of love”—editing, commentary—and whose endless writings about the poet are an interesting combination of literal-mindedness and insight. Like other Victorian Shelley lovers, Rossetti loved to write about what they called “that splendid afterthought,” the fourth act of Prometheus Unbound, which is, in essence, a choral lyric celebrating the aftermath of the action concluded in act 3—the overthrow of the oppressive reign of Jupiter.30 He quotes a lyrical speech in act 4 that surveys the history of the world as we know it:
The wrecks beside of many a city vast,

Whose population which the earth grew over

Was mortal, but not human; see, they lie,

Their monstrous works, and uncouth skeletons,

Their statues, homes and fanes; prodigious shapes

Huddled in grey annihilation, split,

Jammed in the hard, black deep; and over these,

The anatomies of unknown wingèd things,

And fishes which were isles of living scale,

And serpents, bony chains, twisted around

The iron crags, or within heaps of dust

To which the tortuous strength of their last pangs

Had crushed the iron crags;—and over these

The jagged alligator, and the might

Of earth-convulsing behemoth, which once

Were monarch beasts, and on the slimy shores,

And weed-overgrown continents of earth,

Increased and multiplied like summer worms

On an abandoned corpse, till the blue globe

Wrapped deluge round it like a cloak, and they

Yelled, gaspt, and were abolished; or some God

Whose throne was in a Comet, passed, and cried—

“Be not!” And like my words they were no more.

(4:296–318; my emphasis)



Of this speech Rossetti gushes, “As one reads, the words seem to become almost as gigantic as the cycle of animated creation which they commemorate.” But he halts his enthusiasm to indulge in a peculiarly pig-headed quibble over Shelley's use of the word “over” in the speech, asserting that what the poet means by “over” is actually “under”: “It is clear that ‘over’ here is used in the sense which we commonly call ‘under’; i.e., the speech refers to deeper and deeper substrata reaching down towards the terrestrial center. There is something impressive, though anomalous, in this use of terms, whereby the centre of the globe is made to figure as its universal apex, towards which all points converge.”31 We might rather wish to say that “there is something impressive (though anomalous)” about this kind of Shelley-loving Victorian literary criticism, which insists that “over” means “under” and turns the poet's representation of the earth inside out. But perhaps, I am suggesting, we might view formulations such as this as part of the Shelley-lover's project of defining and describing their relation to the object of their affections—a porous, elastic shape they variously imagined themselves to be under, over, inside, and outside.
Take, for example, the analysis of Catholic, drug-addicted Victorian poet Francis Thompson, who memorably described Shelley the poet as a shape or shell both inside and outside himself: Shelley was “an encysted child.” Because of some early wounds and abuses at school, Thompson claimed, Shelley split himself in two, encysting his child self within himself, and as a result never really was either boy or man but was an encysted, never-to-mature, split being.32 Now, Thompson's “Shelley” essay—which has been taken by many (including some turn-of-the-century readers: Elinor Wylie found it repellent and condescending) to be the nadir of excessive, enthusiastic, fin de siècle Shelley-loving purple prose—becomes most interesting if we read it through the analysis of early British object-relations psychoanalyst Ella Freeman Sharpe. (You will note that I am now encysting people within people, like Russian dolls—bear with me.) An English teacher by training and profession, Sharpe turned to psychoanalysis when she suffered intensely the loss of many students in the First World War; she then received analytic training and eventually, between the world wars, became one of the most interesting and creative of the loose group of British object-relations psychoanalysts, known as the Independents. For her first paper at the British Psychoanalytic Society, on her admission to the society in 1923, she presented an analysis of Francis Thompson; and one of her starting points is that much of what Thompson says about Shelley could be applied to Thompson himself. She cites in this regard not only the analysis of childhood, and the consequent ways of relating to self and other that both poets share, but also Thompson's description of Shelley's insight into “the secret subterranean passages between matter and soul…. He stood thus at the very junction-lines of the visible and invisible—and could shift the points as he willed…. He could express as he listed the material and immaterial in terms of each other.”33 Sharpe, whose subsequent contributions to psychoanalytic theory focused most movingly on our attachments to “the good concrete object within”34 and on the very literary processes of symbolization that allowed such objects to cross between inside and outside, invisible and visible, turns her analysis, that is, on the Victorian Shelley lover's analysis of his object.
To study late nineteenth- and early twentieth-century Shelley lovers' elaboration of the shapes and objects in Shelley's poetry, and Shelley as a kind of shape or object—radiant, porous—is thus to find oneself in part of the very early history of British psychoanalysis, in which a love of authors and words was central to understanding what love was. The gay, socialist activist and writer Edward Carpenter—an arch-Shelley lover who prefaced his memoir of his extremely long life, My Days and Dreams, by remarking that he wrote it in the old St. Pancras Churchyard, which, he notes, was “the frequent trysting place of Percy Shelley and Mary Godwin”—begins his case, in his study of Shelley's sexuality, with an excellent account of the vagueness and diffuseness of the object desire in the poetry. The paradox of Shelley's poetry is that, “while the love-interest occupies such a large part of the general field of Shelley's poetry, it occurs almost always in a very diffused and abstract form.”35 Carpenter's argument is that the abstract, idealized, ethereal natures of these shifting love objects are symptoms of a repressed homosexual love object. Carpenter's analysis of the appearance of the object of desire in the poetry provides a bridge between the writings of the Victorian Shelley lovers and psychoanalytic ways of thinking about modern love. Ernest Jones, founder of the British Psychoanalytic Society, was a Shelley lover; he quoted Shelley's Adonais in his eulogy for Freud.36
But if Victorian Shelley love as attachment to a shape all light leads us to think about modern understandings of love—as transferential, “perverse,” mobile—we may find that some of even the flakiest formulations of Shelley as a shape all light shed some light (as it were) on a particular strain of thinking about authorship in the late nineteenth and early twentieth centuries. This is Shelley's place in a field in which visits from shapes all light were the order of the day—namely, the field of spiritualism and the occult.37 The etherealizing of the image of Shelley by the Victorian Shelley lovers would seem to have made this inevitable; and even less spiritually inclined Shelley lovers frequently cast Shelley's hold over them in the shape of a ghost. “Shelley haunts me,” the poet Mary Elizabeth Coleridge confided to her mentor; Rossetti noted that even after his Shelleyan labors were over, “Shelley continues to haunt me.”38 Readers of the lavishly illustrated 1907 photographic travelogue With Shelley in Italy could imagine themselves “with” the ghostly Shelley as they gazed at photographs that implicitly invited them to sense themselves in the never-photographed poet's company, his absent presence uncannily diffused into the blinding light of a desolate streetscape in Naples (Fig. 15) or hovering around his own grave. (Fig. 16)39
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To the spiritually inclined, Shelley truly appeared; he sent his greetings; he consorted with other luminaries from the past and with the loved ones of the spiritualists remaining on earth, as in the case of a Toronto man whose departed mother sent word: “Shelley is with me.”40 Passages by Shelley—in particular, from Adonais (occultists were particularly drawn to the lines “Life like a dome of many coloured glass / Stains the white radiance of Eternity”)—frequently emerged in instances of automatic writing, an occult practice much scrutinized by the Society for Psychical Research (SPR), founded in 1882 to study—scientifically but sympathetically—all kinds of paranormal phenomena. In piecing together their account of how passages from Shelley and other authors appeared in the writings of the mediums, the society's researchers articulated a definition of “author” that may have some resonances for us. Alice Johnson, a tireless SPR researcher, discriminated between “author” and “writer”: “author” referring to “the intelligence behind the script;” “writer” designating “the automatist” or medium.41 Writing about some notorious controversies surrounding automatic writing in early twentieth-century England, two recent scholars have argued that the vogue for automatic writing—with its new definitions of “What is an author?” involving a kind of partnership between an immaterial being and an earthly scribe—needs to be taking seriously as part of literary modernism's meanings.42 In the next section of this essay, we shall look in detail at one such partnership between “Shelley” and a modern devotee and scribe.
A Good Sound
Victorian and modern Shelley lovers imagined the poet as a radiant, diaphanous shape, but they also cleaved to him as a source of good sounds. “So subtly sweet and rich are the tones, so wonderfully are developed the perfect cadences, that the meaning of the words of the singing is lost and dissolved in the overwhelming rapture of the impression.” That is James Thomson's description of the experience of Shelleyan sound over meaning,43 and this theme is sounded frequently in the Shelley lovers' accounts of Shelleyan sound. Julia Gulliver, the Smith-educated philosopher, actually compared the way in which Shelleyan sound blots out meaning in the mind of the reader to the effect of the “shape all light” in the Triumph of Life, who blots out all thoughts with her “feet”:
We are rather bathed in “a flood of rapture so divine” that we lose all consciousness

save an entrancing sense of overflowing, all-embracing melody…. In describing

one of the Shapes that appear to him in The Triumph of Life Shelley unconsciously

describes his own poetry and its effect:

      And still her feet, no less than the sweet tune

      To which they moved, seemed as they moved to blot

      The thoughts of him who gazed on them; and soon

      All that was, seemed as if it had been not.44



The Shelley lovers' stunning descriptions of the experience of Shelleyan sound as an all-embracing, consciousness-annihilating environment brings to mind a passage in an essay by the contemporary British analyst Christopher Bollas about patients who try to use the analyst as what he calls a “transformational object”: an aesthetic object or experience that will allow the patient to develop, rather than as a real person who can tell him things. Bollas describes a patient named Peter, about whom he says, “I felt that he was trying to share a secret with me within the transference, but it was a secret utterance that was prior to language…. Above all, I was to learn that what he wanted was to hear my voice, which I gradually understood to be his need for a good sound.”45 This is my way of understanding one aspect of how the Shelley lovers used Shelley—as a source of good sound, something beyond words or even voice or music, but more like the drone inside a shell.
It was apparently as a sound—not as a voice or words or music—that Shelley chose to visit one of his most devoted spirit mediums, Shirley Carson Jenney, who began hearing Shelley in the 1920s, and wrote—as opposed to authored—five books by him over the next decades. (Fig. 17) Jenney referred to herself as a “clairaudient” (as distinct from a “clairvoyant”), and described her coming to hear Shelley as follows. Her psychic experiences began in England after the First World War, and at first her psychic powers were limited to automatic writing. But then, “One morning I woke up with the extraordinary sensation of hearing voices speaking to me—not in Earth Tones—and of seeing no forms. It was almost like a small clamor at first.” She learns to tune in to the sounds so that they get translated into speech; interestingly it is the spirit of one of the founders of the Society for Psychical Research, F. W. H.Myers, who explains to her how to do it: “‘This is the mental tone. You have become clairaudient. You are in touch with the third sphere…. We want you to get the higher Tone—the Etheric Tone. Listen UP, as it were.’”46 Jenney learns to turn the frequency dial “UP” so that the clamor becomes voice, and not to her surprise—“since he had always been a family idol”—it is Shelley who comes to speak to her, claiming kinship and love with her and politely asking if he can have four hours a day with her in which to dictate to her his works authored from the other side.47 While sometimes Shelley does appear to her—sometimes as a shape all light, sometimes as a handsome young man in a “palish-gray tweed-like suit,” sometimes “in form with streaming blue aura” (in these cases, she notes, “we always call him ‘Blue Shelley’”),48 for this Shelley lover, Shelley was primarily a good sound.
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But for Jenney as for other Shelley lovers before her, though Shelley was a good sound, he was not a perfect one. In her books, which are a bizarre combination of the literate and the illiterate, Jenney's Shelley often revises, emends, and completes his poems. (Fig. 18) Strange as this may be, in this regard Jenney's practices belong on the same spectrum of a range of uses of Shelley by other Shelley lovers, who often emended, repaired, and supplemented the poems. Here, for example, is a volume of Shelley belonging to the early twentieth-century American poet Arthur Ficke (prolific and fashionable in his day, he is best known to us now as a lover of Edna St. Vincent Millay; he was also a friend of the uber-Shelley lover Elinor Wylie), who graduated from Harvard in 1904 and clearly acquired this edition on his tour to England the summer after graduation. An ardent young Shelley lover, he added a stanza of his own composition to Shelley's short lyric “The World's Wanderer” and pasted it carefully into his book. (Fig. 19)
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The Victorian Shelley editors were highly attuned to the poet as a source of good, though imperfect sound: one noted that Shelley could be faulted for “sacrificing grammar for the sake of avoiding a disagreeable sound.”49 We can see the desire to repair Shelley's good sounds in William Michael Rossetti's desires to perfect Shelley's rhymes. Rossetti viewed Shelley's sounds—and occasional faults of sound—as certain signs of the poet's “genius,” but he was equally certain that his “labour of love” might involve emending those sounds.50 While Shelley may have done anything “for the sake of avoiding a disagreeable sound,” Rossetti was perplexed by, and sought to make amends for, Shelley's tolerance of imperfect rhyme. He refrains from correcting the following rhyme from the “Hymn to Mercury”:
From one side to the other of the road

And with his face opposed the steps he trod. (xxxv.7–8; Rossetti's emphasis)



And he comments, “With most versifiers, we might be confident that the word here, for the sake of rhyme, ought to be ‘trode’ … but with Shelley we cannot be very sure of this; his ear and pen counted resemblances, as well as repetitions, of sound, often apparently by preference.”51 But in other instances Rossetti confessed himself “strongly inclined … to set the rhyme right.”52 The psychology of gestures of repair and reparation by Shelley lovers will be my topic in the final section of this essay.
Fade to White
I will end this consideration of the psychology of Shelley love by looking at the practices and writings of Victorian and modern women Shelley lovers. There were many: following the poet's footsteps, keeping scrapbooks, digging up violets from his grave. Lady Jane Shelley—wife of the poet's only surviving child, Sir Percy Florence Shelley, and self-appointed guardian of the poet's remains—sympathetically reported seeing “a young girl” visiting Shelley's grave: “With love and reverence she laid a wreath on the stone. Then she knelt down and kissed the stone and said, ‘Sweet Shelley,’ and with gentle pathos rose, but she bent down once more and took a violet root in her hands…. I do not mind the violets being taken, for those who take them do so because they love him.”53 Lady Shelley apparently extended less charity to one Miss Grove, who slaved away on the Shelley Society's Concordance, published in 1892, until her death, and who made a pilgrimage to Lady Shelley's home, home to the Shelley relics, but was denied entrance.54 The Shelley Society announced in 1886 a contest for the best essay on Shelley written by a woman.55 Like the list of male Victorian writers who were Shelley lovers, the list of female Victorian writers who were Shelley lovers is long. Among the poets, Alice Meynell, Mary Elizabeth Coleridge, Bessie Parkes, and May Sinclair all wrote about Shelley as the poet to whom they felt, in the words of the excellent poet and Shelley lover Dollie Radford, “nearer than any.”56
However, while many of the male authors—from Robert Browning to William Butler Yeats to T. S. Eliot and, even, to F. Scott Fitzgerald—tended to grow out of their Shelley-loving phrase and to view Shelley love as a youthful indiscretion, in Eliot's words, an “adolescent enthusiasm,” the women writers did not; they tended to stay loyal and fiercely attached, Shelley lovers till the ends of their days. The popular novelist Ouida (Marie Louise de la Ramée) declared modestly that “few, perhaps, if any think of Shelley as often as I do.” She disdained the male Shelley lovers who hunted after relics; “the disease for documents,” in her view, was distasteful and snoopy, and she saved particular contempt for Shelley lovers who pored over the documents for evidence of the poet's conduct and morals: “What can his conduct, within the bonds of marriage or without them, matter to a world which he blessed and enriched? What can his personal sorrow or failings be to people who should only rejoice to hearken to his melodious voice?” These commonplace Shelley-loving rhetorical questions are followed by this one: “Who would not give the lives of a hundred thousand ordinary women to make happy for an hour such a singer as he?”57
Such genocidal, rock-star-groupie fantasies aside, it is worth thinking about how the Victorian transformation of Shelley into a shape all light both enabled and complicated women authors' ways of relating to him. It was a truism of Victorian Shelleyanism that there was something feminine about the radiant, ethereal poet;58 and, of course, the original “shape all light” from The Triumph of Life is—however we, or the Victorian Shelley lovers, choose to interpret her—a female figure. In an excellent, perceptive essay, the poet Mathilde Blind—she who kissed William Michael Rossetti's fragment of Shelley's skull—positively identifies the “shape all light” as the goddess Urania of Adonais, but her essay also makes a quick transition to other female “shapes” in Shelley's poetry, such as Cythna in The Revolt of Islam, as feminist figures: “To Shelley belongs the honour of being the first poet who has embodied, in a shape of loftiest loveliness, the most momentous of all our modern ideas—that of the emancipation of women from this subjection to men. He is thus the forerunner of John Stuart Mill, and has achieved in the world of the ideal what which is now being realized practically by the man of science.”59 Shelley himself she described in no less idealized, immaterial terms: “He is as the electric telegraph of thought flashing its fiery spark through the dull dense world of sense.”60
The problem for women authors may perhaps be described as the difficulty attendant upon simultaneously loving a shape all light, and being a shape all light. The conception of authorship that emerges from a swirling confluence of forces at the fin de siècle—Shelley love, spiritualism, idealism, that is, authorship as abstract, evanescent, mental, otherworldly, separate from the world as we know it—could be either hospitable to the interests of women authors or consign them to being mere “writers,” transcribing the luminous shapes that were authored elsewhere.61 In an exceptionally striking conjunction between the woman author and Shelley's shape all light, William H. Channing described the American transcendentalist Margaret Fuller as
Always … open eyed to beauty, fresh for wonder, with wings poised for flight, and

fanning the coming breeze of inspiration. Always she seemed to see before her—

    “A shape all light, which with one hand did fling

        Dew on the earth, as if she were the dawn,

    And the invisible rain did ever sing

        A silver music on the mossy lawn.”62



But perhaps the most intense woman Shelley lover of all was the early twentieth-century American poet, essayist, and novelist Elinor Wylie, who claimed (as we noted earlier) to have fallen for Shelley at the age of seven, and whose acute, crazy, but learned and sharp devotion to the poet only increased in the decade before her death in 1928. The terms in which Wylie herself was described by her good friend Carl van Doren are a variation on the shape all light—or at least a shape all white; she is a whiter shade of pale: “She looked like the white queen of a white country. White-faced in white satin, she had no color but in her lustrous eyes and her bronze hair. She seemed restless and remote.” Of her fantastic attachment to Shelley, Van Doren commented that “she was so near to literally in love with him that he stood between her and living men.”63
Though Wylie's poems are strewn with allusions to Shelley, they are not poems that bear Shelley's poetic influence: they are truly poems of Shelley love. Wylie was not, that is, in any sense a Shelleyan poet: at their best, Wylie's short lyrics are austere, bracing, and bitter (at worst a bit mannered and maudlin). Shelley provided not an influence but a way to orient her poetry around different objects of desire. The opening of her sonnet sequence A Red Carpet for Shelley is delightfully suave and urbane:
  But this is nothing; an eccentric joke,

  The legendary patchwork of a year

  Flung into muddiness, like Raleigh's cloak,

  To ask the honor of your step, my dear.

  Your path is printed on the atmosphere

  Forever as a flame against the smoke

Of obscure vision, and I must invoke

  Your magnanimity to make it clear.64



The second half of this sonnet and the other poems in this short sequence go on to imagine what on earth (literally) Wylie could make for Shelley to walk upon. A Red Carpet for Shelley is, in other words, a poem about poetic making. In fabricating her poem as a “red carpet” or landing strip for the celestial Shelley, Wylie styles herself as a funny combination of masculine courtier-poet (Sir Walter Raleigh) and feminine doormat-poet. In some of Wylie's other poems, love for Shelley allows her to spin out complex love triangles. In “Love Song,” Wylie renounces an earthly lover for Shelley; in a poem from her sonnet sequence One Person she renounces Shelley for the sake of an earthly lover.65One Person—written at the very end of Wylie's life (she died suddenly in her early forties of a stroke)—allegedly came out of a secret affair in which Wylie felt she had finally found the “one person” to love. But for Wylie there was never just one person; there was always Shelley, splitting and multiplying the directions of desire into different shapes.
Wylie's attachment to the author took a very different shape in her Shelley novel, which she took years to research and write, which she seemed to have poured her heart and soul into. It was published in 1926 in America under the title The Orphan Angel, but Wylie's original title was Mortal Image, and it appeared with that title in England the following year. Wylie's preferred title as well as the titles of all of the chapters of the novel is a Shelleyan phrase; it comes from Shelley's famous description of his poem Epipsychidion in a letter to John Gisborne written shortly before his death. The poem, he wrote, “is an idealized history of my life and feelings. I think one is always in love with something or other; the error, and I confess it is not easy for spirits cased in flesh and blood to avoid it, consists in seeking in a mortal image the likeness of what is, perhaps, eternal.”66 The phrase has multiple resonances in the novel, only one of which is Wylie's choice to give a mortal image—as a literary character—to Shelley, whom she considered immortal. Elsewhere she wrote: “It is not necessary to believe in a future life in order to call Shelley's soul immortal. He lives continuously and increasingly in the intellects and the affections of those who love him.”67 The premise of Mortal Image is that Shelley—called “Shiloh” (which was one of Byron's nicknames for Shelley)—does not drown in the fateful sailing accident off the coast of Italy in 1822 but is picked up by some American sailors. The novel follows him from the deck of the American ship through a quest for a mysterious female figure that takes him across the Atlantic and across North America, ending with Shelley/Shiloh gazing at the Pacific Ocean in San Diego. During his travels—from Boston, to the south, across the Mississippi, through Spanish Mexico, and on to California—Shelley conceals his identity as a famous poet, though he carries his copy of Aeschylus in his pocket and makes poetical utterances. Emphasizing his uncannily bright eyes and his flowing silvery hair, Wylie's descriptions of Shelley bear an uncanny resemblance to my own adolescent imaginings of the poet. His appearance resembles a shape all light (“upon the locks of his hair particles of light had fallen from the cloud of burning wings”);68 and even when he is supertan from the American sun, he is a whiter shade of pale. He also encounters many “shape all light” phenomena along the way. Wylie's Shelley proves himself to be a passionate defender of personal liberty and makes various observations on the state of America, which he loves: imagine a fictional version of Alexis de Tocqueville's Democracy in America with a fictional version of Shelley as its protagonist. Indeed, one way of reading Mortal Image would be to recognize it as Wylie's attempt—in an increasingly multiethnic New York City in the 1920s from which she expressed some alienation—to write a nostalgic account of the early American Republic. For all his attachment to liberty, Wylie's Shelley makes only one antislavery remark; no African Americans appear; and the Indians and Mexicans are, by and large, menaces.
But what is most striking about Mortal Image for our purposes is the novel's opening chapter. A blond, curly-haired, innocent American sailor (there are shades of Billy Budd hanging over the whole episode) impulsively and heroically leaps into the sea, single-handedly rescuing and then, against all odds, reviving the drowning Shelley just after he—the sailor, who is named Davy Butternut—has accidently killed another man; the guilt hangs heavily upon him. The plot of the novel hinges on Shelley assuming the identity of the murdered man; Davy cleaves to the idea that his rescuing of Shelley is a providential recompense or reparation for his killing of the other man. One life is lost and another is found; a life must be lost in order for the dead Percy Bysshe Shelley to “live” in the pages of Mortal Image. For Wylie, Shelley love hangs in the balance of an obscure need to make amends, suspended in an economy of guilt, substitution, and reparation.
We do not know if Virginia Woolf ever read Wylie's Mortal Image, though we do know that she did read some of Wylie's other work, and that the two authors met—and took an instant dislike to each other—in 1926.69 And we do know that, at roughly the same time, Woolf was beginning to plan a novel more truly Shelleyan than anything Wylie ever wrote: The Waves (published in 1931). In ending with Woolf, I risk violating the challenge I set myself at the beginning, that is, to try to focus on Shelley love, rather than on Shelley influence or Shelley allusions. Though she grew up in a late Victorian, early twentieth-century literary environment saturated with Shelley love (her father, for one, and the circle of Cambridge Apostles to which her older brother, Thoby Stephen, belonged), Woolf was not a card-carrying Shelley lover. She wrote about him extensively, but most of her explicit statements about him—as in her beautiful essay about Shelley called “‘Not One of Us’” (1927; the title is a phrase Mary Shelley used to describe her husband's otherworldliness)—are full of ambivalence. In that essay she meditates on Shelleyan love: on the ways in which his endlessly transferable, mobile attachments spanned the human and the inhuman and, in so doing, rendered him not quite human—a “being,” to use her word, or, as we might say, a “shape;” and she meditates on the price this mode of being extracted from the humans around him—in particular, Mary Shelley and Harriet Westbrook. (Woolf returned several times in her writing to the story of Harriet drowning herself in the Serpentine.) She expresses disappointment in reading Shelley's poetry, finding it is not as good as she remembered. But then she tempers that judgment and singles out Epipsychidion and Prometheus Unbound as almost unspeakably great. Reading those works, she writes, “we come through skeins of clouds and gusts of whirlwind out into a space of pure calm, of intense and windless serenity.”70
There are no noisy professions of author love in Woolf's writings about Shelley, but she made use of him as an internal object, above all in The Waves, where Shelley's shape gives that work its distinctive shape and its distinctive light. Like many women writers before her, she was haunted by him; like Mary Elizabeth Coleridge who confessed herself to be haunted by “bits” of Shelley (“bits of Prometheus haunt me too”), quotations of Shelley well up in Woolf's writing and in accounts of her inner life, as when she produces a fragment of Prometheus Unbound in her essay “On Being Ill,” to illustrate how, during illness, “we rifle the poets of their flowers. We break off a line or two and let them open in the depths of the mind.”71 During the London air raids in 1940, she wrote about reading “my Shelley at night.”72 During a trip to Italy in 1933, the Woolfs visited Lerici, the seaside town where the Shelleys were living at the time of the poet's death, and in her letters and diaries Woolf repeatedly circles around to imagining Mary Shelley and Jane Williams, watching and waiting as their husbands' bodies churned under the sea.73 (Imagining being Mary Shelley is a recurring phenomenon among the writings of the women Shelley lovers. One great, unusual Victorian Shelley-loving poem, Bessie Parke's Gabriel, contains sections that, as one reads, reveal themselves to be written from the point of view of Mary Shelley. In one section, Mary Shelley, standing on a bridge in London, is visited by the spirit of Shelley from beyond the grave. Like Woolf, the clairaudient psychic Shirley Carson Jenney imagined Mary Shelley waiting, listening to sea birds as Percy drowns offshore.) In a letter to Ethel Smyth, Woolf wrote, “Here am I sitting, by an open window, by a balcony, by the bay in which Shelley was drowned, wasn't he, 113 years ago, on a hot day like this—which indeed I might describe, but how describe the hills, the tall pink yellow white houses, and the in fact, not fiction, purple brown sea, not rolling in waves as I made my sea.”74 “My sea”: Woolf's formulation points to a link between Shelley's sea and her sea in The Waves.
The connections between The Waves and Shelley go far beyond allusion and quotation, though the novel is full of them. As other readers have noted, the character Rhoda frequently quotes passages from a number of shorter Shelley lyrics.75 But in shape The Waves resembles Prometheus Unbound more than any other text. Woolf described The Waves not as a novel, but as “an abstract, mystical eyeless book: a playpoem”76; and it shares its hybrid qualities with Shelley's “lyrical drama.” It is, like Prometheus Unbound, a deep inner drama: completely choral in structure, it is composed of soliloquies by six characters, and, as in the case of Prometheus Unbound, it is never clear whether we should take these voices as inner or outer, as thought or speech. The character's utterances are completely in the simple present tense of Shelleyan lyric: “Oh, this is pain, this is anguish! I faint, I fall,” cries the Shelleyan Rhoda.77 As in Prometheus Unbound, the choral structure of The Waves depends on nonnarrated movements of time and space: when a character speaks, the reader does not know where they are or how or when they got there. Scale, time, and distance are loopy and elastic. Action is decentered, and, spread among the six characters; so is consciousness. To read The Waves is to find oneself in the same kind of free fall one experiences reading Prometheus Unbound. As Gillian Beer, highly attentive to the Shelleyan shape of The Waves, remarks, “The rhythms of the work will sustain us comfortably as long as we do not flounder about trying to catch hold of events.”78
The chorus of The Waves is framed and rhythmically punctuated by a sequence of impersonally narrated interludes that describe the sun's progress over the sea, from sunrise to sunset: it is an exercise in catching shapes all light, the effects of light on water. On the sun's way down, for example: “Its light slanted, falling obliquely. Here it caught on the edge of a cloud and burnt it into a slice of light, a blazing island on which no foot could rest.”79 The intense Shelleyanism of The Waves—seen from the perspective of the long history of Shelley love—should make us pause, and cause us to wonder whether it is time to rethink the standard history of Shelley's reception and the relation of Victorian Shelley love to modernism. In most accounts of Victorian Shelley love, the advent of the First World War is taken as the death knell, an end to the excessively enthusiastic adoration of the ethereal author and the beginning of a long period of Shelleyan neglect in the era of modernism and New Criticism, which was only reversed by renewed critical attention to the Romantic poets in the late 1950s and early 1960s.80 But to think about women writing after World War I (Woolf, Wylie, even the psychoanalyist Ella Freeman Sharpe and the clairaudient Shirley Carson Jenney) is to glimpse a Shelley love becoming even more urgent and to view something like Shelley love—an intense interest in inner objects, in diaphanous, shifting shapes all light—as part of what makes them modern.
What makes them modern as well is their understanding of the place of authors and author love in the psychology of love and attachment. One of the peculiar things about The Waves is the way much of it seems to revolve around a character who does not speak, a character who dies halfway through the book, but whose presence radiates out into the utterances of the six speaking characters. His name is Percival. “Percival, a ridiculous name,” one of the characters remarks.81 There is absolutely nothing Shelleyan about Percival as a human being, as far as we can make out—to the extent that he exists at all, he is a popular, shallow English public school boy who becomes a colonial officer in India. He is less a shape all light than an obsessively beloved, deified (more than once he is called a “God”) lump: in Gillian Beer's words, “an obscured, even blanked out figure.”82 Much critical commentary has gone into linking Percival to the Parsifal of Arthurian and Wagnerian legend; it takes coming from the perspective of Victorian Shelley love to notice that, for example, Rhoda picks violets in his honor (115, 119).
The idea of Woolf's Percival as a kind of blank figure for the intense attachment to Percy Shelley that shapes The Waves can, however, make more sense if we follow the links that clearly designate Percival as a kind of placeholder for Woolf's beloved brother Thoby Stephen, who died young, and if we follow as well the links that designate The Waves as a whole as a belated tidal wave of response to Thoby's death. After having composed the last pages of The Waves—in which the character Bernard imagines Percival in death—Woolf described herself as “having reeled across the last ten pages with some moments of such intensity and intoxication that I seemed only to stumble after my own voice…. I have been sitting these 15 minutes in a state of glory, and calm, and some tears, thinking of Thoby and if I could write Julian Thoby Stephen 1881–1906 on the first page.”83 If we view Woolf's Shelleyan “play-poem” as a love letter to the beautiful brother who died young, we can perceive—as in Wylie's Mortal Image, though much less explicitly—the way in which Shelley serves as a good, ideal, inner object, one that stands in for the loss of others in a chain of substitution, reparation, and love. Authors are not-really-persons who move within us, objects of love that stand for, and make sense of, obscure parts of our inner lives. Author love lets us live. In her essay “Letter to a Young Poet,” written shortly after The Waves, Woolf wrote, “for my part I do not believe in poets dying; Keats, Shelley, and Byron are alive here in this room in you and you and you.”84
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 The Paradox of Theatrical Authorship and Caryl Churchill's Collaborative Practice
 JEAN E. HOWARD
A Prehistory: The Fantasy of Shakespeare as Only Begetter
About the Author
There is a moment early in the movie Shakespeare in Love when the dramatist to be, young John Webster, crouches near the entrance to the theater where Shakespeare is rehearsing his latest play.1 While toying, unforgettably, with a mouse, Webster spies on the doings of everyone in the London theater world, learning the ways of the stage by watching as Shakespeare, Marlowe, and Henslowe go about the business of writing plays, raising money to keep the houses open, and scrounging up actors to perform in them. About theatrical authorship the film takes a paradoxical view. On the one hand, as in this instance, it gives a convincing picture of the communal nature of the theatrical profession in the early modern period and of the traffic that continually occurred between theater managers and dramatists, between dramatists and actors, and between one dramatist and another. Shakespeare is shown to be particularly influenced, and intimidated by, the dashing Kit Marlowe, played by Rupert Everett, who at one point offers him pointers on the construction of his next comedy. The three of them—Marlowe, Shakespeare, and Webster—represent different generations of playwrights, all learning from one another, all influenced by one another.
On the other hand, the film is equally committed, if anachronistically so, to the idea of playmaking as a solitary act of personal creativity. Hence the many scenes of the young Shakespeare in his garret, inspired by his personal muse, Violet De Lesseps, madly dashing off sonnets and play scenes while impassioned music surges on the soundtrack. (Fig. 20) In this part of the movie, Shakespeare hardly belongs to a theatrical community at all; he is simply a neurotic genius whose life provides the truest key to his work, as instanced by the repeated crosscutting between Violet de Lessep's bedroom and the rehearsal of Ethel the Pirate's Daughter, a.k.a., Romeo and Juliet. There is a fundamental disconnect between these scenes and those in which Shakespeare's work is shown to be shaped by the precedents set by Marlowe, by the personnel available to play the parts he creates, by the wishes of the theater managers who solicit his plays, and by the powerful patrons who see them and then require more of the same or something different.
[image: Figure 20: Joseph Fiennes as Shakespeare writing in his garret, Shakespeare in Love (Miramax Films / Universal Pictures, 1998).]Figure 20:Joseph Fiennes as Shakespeare writing in his garret, Shakespeare in Love (Miramax Films / Universal Pictures, 1998).View Asset
Shakespeare in Love, I would suggest, is not unique in its schizophrenic representations of authorship as, on the one hand, deeply social, and, on the other, as uniquely individual. But Shakespeare bears a special burden when we think of authorship since he is widely regarded as the author of authors in the English tradition, that is, as a figure of singular genius who is also the originary force behind a corpus of work unified by a varied but seamless coherence of style and technical brilliance. (Fig. 21) Since the Romantic period, in particular, this has been a persistent way of thinking about authorship, even though its limits have been incisively critiqued by those who see all “individual” expression as dependent on discourses and conventions that do not originate with the author.2 For some critics of authorship, history and culture write texts as much as do individuals; and authorship, in Michel Foucault's view, is best understood as a historical invention useful in establishing property rights in certain kinds of texts and in permitting specific typologies of discourse to be established, some receiving organization under the rubric of a specific name and some not.3
[image: Figure 21: Title page of Mr. William Shakespeares Comedies, Histories, & Tragedies (The First Folio) (London, 1623).]Figure 21:Title page of Mr. William Shakespeares Comedies, Histories, & Tragedies (The First Folio) (London, 1623).View Asset
Especially in the popular imagination, however, Shakespeare still means originary genius, even though what Keats called the poet's negative capability, along with the paucity of facts about his life, has troubled attempts to link person and works. If one wants to feel the weight of the biographical person—the writer, in Foucault's terms—behind the texts associated with Shakespeare's name, that desire largely meets with frustration. Seeking for the direct assertion of personality and opinion in the work, we encounter instead a nimbus cloud.
This is one factor among many behind the long tradition of claiming that Shakespeare is not actually the author of the plays in The Norton Shakespeare, a position that arises in popular thought, not from poststructuralist claims about the death of the author, the quixotic nature of the quest for origins, or the impersonality and shaping power of discourse, but from the simple sense that a more socially appropriate and readily legible personality should stand behind these works of genius as their origin and legitimating authority. James Shapiro has recently written about the impulse to find another author for “Shakespeare's” plays.4 This impulse, when not simply expressing a crude desire to link social and aesthetic distinction, indicates a popular hankering within modernity to assign texts as property both to the author as owner and to the author as origin and final ground of explanation, someone whose life is sufficiently documented to allow a mutual and satisfying intertwining of biography and creative corpus.
The Renaissance thought differently. As Jeffrey Masten, among others, has pointed out, authorship is not a transhistorical category. Its meaning and function change over time. In premodern and early modern dispensations, he argues, authorship was associated less with original composition, with its attendant ideas of property and copyright, and more with imitation, quotation, copia, unattributed borrowing, and deference to and legitimation through prior authority.5 To impose Enlightenment ideas of authorship onto this period is anachronistic, however “natural” it appears.6 Moreover, thanks to the efforts of brilliant cultural historians such as Margreta DeGrazia and Michael Dobson, we can now trace many of the social processes by which, in the seventeenth and eighteenth centuries, Shakespeare was transformed from a member of a collaborative, partly anonymous theater culture into an author in Foucault's sense, as his works were collected, edited, commented upon, printed, and, eventually, printed with an accompanying biography, a process that crystallized into its modern Enlightenment form with Edmund Malone's monumental editorial and biographical efforts, which made the life and works one unit.7
Many early modern printed plays from Shakespeare's own day have no author's name on the title page (Fig. 22), though they may mention the company that staged the play. Other printed plays bear the names of several writers, an indication of the well-developed practice of collaborative composition. These facts, along with the wide-scale borrowing of plots and motifs from prior sources, all intimate that the theater, like other early modern institutions, did not fetishize individual authorship or the playwright as sole creative authority.8 Moreover, empirical research in book history and theater history has revealed the messy network of coagents who had a hand in shaping a play as it made its way from script to stage to page, its several forms of existence marked by complicated forms of collaboration. These cocreators included, besides printers and publishers, theater managers, actors, musicians, prompters, scribes who wrote out actors' parts, women working in the textile trades who helped costume the players, and pawnbrokers who lent out articles of clothing for a fee.9 Many social actors made an early modern theatrical performance or printed play, though printed drama often elides that collaborative work, erasing the multiple forms of labor that not only facilitated performance but also affected the script that eventually became the printed text.
[image: Figure 22: Title page of the quarto edition of Shakespeare's Titus Andronicus (London, 1594), on which the author's name does not appear.]Figure 22:Title page of the quarto edition of Shakespeare's Titus Andronicus (London, 1594), on which the author's name does not appear.View Asset
This suggests not only that authorship is a historical construct and not a transhistorical concept but also that authorship may not have the same meaning across the spectrum of literary forms. If Shakespeare lived in a period when solitary authorship was not fetishized, it is also true that he primarily worked in a medium—the theater—that, both before and after the early modern period, has put particular pressure on the idea of single authorship. In what follows I turn from historical difference, then, to questions of genre, arguing that there is something unusually vexed, paradoxical, and provocative about the concept of theatrical authorship per se. To develop this argument, I turn to the contemporary British playwright Caryl Churchill, whose work urgently raises the question: what is authorship in the context of writing for the stage? Or, who authors a play?
Caryl Churchill, Socialism, Authorship
Although relatively unknown in America even ten years ago, Churchill's name now signals a kind of theater that is experimental, politically committed, feminist. Her reputation for politically engaged theater has become more pronounced since the 2009 Royal Court staging of Seven Jewish Children: A Play for Gaza, banned from being read on the BBC because of its “provocative” subject matter, that is, its implicit criticism of the policies of the state of Israel.10Seven Jewish Children raises questions about theatrical authorship, as well as about Jewish history, and I will return to those at the end of this essay. However, from the very earliest moments of her career, Churchill explored in novel ways how playmaking, ownership, and authorship are both imbricated and in tension. Her first full-length drama, Light Shining in Buckinghamshire, which concerns the mid-seventeenth-century English Civil War, explores the paradoxes that beset authorship in the twentieth and twenty-first centuries and that, perhaps most pointedly, beset theatrical authorship.
Churchill frequently foregrounds the communal, deeply social nature of theatrical authorship and does so in part to critique claims of individual ownership over goods, including artistic goods, that should be held in common. Her socialist perspective leads her to locate the origin of such practices in the seventeenth century, which provides the historical setting for several of her early plays. And yet, in making this argument about Churchill, I am perforce reifying some of the very things she calls in question. I will be speaking of her plays, her body of work; indeed, it is by her proper name that one locates in library catalogs the dramas she helped to create. This is an inescapable paradox, yet one that does not, I think, invalidate the nature of the critique her plays enable. Neither she nor the body of work associated with her proper name can exist outside the ownership regime of the early twenty-first century with its fully commercial protocols of attributing value and determining property rights. Nonetheless, I hope to show that in her work Churchill is unusually self-conscious about the inescapable contradictions of the historical situation in which theatrical authorship is now instantiated and provides both a critique of its assumptions and hints of an alternative practice.
When Churchill's spectacular early work Light Shining in Buckinghamshire was first performed in 1976, she was just a writer, not someone whose work had been collected and edited or whose name stood for anything in particular. She had produced some radio plays and had participated in university and then in fringe theater. Light Shining opened in the Traverse Theatre in Edinburgh and then was taken to the Royal Court Theatre Upstairs. In retrospect, it proved key to establishing Churchill as an author whose name signals a certain kind of play. It begins with a passage from Isaiah that in performance is to be sung by the entire cast:
Fear, and the pit, and the snare are upon thee, O inhabitant of the earth.
And it shall come to pass that he who fleeth from the noise of the fear shall fall into the pit; and he that cometh out of the midst of the pit shall be taken in the snare; for the windows from on high are open, and the foundations of the earth do shake.
The earth is utterly broken down, the earth is clean dissolved, the earth is moved exceedingly.
The earth shall reel to and fro like a drunkard, and shall be removed like a cottage; and the transgression thereof shall be heavy upon it; and it shall fall and not rise again.11


Not spoken by a singular voice but sung by many in unison, comprising not an “original” speech written by Caryl Churchill but consisting of a direct quotation from an Old Testament prophet, these lines are an apt introduction to a theatrical event that theorizes and critiques authorship as one of an ensemble of social practices linked in modernity to property, ownership, and individual expression. Notable for the extent and foregrounding of its borrowings from other texts, and embodying a theatrical practice that in every possible way elevates the collective above the individual, Light Shining in Buckinghamshire functions both as a theoretical text and as a vehicle for thinking about some of the paradoxes of dramatic authorship, the political issues it raises, and, for Churchill, its relationship, in particular, to questions of ownership.12
Churchill's play hyperbolizes the collaborative and social nature of both playwriting and performance in order, first, to bridge the fire wall sometimes set up between them and, second, in order to illuminate the silent violence done by congealing ownership of socially generated cultural material in a singular figure, the author. Churchill's approach to the authorship question is thus somewhat unique, but it (1) calls attention to the larger ensemble of practices and ideologies within which authorship is embedded in modernity; (2) suggests that while dramatic authorship has unique characteristics, it nonetheless has relevance for thinking about the social nature of writing more broadly; and (3) uses the occasion of creating both play and playscript to critique received ideas of authorship and to figure forth and enact an alternative of utopian aspiration based on collectivity and collaboration.
Light Shining in Buckinghamshire is a history play in the tradition of Shakespeare and Brecht that stages the flourishing of radical movements and sensibilities during the English Civil Wars of the 1640s and their immediate aftermath in the 1650s. Its title comes from two Digger pamphlets of 1648 and 1649,13Light Shining in Buckinghamshire and More Light Shining in Buckinghamshire (Fig. 23), and the script is comprised of a series of mostly brief, independent scenes, clearly inspired by a Brechtian aesthetic, that depict moments in which ordinary people get caught up in and become part of the revolutionary activity unfolding around them. In the process they experience new ways of thinking and feeling as, with censorship lifted, they are barraged with an outpouring of pamphlets, sermons, and tracts and solicited by impassioned visionaries and politicized commoners advocating the radical realignment of property relations and the radical democratization of spiritual life. A few of the play's characters, such as Cobbe and Claxton, are based on historical figures (Abiezer Coppe and Laurence Clarkson). Each of these men became part of a succession of radical religious groups, including the Ranters. Other play characters are purely fictional, like Briggs, a working man who joins the New Model Army, becomes an Agitator, that is a common soldier who represents those soldiers in negotiations with the officers, but who grows utterly disillusioned when Cromwell shuts down rank-and-file participation in decision making and attempts to purge the army of its radical elements.
[image: Figure 23: Title page of Light Shining in Buckinghamshire (London, 1648).]Figure 23:Title page of Light Shining in Buckinghamshire (London, 1648).View Asset
Despite the independence of individual scenes, the play has a discernible arc of action. Like Briggs, it moves from excitement to disillusionment as ordinary people, at first caught up in the passions of a revolutionary moment, eventually must come to terms with failure: with the fact that for them not much has changed as members of the New Model Army forsake the Leveler cause and become landowners and vicars, taking the places of those whom they had thrust from ownership and office. In her depiction of this period, Churchill was heavily influenced by Christopher Hill's now often-critiqued but then highly influenced 1972 study, The World Turned Upside Down, about radical ideas and figures in what Hill always called The English Revolution.14 Churchill took on board Hill's view that these two decades marked a watershed struggle over the role of property in national life: its part in determining human value and basic rights. For Hill there were two revolutions, a bourgeois revolution that succeeded in strengthening the position of that class and a socialist or lower-class revolution that failed in its aspiration to achieve the radical redistribution of wealth and the radical equality of all men.15 For Hill, this latter was the revolution imagined by figures like Gerrard Winstanley, whose attempts to establish a Digger community at George's Hill in Surrey were destroyed by the army, a widely publicized event to which Churchill alludes in her play.16
That Churchill turned to this material had everything to do with the state of British politics in the mid-1970s. In a move Benjamin would have understood, Churchill seems to have hoped that an encounter with the past would enable a tiger's leap into a refigured future.17 The play came out just as Harold Wilson was ending his second (brief) stint as prime minister (1974–76). He had been preceded by four years of social retrenchment under Edward Heath (1970–74). Three years later Margaret Thatcher would be elected, ushering in the ascendancy of the Tories until Blair's election eighteen years later in 1997. The early 1970s, which provided the immediate context for the play's creation, saw Labor and Tory governments alike trying to deal with aggressive inflation, an unprecedented spike in oil prices, an influx of new immigrants, and the hugely controversial miners' strikes of 1973 and 1974. The post-World War II social contract was giving way, and aggressive privatization of national industries, commitment to free trade, the promotion of individual home ownership, and downsizing of social services, threatened under Heath, soon became a reality under Thatcher.
Light Shining in Buckinghamshire
This is the context in which Light Shining was created, which partly explains its thematization of authorship in terms of ownership and its relationship to other people's labor. At the play's conceptual center stands an important scene: a scaled-down dramatization of the famous Putney debates of 1649, here rendered as a complex conversation about the rights of the disenfranchised and of those without property. Named for the village on the Thames where they occurred, the historical Putney debates brought together the common soldiers who had fought in Cromwell's army, a number of whom were Levelers, and the leaders of the New Model army, including Oliver Cromwell and Henry Ireton, his son-in-law. The debate focused on who would be granted a voice in governing the country for whose future they all had fought and what would be the role of property in deciding that question. Many of the Levelers argued that all men, not just those with freeholds of forty shillings a year, should have the right of election. Ireton and his supporters argued that without property people had “no real or permanent interest in the kingdom” but were “here today, and gone tomorrow” and therefore should have no vote.18
Drawing directly on the pieced-together transcript of the debates (Fig. 24), Churchill fashioned them into a freewheeling disputation between those who would preserve the privileges of the propertied and those who wanted to extend the franchise to all men. As the Leveler Rainborough says in the play: “I do not find anything in the law of God that a lord shall choose twenty members [of Parliament], and a gentleman but two, or a poor man shall choose none. I find no such thing in the law of nature or the law of nations. But I do find that all Englishmen must be subject to English law, and the foundation of the law lies in the people. Every man in England ought not to be exempted from the choice of those who are to make laws for him to live under, and for him, for aught I know, to lose his life by.” To which Ireton responds, “All the main thing that I speak for is because I would have an eye to property” (LSB, act 1, pp. 212–13). The scene ends with the matter being referred to committee, which turns out, of course, to be the burial ground of Leveler hopes. Dramatizing the Putney debates in the context of mid-1970s British struggles over the rights of unions and the privatization of industries transformed what might have been a toothless costume drama into an urgent intervention into the present, an attempt to use history's “losers” to disrupt normative assumptions in the present and so to motivate a different future.
[image: Figure 24: Page from the Putney debates record book, 1647, located at Worcester College, Oxford, MS 65 ff.34v-35r, showing the handwritten record of the conversation. Worcester College, Oxford.]Figure 24:Page from the Putney debates record book, 1647, located at Worcester College, Oxford, MS 65 ff.34v-35r, showing the handwritten record of the conversation. Worcester College, Oxford.View Asset
Understanding the social context in which Churchill's play arose helps to explain the terms of its implicit theorization of authorship. A play self-consciously about ownership and property, Light Shining employs a variety of practices and techniques that makes these questions immediately relevant to the writing and the performing of the play—Who has ownership over these processes? Whose property is it? What or who is the origin of the ideas it explores? For example, the play, both as script and performance, emphasizes and underscores its debts to prior texts, as if to minimize the role of author as origin. The script is a tissue of quotations, enacting what one might call a socialist aesthetic in which the laws of ownership are abrogated. In dramatizing the historic events of a fifteen-year period with six actors, which is what her script calls for, Churchill freely appropriated language of texts from the period, such as the Digger pamphlets, and of texts important to the period, such as the Bible. The Putney debates, as we saw, were dramatized through verbatim quotation. The common soldiers who labored in Cromwell's army argued that their labor should not be elided, their collective contributions erased, by denial of the franchise. Their arguments did not win the day, but Churchill acknowledged them by quoting their words in an homage that is an act of solidarity as much with a class and a radical tradition as with particular individuals, a point about which I will say more below.
Churchill's quotation of the prophetic books of the Bible also stresses the utopian potential of communal action and vision in the face of individual selfishness. As we saw, the play opens with a chorus of voices reciting in unison verses from Isaiah, the actors channeling the language of Biblical prophecy and warning in order to predict the shuddering of the world's foundations that the play will explore, religious discourse providing the terms through which social catastrophe and utopian yearning alike are expressed. Near the play's close, all the actors again sing in unison, this time borrowing their words from Ecclesiastes: 5:vii–x:
If thou seest the oppression of the poor, and violent perverting of judgement and justice in a province, marvel not at the matter: for he that is higher than the highest regardeth; and there be higher than they.
Moreover the profit of the earth is for all: the king himself is served by the field.
He that loveth silver shan't be satisfied with silver; nor he that loveth abundance with increase; this is also vanity.
The sleep of the labouring man is sweet, whether he eat little or much; but the abundance of the rich will not suffer him to sleep. (qtd. in LSB, act 2, pp. 239–40)


At the end of an arc of action that has seen the crushing of millennial hopes, the murder of the famous Leveler Robert Lockyer, and the exile of many of the revolutionaries, the biblical verses sound a utopian counternote, a hope that in the end the profit of the earth will be for all, not for a few. From the script, the biblical borrowing is clear, but only in performance does one feel the consequences of song—of six voices merged in one, indivisible, as borrowed language, ancient and stately, becomes the occasion of collective enactment. This language may have been selected by Churchill, but it is not “hers,” and its effectiveness is amplified by its communal mode of enunciation.
Elsewhere, Churchill borrows not from the Bible but from the writings of many of the common people whose words found there way into print in the maelstrom of competing voices let loose in the 1640s and 1650s. The historical Abiezer Coppe wrote a dream vision, A Fiery Flying Roll (1650) (Fig. 25), expressing his amazement and rapture as, in a kind of out-of-body experience, he finds himself in the presence of God. Churchill's character Cobbe quotes almost verbatim from this pamphlet: “And lying a while there, rapt up in silence, at length (the body's outward form being all this while awake) I heard with my outward ear (to my apprehension) a most terrible thunderclap, and after that a second. And upon the second, which was exceedingly terrible, I saw a great body of light like the light of the sun, and red as fire, in the form (as it were) of a drum, whereupon with exceeding trembling and amazement on the flesh, and with joy unspeakable in the spirit, I clapped my hands, and cried out, Amen, Halelujah, Halelujah, Amen” (LSB, act 1, p. 206). The scene is introduced by a simple tagline, “COBBE'S VISION.” Then an actor reads aloud the title page of the historical Coppe's pamphlet, including “imprinted in London,” before another actor playing Cobbe launches into the telling of the actual dream. The scene draws the audience in, compelled by Cobbe's ecstasy, but in good Brechtian fashion the scene is introduced by information that at once marks it as representation and its language as borrowed, its archaic quality setting it apart as much as does its attribution to a historical figure's pamphlet.
[image: Figure 25: Title page of Abeizer Coppe's A Fiery Flying Roll (London, 1649).]Figure 25:Title page of Abeizer Coppe's A Fiery Flying Roll (London, 1649).View Asset
In another part of A Fiery Flying Roll, the historical Coppe describes authorship in terms that Churchill does not quote, but that have a bearing on authorship's implicit theorization in her play. Coppe describes how a voice from the heavens had urged him to “go up to London” and to “write, write, write.” Then, he reports, a hand descended from heaven with a roll in it, and he tried to seize the roll. But it was snatched from his hand and “the roll thrust into my mouth, and I eat it up, and filled my bowels with it, where it was as bitter as worm-wood; and it lay broiling, and burning in my stomack, till I brought it forth in this forme,”19 that is, in the form of the printed pamphlet. We could call this an alimentary theory of authorship. Coppe does not claim to create ex nihilo; he ingests the words already written by the hand of God, gives them harbor in his bowels, and brings them forth in a form that other men can read: a text that is his “own” and yet clearly not his own.
Churchill's borrowings have a more secular source. She does not claim to be the conduit for the words or the hand of God, but she calls repeated attention to the many sources, from the Bible to the record of the Putney debates to the seventeenth-century pamphlet literature to the writings of Christopher Hill, which she has ingested and then brought forth as a script that is, paradoxically, both her own and not her own. To use language that has a slightly dated air, but which I suspect would resonate with Churchill, she seems to have written in solidarity with, and as homage to, the people, the textual traditions, and the radical political project from which she freely borrowed and which she extended. Written by this tradition, she acknowledges it as a powerful originating force behind the play. At one point in Light Shining she also quotes from Walt Whitman's Leaves of Grass (I believe the only quotation in the play not drawn from a seventeenth-century or biblical source), acknowledging another powerful and paradoxical hymn to collectivity and merged selves to which she is indebted.20
Parts of Light Shining, however, appear to query Churchill's emphasis on creating characters through quotation. Whereas she often self-consciously draws on the language of the Bible or calls up the voices of historical figures as they are known to us through pamphlets and other writings from the period, sometimes her characters are purely fictional and employ a colloquial plain style that contrasts sharply with the archaic language of the Putney transcripts, the Bible, or Coppe's dream vision. To the archive of voices she found in the pamphlet literature of the period she added more: those of women, vagrants, the illiterate. The resulting collage of quoted and created voices, employing sharply differentiated modern and archaic styles, fissures the re-created historical past, inserting into it the language of the present, calling attention both to the now of contemporary enactment and to the lacunae in the historical record that a contemporary language is summoned to redress.
Churchill and Joint Stock Practices
But as it turns out, these voices are not solely Churchill's invention, either, but were developed in an extended collaboration with the members of the newly formed theater company Joint Stock.21 The name hints at some of the company's working principles. Joint Stock focused on the full participation of everyone in the process of bringing a play to the stage. The resulting work was something made and held in common, a joint creation, a joint source of pleasure and profit. In working with Joint Stock, playwrights typically interacted for six weeks with the actors to pool ideas, conduct research, and use group improvisation exercises to develop ideas for a play. Then, most often, the playwright would use this collaboratively generated material to create a text that would then be further sculpted and shaped during the actual rehearsal process. Working closely with the artistic director, Max Stafford-Clark, Churchill followed this process in developing Light Shining, and she has often described the experience as fundamentally changing the way she thought about theatrical creation, foregrounding collaboration as the driving force of the theatrical process in all its dimensions.22 In one exercise the actors took a bit of biblical verse and from it improvised a sermon; in another, actors impersonating particular characters developed a story line tracing how they lived before the war, what happened to them during the period of conflict, and where they ended up during the Restoration. Much of that work found its way into the final playscript until it was impossible to disentangle Churchill's “creation” from the collectively generated materials of which it was constituted.
One of my favorite short scenes, created in this way, makes palpable the consequences of a social regime in which the divide between those who have property and those who do not is unimaginably vast. Entitled “Two Women Look in a Mirror,” the scene shows two nameless women talking to one another and describing how they broke into a house of a great property owner who had either fled or been killed in the civil strife. The women enumerate the wonderful objects they found in this house: a bed with white linen sheets, three wool blankets, and oil paintings, in rows, of the landowner's ancestors. The cause of most amazement, however, was a full-length mirror. Neither woman had ever before seen herself in a looking glass. As one says: “You see your whole body at once. You see yourself standing in the room. They must know what they look like all the time. And now we do” (LSB, act 1, p. 207). The scene focuses on the cognitive and sensory differences that wealth and poverty generate. The softness of linen sheets and the warmth of three woolen blankets—these are things the two women had not felt, nor had they ever seen their images in a looking glass, the experience offering the possibility of linking consciousness to bodily form, of seeing oneself as you are seen.23 Nor could they imagine memorializing the self in something as alien and unforeseen as a portrait in oils. The scene defamiliarizes familiar objects, makes them new and strange, using their evocation to drive home, in a peculiarly sensory and embodied way, the lived experience of class difference understood, abstractly, as differential access to material goods, but here presented concretely as access, or not, to warmth, softness, a certain visual experience. The most moving political interactions of the play often center on such objects—here a blanket or a mirror, elsewhere an orange, an apple, a bottle, a piece of meat. Who owns such objects? Who needs them? And how does ownership place a bar between need and possession?
Questions about ownership resonate through every level of Light Shining, connecting large-scale questions about the role of property in awarding the franchise to smaller-scale questions involving the author's ownership of the script on which he or she has worked. A final aspect of the play deserves comment because it signals how thoroughly the play's stagecraft is intertwined with, and enables the embodiment of, the thematic and political questions the script addresses. The play refuses a basic convention of most theatrical practice, namely, that actors play a given character. Doubling, when an actor plays two or more roles in a play, is different. Doubling is a tribute to the actor's craft and versatility and not a challenge to the ontology of personhood. But in her production notes, Churchill writes of Light Shining: “The characters are not played by the same actors each time they appear. The audience should not have to worry exactly which character they are seeing. Each scene can be taken as a separate event rather than part of a story. This seems to reflect better the reality of large events like war and revolution where many people share the same kind of experience” (LSB, 184).
Churchill's justification for the practice she describes may or may not be the whole story. Her emphasis on shared experience, which wipes away the individuality of any one person's experience of war and revolution, is probably at least part of what motivates her decision to cast her play in this way. But the practice radically dissolves the inherent unity of dramatic characters since more than one actor shares the proper name: Claxton, Briggs, Ireton. The proper name has lost its propriety. The script, by contrast, stabilizes identity. Each character is figured by his or her name, and nothing troubles that identification. In performance that fundamental given is challenged; when a common name is shared by several actors, the proper name's unique link to a single human figure is challenged. Looking in the mirror for himself, the character Claxton would be confronted with the image of more than one actor, two persons or three, a little like the mystery of the Trinity.
In her “Note on the Production,” Churchill indicates how the six actors who performed all the parts were to be arrayed on stage: “The play was performed with a table and six chairs, which were used as needed in each scene. When any chairs were not used they were put on either side of the stage, and actors who were not in a scene sat on the side and watched the action. They moved the furniture themselves” (LSB, p. 185). In a choreography of interchangeability, then, some actors stepped from the edge of the stage to assume parts relinquished by other actors, and then those actors became audience and so on, modeling for the audience sitting in the theater the possibility that theatrical watching can lead to acting with others, to social participation, with, figuratively, everyone equally responsible for moving the furniture.
The performed play thus strives in a variety of ways to move from singularity toward a vision of bodies, property, and even names in common. It opens with the communal singing of verses from Isaiah, and, as we saw, it ends with another communal song, now from Ecclesiastes, with its theme of “the profit of the earth is for all.” The performed verses invite the audience to embrace what is shared, what is held in common, what emerges when property and propriety give way to indefinition and ecstatic vision. In part a critique of capitalism's long reign, Light Shining in Buckinghamshire is both an homage to the dreams of Briggs, Claxton, and Cobbe and a continuation of those dreams into the present of theatrical time.
Of course, it is as a printed text that many people will experience Light Shining, the labor of the many social agents who contributed to the script and performance partly lost from view when that labor is condensed into a book bearing Churchill's name on the cover. That is, of course, as I indicated at the outset, the chief paradox of dramatic authorship. But even as a printed text, Light Shining seems bent on breaking its own frame to put a certain spin on authorship: theorizing it as an activity that is deeply social, derivative, and dependent on the labor of others. Theatrical authorship—an almost oxymoronic concept within the framework Churchill promoted and the Joint Stock encouraged—for her can only be thought of in collective and collaborative terms. The play in all its forms, therefore, seems intended to create a crisis around modernity's notions of authorship and to intimate, imperfectly and persistently, an alternative.
Coda
Churchill has continued throughout her career to experiment with ways of making visible the paradoxes of theatrical authorship and explicitly to call attention to the labor of others congealed in, and often concealed by, the printed playscripts. The prefaces to her plays contain extended acknowledgments of the work of those who collaborated on the making of them, and she has continued to invent new ways to make collaboration a central and visible part of her aesthetic. In Seven Jewish Children: A Play for Gaza, her most recent work, Churchill does something striking with the form of the play. It is divided into seven short sections. These seven parts, an audience eventually realizes, loosely trace a historical arc that begins under the Nazis with the possibility of Jewish extermination; follows the migration of Jews to Palestine after the war; comments on the establishment of Jewish settlements on formerly Arab land and the displacement of Arab families; and ends with the bombing of Gaza in January of 2009. In short, the play briefly alludes to that part of Jewish history relating to the migration of European Jews after 1940 to what was to become the state of Israel. The speakers in each section are Jewish parents who argue about what to tell their daughter about each stage of this history.
What is unique, however, about the play's form is Churchill's decision not to assign its lines to individual speakers or characters. Instead, as Churchill writes in a headnote: “The lines can be shared out in any way you like among those characters. The characters are different in each small scene as the time and child are different. They may be played by any number of actors.”24 In essence, Churchill invites the performers to finish the play and to take responsibility for its meaning. On the page each section looks like a prose poem and could be spoken by a single character (Fig. 26). But each section could also be divided among several speakers. Of course, performance choices always transform a script. But this one goes extremely far in relinquishing control over the final product. The performers and director must decide who will speak what lines and in what tone. They must decide if their production will emphasize fierce divisions between a number of Jewish adults over what to tell the child, making very clear that “Jews” are not a unified category and cannot ethically be imagined as such and that among Jews within Israel and outside it there is debate about what history they are forging and what kind of nation they are creating. Actors and directors must decide, by contrast, if their production will emphasize the self-divisions within one person, emphasize that person's growing hysteria under the pressure of current events.
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These choices matter very much to the meaning and effectiveness of the drama, and they are not choices Churchill arrogates to herself. Her decision to present the play in this form is a pointed invitation to collaboration. But there are other unusual aspects of this work and its presentation to the world that affect its status vis-à-vis other commercially produced dramas. Seven Jewish Children was presented for free at the Royal Court Theatre after performances of a play already in repertory. Churchill asked that in lieu of admission fees a voluntary collection be taken for a group providing medical aid to Gaza.25 The typescript of the play was put on the Royal Court website for a while, where it could be downloaded and performed anywhere, provided only that the collection for medical aid was taken, and a video of a performance of the play by a single actor was put on the Guardian website. Because of these unusual means of production and distribution, Seven Jewish Children has existed somewhat athwart the usual protocols of private ownership, the money it generates redirected, at least in part, toward humanitarian aid and performers allowed to stage the play without paying a fee to do so. Clearly, for Churchill, the work is part of a left tradition of engaged political art in which Light Shining in Buckinghamshire likewise participates. It is also another in a series of experiments by which Churchill's plays, while still known as hers, query the regime of private property in which both the art work and the artist are imbricated. Seven Jewish Children finds a new way to foreground the collaborative nature of theatrical authorship, quietly querying the fetishization of the sovereign solitary author and valuing what is produced together and then widely shared.
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 The Conscience of a Corporation: Toys United and Pixar's Assertion of “Cultural” Authorship1
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Corporate Speech and Corporate Liability
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At the end of Walt Disney's 1940 feature Pinocchio, an animated, artificial person, proven to be a money machine for the gypsy impresario Stromboli, becomes, thanks to the intervention of the Blue Fairy, a real boy.2 In 2006 Pixar, the little company that had demonstrated its capacity to be a money machine to new Disney CEO Robert Iger, became—thanks to the negotiating skills of Steve Jobs, CEO of Pixar—a real conscience for Walt Disney Productions. I shall argue that the terms of Disney's acquisition of Pixar (consistently called a merger by the two parties), which commit Disney to “help maintain Pixar's corporate ‘culture,’” reflect Pixar's reading of Pinocchio as an allegory of corporate transformation and require a revision of what I have called the studio authorship thesis, which is premised on twin claims: (1) that an adequate understanding of the historical development and contemporary importance of the Hollywood entertainment business demands an understanding of what still remains its preeminent product, motion pictures, and (2) that those motion pictures cannot be understood without interpreting them as corporate texts. The thesis unfolds as a series of entailments: no interpretation without meaning, no meaning without intention, no intention without an author, no author without a person, no person with greater right to or capacity for authorship than a corporate person, and no corporate person who can act without an agent, whether executive, member of the board of directors, or employee.3 This essay adds a clause formulated to fit the circumstances of the transformative Disney-Pixar merger in 2006: the agent of a corporate principal may be its “culture,” acting as the conscience of the corporation.
The critical issue for corporate theory is no longer whether a corporation may speak as freely as any other person, just as Pinocchio magically does when first touched by the fairy's wand. The US Supreme Court has settled the question with its judgment for the plaintiff in Citizens United v. Federal Election, 130 S.Ct. 876 (2010). Whether, however, a corporation is a kind of person who, like Jiminy Cricket, can intend as an author, tell right from wrong, and accept the consequences of its actions are questions that, as we shall see, the US Supreme Court obliquely raises but fails to answer. There are good reasons why a corporation might be happy to speak but be unhappy to be burdened with intention. Speaking in the form of political advertising can be hugely influential. Speaking in the form of financial contributions to lobbyists and even legislators can guarantee access and influence. Speaking in the form of motion pictures enables entertainment corporations not only to reach a global audience but also to shape it and the social conditions in which such speaking means. Having the capacity to intend, of course, would make it possible for the corporation to be an author who speaks copyrightable utterances rather than merely purchases them. There may be a drawback. The people, the Congress, or the court might decide that a corporate author should be held responsible for its works, even so far as to be held liable for criminal acts executed on its authority.
The problem of corporate intention has been critical in two distinct but affiliated areas of the law that bear on studio authorship: antitrust and criminal liability. In both areas attempts by prosecutors to attach liability to the corporation have often foundered on the problem of characterizing the subjectivity of artificial persons in the terms long applied to biological persons. Since the passage of the Sherman Antitrust Act in 1890, corporate intent has been crucial to the determination of the guilt or innocence of an alleged monopolist. Proving the existence of a corporate intent to restrain trade has always been difficult, but directly prosecuting corporations for acts that do not involve strict liability or negligence has been almost impossible because liability for such acts traditionally depends on evidence of mens rea, “guilty mind,” and few jurists have been convinced that the corporation as such is in possession of the subjective capacity to apprehend guilt—a postulate that has required that criminal liability must be derived from the actions of people, not from an artificial entity supposedly incapable of forming motives. Peter A. French has, however, influentially argued that a corporation's capacity to select a right course of action over a wrong one is enabled by the Corporate Internal Decision (CID) structure, which distributes policy decisions throughout the executive hierarchy so that the corporation can pursue its strategic objectives without lodging ultimate authority in any individual. According to French, the existence of the CID provides the means for assessing whether a corporate action is the offspring of policy and the grounds for judging whether that policy is moral or immoral.4
Nonetheless, behaving illegally is not the same as knowing right from wrong. To close the gap, activists in the 1990s, especially in the Commonwealth nations, adopted “culture” as their name for a nonindividualized corporate subjectivity with a sense of right and wrong, a trope designed to enable the legal system to dispense “with any necessary connection between corporate and individual liability. The aim,” according to Eric Colvin, “is to construct a scheme of liability for the organizational conduct and fault of the corporation, regardless of whether or not any individual would have committed an offense.”5 One systematic approach, which Colvin examines, is the Australian Model Criminal Code of 1994, which recognizes “a distinctive corporate form of recklessness, based upon the presence of a corporate culture favoring the commission of offenses” (CP, 34). Even though the “physical element of the offense” might involve “the conduct of officers, employees, and agents acting within the scope of their authority or employment,” the “fault element” of the offense could be attributed to the culture of the corporation, which
may have caused the offense to occur, either because the offense was actually directed or because the nature of the culture led to its commission [or because it] may have given psychological support for the commission of the offense…. The common bond between these various modes of participation is some positive feature of the culture that can be said to favor the commission of the offense. A corporation would be held responsible for an offense involving subjective fault because of this positive feature, just as an individual would be responsible because of some positive state of mind. (CP, 37)


The Australian Code locates intent nowhere and everywhere: no person is charged with the construction of policy, although every informal practice presupposes a policy that anyone attuned to the culture may, perhaps must infer. Therefore, Colvin concludes, “a corporation ought not to conduct its operations in such a manner that the inference of intent to commit a criminal offense can be drawn” (CP, 35). A Wall Street Journal editorial, posted by e-mail from the chief accounting officer to the entire accounting department, that objects to prosecution of corporations for backdating stock options could lead an employee to infer that she may be called upon to acquiesce in an implicit company policy to backdate stock options. Crucially, it is not the employee's fault for drawing such an inference. The culture's failure to prevent an employee from making the inference is evidence that it fosters or tolerates a criminogenic culture, which is tantamount to a violation of the code.
Bad behavior is supposedly caused by bad culture. Bad culture presupposes bad intentions, even though such intentions are nowhere avowed or even suggested in statements of policy or procedure. Under the Australian Code the surest way for a corporation to protect itself from suspicious inferences regarding features of its culture would be to subject all conduct and practices to a code monitored by a specialized agency: a list of dos and don'ts that would leave no ambiguity about what was encouraged or tolerated in the corporation. The existence of that agency would be the best possible evidence that the company complies with its obligation to prevent bad things from happening. In sum, the Australian code projects the need for corporate equivalents to a Hays Office, the agency established by the motion picture industry in the 1920s to institute a code of dos and don'ts and an enforcement procedure regulating what was seen or heard on the screen. Thus equipped with an officially objective monitor of business practices, a corporation's intention to comply with the law would be formally established—although, as the history of Hollywood's self-censorship shows, even scrupulous regulators would be subject to capture by the culture they are charged with policing: eyes would wink, heads would turn away, rules would be stretched. We may infer from experience that a code of dos and don'ts is no better than a transparent CID as a substitute for a conscience.
Given the implication that a conscience presupposes the subjective capacity for consideration of moral options, the likelihood or even the possibility that a corporation might develop one is not widely credited. That sentiment is entirely reasonable. The shared convictions of the culturalist legal movement and of this study of studio authorship are that a corporation, considered as an organization, is irreducible to a group of biological individuals and, considered as a person, is irreducible to a single biological, psychologically complex individual. Consequently, as legal reformers have argued, a positive criminal act committed by a corporation that is equivalent to an act by an individual with mens rea could be accepted as evidence of liability for a crime without adverting to the mental state of the corporation.6 The converse position, however, has received little attention. If the sheer positive act, without reference to a mental state, is sufficient for conviction of a corporation, why could it not be sufficient for any person? It would seem to follow from the logic of the culturalist theory as from the logic of the evolution of the corporate form (as from the logic of Dreamwork's 2002 Minority Report) that people who are persons are not reducible to biological individuals any more than corporate entities are. It's not clear that we, the people, want to suffer the consequences associated with such a conclusion.
Corporations Speak as Citizens United
We may have no choice. The US Supreme Court implicitly endorsed that logic of equivalence in Citizens United v. Federal Election Commission, 130 S.Ct. 876 (2010), which overruled the Court's recent decision in Austin v. Michigan Chamber of Commerce, 494 US 652, upholding the Election Commission's rule prohibiting electioneering by corporations within thirty days of a primary for election to a federal office. The Roberts Court extended full First Amendment rights to both nonprofit and profit-making corporations on the grounds that the First Amendment of the US Constitution protects political speech, and that speech is speech, regardless of the identity of the speaker. An important, if implicit corollary of that decision is the Court's confirmation that there is no constitutional distinction between political speech and commercial speech and, therefore, none between speech and money. The superficial plausibility of the court's argument depends on a calculated inconsistency: sometimes it calls corporations “persons,” sometimes “speakers,” sometimes “citizens.” The terms that the majority opinion deploys to identify what exactly distinguishes corporate speech also vary widely: they veer from “funding” to “facts” to “opinions” and “views.” At times the decision is so loosely phrased and indifferent to both stare decisis and the basic professional obligation to candidly quote earlier decisions that the majority opinion in Citizens United seems less the handiwork of disciplined ideologues than the outburst of a renegade judicial subculture. That would be a dangerously comforting conclusion to embrace. The majority's discourse may be called an “opinion,” but like the speech of the corporations that the majority zealously serves, its opinion is also an agenda.
The most immediate, though not the only connection that Citizens United has to the history of the motion picture industry, is its citation of a case to which free-speech cases have infrequently adverted: the Supreme Court's 1952 decision for the plaintiff in Joseph Burstyn, Inc. v. Wilson, 343 U. S. 495, which rejected state censorship of a politically controversial motion picture on the grounds that the “importance [of motion pictures] as an organ of public opinion is not lessened by the fact that they are designed to entertain as well as to inform” (Burstyn, 501). This ruling reversed Mutual Film Corp. v. Industrial Commission of Ohio 236, US 230 (1915), which held that expression tainted by commercial objectives, as in the film industry, could not qualify for constitutional protection. Building on Burstyn as well as First National Bank of Boston v. Bellotti, 435 US 765 (1978), and other recent decisions, the majority opinion deploys what might be called the “opinion effect” of any and all corporate speech to overturn Austin, which, according to the majority, has “the purpose and effect” of preventing corporations, including small and nonprofit corporations, from presenting both facts and opinions to the public” (Citizens, 39).
In his forceful dissent, Justice John Paul Stevens states that “it is an interesting question ‘who’ is even speaking when a business corporation places an advertisement that endorses or attacks a particular candidate” (Citizens, 77). After eliminating various possibilities, including the shareholders, the directors of the corporation, and its employees, he concludes that if you take away “the ability to use general treasury funds for some of those ads, no one's autonomy, dignity, or political equality has been impinged upon in the least” (Citizens, 86). No harm to an individual; no foul on the corporation. Stevens's question regarding the source of corporate speech emphatically departs from Foucault's rhetorical question (quoting Samuel Beckett),“What does it matter who is speaking?”7 For Justice Stevens it does matter. For Justices Kennedy, Roberts, Scalisi, Thomas, and Alito it does not. Foucault called that “indifference” “ethical,” but the Roberts Court more accurately calls it political, for if it does not matter who is speaking, then, as Stevens suggests, the corporation will speak for all—whether by making propaganda or by paying people to do its bidding.
Is corporate speech authored? The court does not directly address the question. Nonetheless, apart from the infamous Hillary “documentary” that provoked the suit, the majority opinion's single concrete example of how corporate speaking works, which introduces the final section of the court's opinion, suggests that corporate speech can indeed be authored and that Hollywood movies are a privileged example:
When word concerning the plot of the movie Mr. Smith Goes to Washington reached the circles of government, some officials sought, by persuasion, to discourage its distribution. Under Austin, though, officials could have done more than discourage its distribution—they could have banned the film. After all, it, like Hillary, was speech funded by a corporation that was critical of members of Congress. Mr. Smith Goes to Washington may be fiction and caricature, but fiction and caricature can be a powerful force.8


The court not only validates the studio authorship thesis; it gets there by a foray into film history that successfully distorts every “fact” it blithely mentions. We know that because Justice Kennedy's industrious clerk supplied citations. In fact, Frank Nugent, film reviewer for the New York Times, reported in October of 1939 that the incident was initiated by Pete Harrison, an author of a trade journal, who, offended by Mr. Smith's scornful representation of the US Senate, lobbied for the retaliatory passage of the Neely antiblock booking bill, which was then making its way through Senate committees. His advice to the Senate, however, was not that they act on the bill, which was virtually certain of passage, but that they “tell the members of the House of Representatives that [Mr. Smith's widespread distribution] is only a sample of the impotence of the exhibitors to reject a picture that has been sold on the block-booking system, and that Congress must therefore make it possible for them to reject such a picture and similar other pictures which may offend the sensibilities of the American public.”9 Harrison's objective, then, was not to censor Mr. Smith (an option that was, of course, available to numerous state and local censorship boards) but to encourage the Senate to persuade the House to pass antitrust legislation that would prohibit the film industry from requiring exhibitors to take all the films offered in a package or to get none, thereby making it financially suicidal to refuse Mr. Smith or any other offensive pictures forced upon them by a studio. Passage of the Neely bill might have meant that exhibitors would have rejected Mr. Smith, or it might not have; defeat meant they would continue to have no choice. Lobbying on behalf of the bill was not a free speech issue. Even today, the First Amendment has not yet been interpreted by the Supreme Court as requiring exhibitors to screen or citizens to watch the Hillary documentary or anyone to sit still for any other corporate propaganda.
If any senators did organize their own lobby in response to the article in the trade journal, members of the House of Representatives either didn't listen or didn't care. As it routinely did during the second New Deal, the House rejected any steps to prohibit block booking. So if an objective of the movie was to blunt the momentum to regulate the industry by burnishing the vanity of the junior chamber, it achieved a tactical victory. That victory was soon followed by a strategic defeat, however. The legislative rejection of Neely triggered the filing by the Roosevelt Justice Department of United States v. Paramount, a frontal assault on the industry's anticompetitive practices, the following year. So the Roberts Court is mistaken about the facts, but once again, its indifference to reference is political. By casting this brief dispute from the 1930s as a potential First Amendment issue, the court cannily identifies governmental attempts to eliminate oligopolistic business practices in Hollywood with policies designed to regulate an individual's free speech and, without saying it, to associate, correctly, corporate intention in the sphere of distribution with corporate intention as manifest on the screen. The majority may have gotten its history wrong, but it accurately concluded that the business of the studio's narrative is the studio's business. If corporate speech is indeed political (and who doubts it?), in a democratic society such speech is liable to a political response from the people's elected representatives. Despite the majority's gesture of supporting disclosure requirements, the subsequent and partisan defeat of HR 5175, the Democracy Is Strengthened by Casting Light on Spending in Elections (DISCLOSE) Act, which would have required disclosure of the identities of corporate and union contributors to political campaigns, is widely regarded as flowing from the court's decision in Citizen United, especially from Justice Thomas's concurring opinion. Whatever the court's expressed views, the Citizens decision has given crucial impetus to the lowering of an impenetrable veil that protects corporations from a political response to their funding of expressions of political opinions.10
From the perspective of a film historian, the most telling aspect of the court's invocation of Mr. Smith is its conspicuous omission of the name of Frank Capra, who directed the picture and who was one of the few directors whose name appeared in the credit “above the title.” Capra's name was all over the newspaper accounts of the Mr. Smith controversy. He is not mentioned by the court, which imagines that credit and blame for celluloid speech is applicable solely to the corporation, Columbia Pictures, that “funded” the production and distribution of the picture. Although the title card does say “Frank Capra's” Mr. Smith Goes to Washington, that credit was negotiated with Columbia Pictures, which displayed its own credit for ownership on a separate card preceding the title card. Evidently, in the majority's serene mind, where ownership and authorship seamlessly combine, Columbia, not Capra, is author of the movie, has full responsibility for the picture, and should, therefore, be the target for those offended by an insult against senatorial dignity. In getting the facts of the news event wrong, the Roberts Court gets the spirit of the political event right by recognizing that Columbia had better reason than Capra did for releasing a movie satirizing the Senate, for promoting the movie nationally, and for premiering it in Washington, D.C. Moreover, in its political imaginary the Roberts Court appreciates that the Senate may have had excellent reason to retaliate, that is, to hold Columbia liable for its actions, since Mr. Smith is political speech, and in the real world of power politics that the Roberts Court plays so well, you are liable to be punished politically for your aggressive speech to the extent that the assailed party is capable. With that jeopardy in mind, the majority's retrospective defense of Columbia renders the First Amendment as a shield law protecting the corporation from both the legal and the political consequences of its political speech. It matters not to the majority that Columbia's speech could only reach the screen because the company had the assurance of profit provided by the systematic anticompetitive practices that the Neely Bill aimed to abolish. To put this in slightly different language: by suppressing the role of Capra or of any other person besides the studio in bringing Mr. Smith to the screen, the court is able to exploit the linkage of corporate ownership with financing and slide the funding by the studio into the author position, thereby representing a presumptive intent by Columbia to restrain trade by compelling exhibitors to accept a motion picture regardless of their preferences as, instead, the studio's intent to satirize those who would attempt to outlaw its monopolistic practices—a judicial trope comprehensive enough to render any attempt at regulation as an unconstitutional abridgment of free speech. The only political response open to this essay is to urge that critics and theorists do what critics and theorists can do: take advantage of the court's wily subterfuge by using the cover of authorship, with its presumption of a controlling mind, to slide liability right back. Rendering corporate speech as equivalent to corporate authorship may reinforce its claims on protection, but authorship can be used to introduce deliberation and discretion into the construction of the corporate subject—that is, to attribute to the corporation the capacity to distinguish between a right and a wrong way of doing things as the basis for holding corporations criminally liable for the harm that they do, just like real people.
Hollywood's Nonliability
The Roberts Court was by no means the first collection of legal experts to connect the issue of liability for what corporations put on motion picture screens with antitrust prosecution by the federal government. The threat of antitrust prosecution, along with the danger of boycotts and censorship, motivated the industry's formation of the Hays Office in 1922, the subsequent formulation of the Motion Picture Production Code, and voluntary submission to policing by the Production Code Administration. The studios were impelled to deal not only with moral issues, such as the exposure of people to sexual imagery and language, but also with tortious issues, such as the measurable harm that many accused motion pictures of causing its audience, particularly children. That vulnerability was addressed in the unusual prologue to Frankenstein (Universal, 1931), in which Edward Van Sloane, who plays the upright and earnest Dr. Waldman in the movie, appears on a stage as an agent of Mr. Carl Laemmle, head and owner of Universal Studios (Fig. 27):
Mr. Carl Laemmle feels that it would be a little unkind to present this picture without just a word of friendly warning. We're about to unfold the story of Frankenstein, a man of science who sought to create a man after his own image, without reckoning upon God. It is one of the strangest tales ever told. It deals with the two great mysteries of creation: life and death. I think it will thrill you. It may shock you. It might even horrify you. So if any of you feel you do not care to subject your nerves to such a strain, now is your chance to … Well, uh, we warned you.
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No doubt the warning is about as sincere as a carnival barker's admonitions outside the tent of Little Eva. Still, Van Sloane's address seems to have fulfilled the minimum requirements for the speech act called “warning” and, therefore, potentially the conditions for the legal protection called “disclaimer” or “alibi.” Whether or not the warning had any effect on the audience, it did little to appease all critics, some of whom had developed data to prove that the newly named “horror film” had bad effects on the children in attendance. Indeed, Henry James Forman's “popular summary,” in Our Movie Made Children, of the results of the investigations by the Committee on Educational Research of the Payne Fund, carried out during 1929 to 1933 at the request of the Motion Picture Research Council, reports the alarming results of moviegoing as disclosed by the application of a “hypnometer” to sleeping children and a “psycho-galvometer” to boys and girls at the theater; an interview with a“theater nurse,” who attests that The Phantom of the Opera “caused … eleven faintings and one miscarriage in a single day;” and interviews of children disturbed by their exposure to “horror and fright pictures”11—which does not prove that Frankenstein harmed anyone, only that Laemmle/Van Sloane's product-warning prologue had little effect on sociologists who were conducting their studies at the time. Laemmle's intervention is a classic example of the power of the Hollywood mogul to override the Corporate Internal Decision structure of his company by forcibly binding ownership and authorship. The performative effect of this stagecraft was to subordinate the contributions to the picture of both the producer, his son Carl Laemmle Jr., and the director, James Whale—who were warned by this segment, which neither had mandated, that this mogul reserved the power to trump rivals to his authority.
The reign of the founding Hollywood moguls was remarkably stable but not even close to eternal. After the transformation, decline, or extinction of the major studios in the late fifties and sixties, a new model of authority (and, therefore, responsibility, adapted to the dramatic rise to prominence of the director as auteur) emerged. The most notorious instance of criminal prosecution of a filmmaker in the employ of a major studio for criminal negligence occurred in the trial of John Landis, director of two segments of the anthology picture The Twilight Zone (Warner Bros., 1983), who was indicted for involuntary manslaughter for his role in the accidental deaths of the veteran actor Vic Morrow and two Vietnamese child actors, who were decapitated and crushed by a falling helicopter during the night shoot of a battlefield rescue in a Viet Nam sequence. Landis was famous both for self-identifying as an auteur with the standing of a Steven Spielberg or a Francis Ford Coppola, subsequent to his taste-breaking success directing the blockbuster Animal House, and for a zeal to push the boundaries of acceptable risk during his productions.
Whatever other infractions of safety standards allegedly occurred during the shooting of The Twilight Zone, there could be no question that the child actors were on the set deep into the night in violation of California's child labor laws. The catastrophe and its aftermath dramatized the perilous consequences of the anticorporate auteurist model for those captivated by its allure, for despite Warner's funding and ownership of the motion picture, the studio was never indicted for any crime. Unlike the Supreme Court's erasure of Capra's name from its account of Mr. Smith Goes to Washington, the California justice system, sensitive to the glow of celebrity, featured Landis as its headliner, implicitly accepting the studio's self-exculpation. As Stephen Farber and Marc Green, the authors of the engrossing Outrageous Conduct (1988), observe, “When civil suits were filed naming the studio as a defendant … the studio clung to the belief that it was Landis's movie. The creative freedom that he and other directors had won as a result of two decades of growing directorial autonomy meant that he should take responsibility for mistakes he made without the studio's knowledge” (156). Whether the studio's self-proclaimed ignorance was a reasonable excuse was never subjected to challenge in the courtroom from which studio executives, busy with other things, prudently absented themselves. Warner's own morality could not be tested because auteurism was the perfect alibi for the malfunctioning of what remained of the studio's CID and a justification for its scapegoating of Landis. In his testimony, Landis tried to dissociate himself as auteur from control over anything except aesthetic issues. He blamed everyone else for everything else, including Warner's and the “experts” responsible for explosives, helicopters, and live children. Almost everyone else in court blamed Landis as director/producer and boss. It was a standoff that worked. Landis escaped jail for the criminal charge and the studio escaped bad publicity, while quietly settling the civil suits by the families of the victims.12 By reducing authorship to a single, biological individual and failing to consider the negligence of the studio, the Los Angeles district attorney made it impossible to successfully prosecute a crime that in its complexity mirrored the corporate reality of the New Hollywood.
The “Culture” of the Disney-Pixar Merger Agreement
Warner's escaped, but it was a messy business. The construction of shell companies to absorb the blame for any person or action that might incur liability makes a much cleaner studio alibi, in part because it does not depend on auteurist scapegoating. Disney understands these things. When, according to David A. Price, Disney partnered with Pixar to make Toy Story in 1993, they formed a “joint venture called Hi Tech Toons … to shield the two companies from liability and to simplify production accounting.” Hi Tech Toons was a one-off company with a separate management that the principal firms could use to hire employees and to process salaries and other expenditures. If something happened during the production that damaged people or property, Hi Tech, which had no assets except the money to pay its employees, would be a very bad bet for a litigant seeking a settlement or a prosecutor seeking an indictment. The device also prevented conflict between Disney's unionized workers and Pixar's nonunionized employees by making both temporary employees of a third company.13 Notably, the arrangement diminished liability but did not entail taking additional precautions to prevent unforeseen calamities. The addition of Hi Tech Toons had the appearance of modifying the Corporate Internal Decision structure, even if its true function was to employ a legal accounting maneuver to cordon off Disney, Pixar, and their executives from moral responsibility and legal liability for bad things that might happen.
Against that background of chronic concern about exposure to liability, Disney and Pixar's shell-less merger contract of 2006 is a striking innovation. “Culture” is the key. Once the concept of the corporation had been expanded to include the institutionalization of a way of doing things that invests all functions, such as planning, purchasing, allocating, producing, accounting, hiring and firing, reporting, ordering, marketing, and, of course, speaking with meaning for the stakeholders in a company, the rickety CID (Corporate Internal Decision) could be renovated as a CCD (Corporate Cultural Decision) structure that explicitly binds authority and identity. No corporation in America was more prepared for this transformation than Disney, because no company takes culture as seriously as Disney, whether it is the culture that the company markets or the culture that the company is. Culture is Disney's business and its brand. That new CCD is invoked in Exhibit 99.1 of the merger contract, “Policies for Management of the Feature Animation Businesses.” The pertinent section of the exhibit reads, “Upon the effective date of the Disney—Pixar merger, a Committee (“Committee”) shall be immediately established to help provide oversight to the Feature Animation Businesses of Disney and Pixar. The principal objectives of the Committee are: (i) to help maintain the Pixar ‘culture,’ (ii) to help supervise Pixar and Disney Feature Animation, (iii) to oversee Pixar compensation practices and (iv) to approve the film budgets of Pixar, all subject to final approval by Disney's Chief Executive Officer.”14 That promise to help maintain the Pixar culture, which is expressively and uniquely framed by quotation marks, probably sealed the deal.
Michel Foucault accurately stipulated that “a contract may have a guarantor—it does not have an author”15: no single subject is responsible for originating the contract, nor can the language of the contract be copyrighted or plagiarized. The scare quotes in Exhibit 99.1 do, however, represent someone as speaking on behalf of the eccentric individuality of Pixar “culture,” which is at some marked but indeterminate distance from the identity that culture ordinarily represents. Pixar “culture,” that is, enunciates a cultural authorship by warding off the connotations that culture usually bears, when, for example, it is used by a cynical Time management as an alibi to protect its prerogatives, when codified by Australian legislators, or when preached by Disney in its self-promotions.16
No doubt the scare quotes are an awkward gesture. In the epilogue to Apollo's Angels: A History of Ballet (2011), Jennifer Homans illustrates how such awkwardness signifies:
Many of today's dancers, for example, have a revealing habit; they attack steps with apparent conviction—but then at the height of the step they shift or adjust, almost imperceptibly, as if they were not quite at ease with its statement. This is so commonplace that we hardly notice. But we should: these adjustments are a kind of fudging, a way of taking distance and not quite committing (literally) to a firm stand. With the best of intentions, the dancer thus undercuts her own performance.17


The problem here is not a lack of talent or will or imagination. It is a problem of cultures: the weighty cultural capital of ballet tradition and the specific cultural conditioning that contemporary dancers undergo as part of their training. For Homans the dancer's adjustment does not express an individual subjectivity daunted by a challenge and escaping to the familiar. Her fudging of the last step is the almost imperceptible sign of a contemporary ballet culture that uniformly induces in dancers the uneasy adjustment to a statement of artistic conviction as its inadvertent signature.
Pixar's scare quotes fudge by instituting a position at a distance from a contractually frank and open statement of affiliation with a dominant culture, which, in this case, is not the culture of Petipa or Balanchine but the culture of Disney. Culture is Disney's business. The company not only has a prescriptive corporate culture but it produces culture homologous with its company culture, which it packages for the screen, vends on the shelves in the Disney stores, and imparts both to the visitors to its theme parks and to the people who work there. As Janet Wasko reports, “New employees learn about the ‘Disney Culture’—defined in company literature as ‘the values, myths, heroes and symbols that have a significant meaning to the employees.’”18 Pixar, however, is effectively distanced from a potentially destabilizing avowal of the priority of its own culture by quotation marks that imply that the word “culture” properly belongs to the dominant partner, as part of its corporate identity. Whether the quotation marks were imposed by a condescending Disney or by a strategic Pixar, its authorship belongs to whatever set of norms, practices, and personalities that make Pixar not what it is but what it does and which, thereby, constitute not its identity but its value. Like the dancer adjusting herself to the core, doctrinal statement of the classical ballet, Pixar's assertion of “cultural” authorship is the enactment of a mild, but definite form of apostasy. The “cultural” author becomes what it does as it intentionally falls away from complete fidelity to the dominant creed in order to make no statements—only movies.
Pinocchio's Transformational Logic
In a 1932 profile of MGM, Fortune magazine announced its expectation of a corporate art:
MGM is neither one man nor a collection of men. It is a corporation. Whenever a motion picture becomes a work of art it is unquestionably due to men. But the moving pictures have been born and bred not of men but of corporations. Corporations have set up the easels, bought the pigments, arranged the views, and hired the potential artists. Until the artists emerge, at least, the corporation is bigger than the sum of its parts. Somehow, although our poets have not yet defined it for us, a corporation lives a life and finds a fate outside the lives and fates of its human constituents.19


Just two years later Fortune named the studio that had fulfilled its expectations. It was not MGM, nor was it Warner's or Paramount, MGM's chief competitors for market share. It was the Walt Disney Studio, a privately held corporation, whose size and revenue were dwarfed by the tiered establishments of the members of the Motion Pictures Producers and Distributors Association cartel.20 Despite its size and specialization, Disney—which had never put a star under contract, built a soundstage, or owned a theater—had nonetheless brought forth something new into the world. The Disney studio, Fortune writes, is organized as “a factory…. But the result is no simple product like cigarettes or razor blades; it is myth…. In Disney's studio a twentieth-century miracle is achieved: by a system as truly of the machine age as Henry Ford's plant at Dearborn, true art is produced.”21 No early assessment of Disney's work and of the Disney studio would prove as compatible with contemporary judgments of Disney's organizational acumen or as prescient of the focal role that Disney would play in synthesizing mythmaking with what has come to be called “experiential marketing.”
Work on Pinocchio began in December of 1937, upon the completion of Snow White, Disney's first feature, when studio morale was high and artistic invention inspired. This was the golden age venerated by John Lasseter's team at Pixar, the period when Disney animation was presided over by Walt and the “nine old men” who gave Disney features their entrancing look and feel, when the Disney Co. still retained some of the effervescent, egalitarian community spirit of the late twenties and the early thirties, and when Walt was still able to ignore the financial pressures that his brother Roy had to face every day. All that would change by the end of 1941. Agitation for unionization led to violent conflicts between management and labor. The disappointing revenues from Pinocchio and Fantasia (1940), which contributed to the mounting debt at the Bank of America, compelled the Disney brothers to take their company public and distribute ownership to anonymous shareholders. The studio was also forced to desist from making features until the financial health of the company could be restored. Moreover, the onset of the war curtailed the studio's access to markets overseas; it was also affected by the rationing of essential chemicals at home and the inexorable diversion of its diminished financial, physical, and human resources to government projects, that is, to propaganda serving the war effort.22
Disney's travails in the forties would steel Walt to make riskier investments in the postwar period so as to exploit changing audiences who were developing new habits of entertainment. Disney had some inherent advantages over the other Hollywood studios. Although Walt bridled at his inability to mount live-action movies, that inhibition actually benefited him in relation to his larger peers, especially the stodgy MGM, whose star-constellating strategy, which had elevated MGM to industry leadership in the thirties, had begun to raise its expenses enormously (Mickey Mouse never collected a paycheck or signed a contract) and, consequently, to limit its scope. People joked about Clark Gable's ears; no fans bought caps to display them. As a company uniquely responsive to consumer demand, Disney early on became an innovative and efficient licenser of its cartoon figures, which, unlike MGM's stars, could not object to any use to which the studio put them. Steamboat Willie marketed Mickey to merchandisers around the globe, who, in turn, produced towels, caps, and pajamas that extended the reach of Disney's marketing deep into the domestic life of multitudes. In the 1950s Disney, more than any other studio, successfully exploited the marketing opportunities offered by television and, with the opening of Disneyland, the burgeoning superhighway system. After Walt's death and a fallow interregnum, Disney, ruled by Michael Eisner, resumed its marketing leadership among entertainment conglomerates, in part by even more aggressive cross-platformed theming, which reached its peak with Eisner's reckless decision in 1994 to theme America in a new park near Manassas Junction in Virginia, site of the First Battle of Bull Run on July 21, 1861. The plan was surprisingly defeated by opponents of the “Disneyfication” of American history.23 Nevertheless, although Eisner did not succeed in becoming the titled impresario of “America,” his merchandising touch remained nearly infallible.
Disney's assumption of the role of mythmaker to the nation's children has also been attacked by cultural critics. For example, Janet Wasko quotes Frances Clarke Sayers, who charges that Disney's “treatment of folklore is without regard for its anthropological, spiritual, or psychological truths. Every story is sacrificed to the ‘gimmick’ of animation.” Sayers adds that “there is nothing to make a child think or feel or imagine.”24 In another argot Mike Budd has argued that Disney's synergism also erases any distinction between mythmaking and brand management by ensuring that every “Disney product is both a commodity and an ad for every other Disney commodity.”25 Sayers and Budd's complementary critiques of the blurring of the boundaries between high and low culture as the malign effect of the Disneyfication of childhood are, of course, deeply indebted to Theodor W. Adorno's somber analysis of the manipulative techniques and homogenizing impact of the culture industry, which
fuses the old and familiar into a new quality. In all its branches, products that are tailored for consumption by the masses, which to a great extent determine the nature of that consumption, are manufactured more or less according to plan. The individual branches are similar in structure or at least fit into each other, ordering themselves into a system almost without a gap. This is made possible by contemporary technical capabilities as well as by economic and administrative concentration. The culture industry intentionally integrates its consumers from above. [26]


Another way of putting it, keeping in mind Citizens United's supreme indifference to the source of popular culture, would be that indifference “as to who speaks,” solicits the corporation to speak to and for us.
Adorno's perspective has ruled in academic criticism of Disney. And Pinocchio has been a touchstone for that criticism. Jack Zipes's landmark Adornovian essay, “Toward a Theory of the Fairy-Tale Film,” takes Pinocchio as the chief example of Disney's ideologically driven adaptations of fairy tales, here with the aim of Americanizing an edgy European story by celebrating the transformation of a willful puppet into a socially conforming young boy. Zipes's zeal to expose the repressive project of Pinocchio leads him to distort the symbolic significance of that transformation, however. He remarks that “Pinocchio is the perfect charming good boy when he awakes on his bed, but he is almost too perfect to be true. Like a doll that has been mass-produced and is ready to be taken home from the shelf of a store, he is the dream toy that Geppetto has wished for, prefabricated by the fairy's instructions and endowed with a moral conscience also supplied by the fairy.”27 Zipes may regard the child as a dream toy, but apparently no one else did. Although merchandizing was vital to the Disney corporate enterprise, which needed to squeeze out as much revenue as possible to make up for the costliness of Pinocchio's production, I can find no evidence that Pinocchio, the real boy, ever became a toy displayed on shelves for sale. Instead, Pinocchio, the stringless puppet with the telltale white gloves, was mass-produced and stocked in shops.
Indeed Pinocchio's narrative contrives a cul-de-sac: the final version of Pinocchio may represent a real boy, but the figure we see is still a cartoon. Pinocchio's transformational logic sets an objective that the picture cannot achieve except extradiegetically, by repudiating animation for live action—a choice that Walt readily made in the postwar era, when he seized the opportunity to produce Treasure Island in the United Kingdom in 1950. The most blatant of the Walt-centric allegories that Pinocchio offers is the identification of Geppetto on his knees praying that Pinocchio will become a real boy with Walt praying to the same star that in his next movie cartoon figures will be replaced by real live boys. From that perspective, the movie's dead end deliberately forecloses not just sequels to Pinocchio but any animated features—an objective that Michael Eisner would also later embrace.
Instead of following Zipes's example by imagining a shelf in the store where Geppetto's dream toy sits, we might instead repeat Jiminy Cricket's more helpful tour of Geppetto's “shop,” which displays on its walls and shelves “the most fantastic clocks you ever laid your eyes on, and all carved out of wood. Cute little music boxes, each one a work of art. Shelf after shelf of toys….” (Fig. 28) None of those intricate artifacts bears either a price destining it for the market or a trademark connecting it to Geppetto. They have no exchange value and, therefore, in Geppetto's world, no use value: when he wants to know the time, he ignores the chiming, cuckooing, cawing, and buzzing clocks that surround him and consults his brass pocket watch. So what kind of place is this? A store, a home, a workshop? Proprietor, father, craftsman—which narrative function is most important? “Proprietor” doesn't take us far, for not only are the other artifacts literally priceless, Pinocchio, who is connected to Geppetto as artifact to maker, fulfillment to wish, is never displayed on a shelf. He is, as Jiminy says, when he first sees him set apart on the workbench, “something else …, a puppet, you know, one of those marionette things, all strings and joints.” Although the newly stringless Pinocchio is sold to Stromboli, who knows exactly how to exploit his unique capacities, the sale occurs without Geppetto's knowledge, nor is it to his profit. If we stress “father,” we will inevitably invoke Walt as either benevolent parent or anxious son and join the psychoanalytic critics of the movie in a debate about what it means for Disney to induce the wish that the father's wish could be the living puppet's wish and that everyone's wish could be gratified by the puppet's dramatic transformation into a virtuous boy. If we prefer “craftsman” it may be because Geppetto appears less as a woodcarver than as an animator (the only tool we see him wield is a paintbrush) and, therefore, a surrogate for the formidable collection of talents at Disney, who often modeled their characters in three dimensions and even played their roles for each other. The parallel between Geppetto's shop in the movie and the animators' shop at Disney's Hyperion Studio partially explains the curious exemption that Geppetto is imagined to have from market considerations.28 Of course, the Disney animators were not so naïve as to ignore either the proximity at the studio of exuberant fun and donkey-like drudgery or their own participation in the creation of a money machine that would enrich the Stromboli who owned the studio. Disney's “nine old men” fetishized decommodification and were as contemptuous of mass production as Zipes or Adorno. To think “father” you must think Walt, but to think “craftsman” you must think “craftsmen”: you must recall a group of highly talented men who labored almost anonymously under Walt's supervision and were forcibly assimilated to his paternal image. The movie should be read, as it surely was by Pixar, as an early sign of the acrimonious conflict over credit, salary, and unionization that almost destroyed the heavily indebted Disney studio in 1941. Recall that Hi Tech Toons was formed as a device to avoid both liability and the threat of unionization.
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A Real Toy
Jiminy Cricket was the first visitor to Geppetto's shop to call attention to the difference between the toys and a puppet. Pixar was the second. The difference between a toy and a puppet is the crux of Toy Story 2, Pixar's most extended engagement with Pinocchio.29 After deciding to make Pinocchio, the first question that Walt asked himself, his animators, and his writers was how they could effectively adapt Carlo Collodi's narrative for the screen. Although he had a vexed relation with Collodi's “story,” Walt accepted the basic narrative arc of stringed puppet to stringless puppet to real boy. Toy Story, however, was an original script idea. According to a well-worn anecdote, “Once [John] Lasseter and the rest of the team asked themselves a key question. ‘If a toy were alive, what would it want?’—the answers came flooding out. Toys are manufactured to be played with by children, they reasoned, so that is what they want more than anything else in the world”.30 A puppet is not crafted to be a toy. Its purpose is neither to be played with nor to become a real boy but to perform for an audience as the instrument of a master entertainer intent on accumulating wealth. From Pixar's perspective Geppetto should have sold the puppet to the gypsy impresario, who is the only character able to exploit this unique expression of the puppet form, this artificial person, by realizing its true potential to be a money machine: Pinocchio, Inc., privately held and controlled by Stromboli. Alive or not, toys are toys and not some other thing—least of all unevolved children. No toy pines for a conscience; that's for sure. Pixar's toys are not crafted by a loving maker. They are trademarked objects, manufactured in plastic with standardized characters and devised to fit into a marketing niche, their names and functions prescribed. Mass production and consumption are manifestly the conditions for the existence of every toy in the Pixar pictures, and relentless, centralized, top-down merchandising is the only way any toy could get into the toy box of Andy, the chief executive officer of the privately held bedroom.
Toy Story does not challenge that system. Its answer to Pinocchio's nostalgia is the same as its answer to Adorno's critique: mass culture is, indeed, centralized and fully commercialized, but the administration of culture stops at the playroom door, where another culture forms. The toys are manufactured for a purpose, but if the purpose is play, how play happens is—according to Toy Story, Toy Story 2, and Toy Story 3—the prerogative of the child's imagination, not the manufacturer's design: in the exercise of that prerogative the child can be smirkingly sadistic, like Sid, or noisily exuberant, like Andy. Who wouldn't prefer to be owned by Andy? Straight out of the box Andy singles out each toy for a role in play at some variance with its manufactured and marketed character, which differs from the distinctive personality that each toy develops in the formation of a playroom culture through conversation, conflict, and, above all, cooperation under Andy's benign corporate canopy.
Toy “culture” works fine as long as you can stay out of a box and off of a shelf; and that depends on Andy's continued, reasonably attentive ownership. Pixar has a deeply corporatist vision: no distinctive, satisfying way of doing things can be formed without the institutional framework of Andy's bedroom or Disney's boardroom; no culture can be held together without Andy's mark or Disney's brand. The sense of belonging at Pixar was cultivated in two ways. First, the company fostered a distinctive culture that blends techies with creatives and places as high a valuation on idiosyncratic personalities as it does on specialized expertise, Second, Pixar adhered to a prudent strategy of corporate identity formation. To take a major example, cobranding with Disney was guaranteed by the second contract. The production credit would go to Pixar under the rubric of the Magic Kingdom—a relationship thematized in Toy Story by the scrawl of “Andy” on the bottom of the boots of Woody, Buzz, and, eventually, Jesse. Pixar's avowed dream had always been to be a productive, creative community thriving within the institution of a studio and protected by a strong brand. The Andy brand is not the correlative of “Pixar” but the sign of Disney, the matrix of narrative animation to which Pixar—a company of talents that had weathered business crises and employee attrition—had long aspired to pledge its allegiance.
Pixar did not have in mind the Disney of Michael Eisner, however, who, like his contemporary Al, owner of the Toy Barn in Toy Story 2, always put money first. It is true that when, after many fallow years, Eisner assumed control of the Walt Disney Company, in 1984, the company once again began to think seriously about toys and even animation, but always within what Eisner called the “box.” Eisner regularly invoked this management philosophy: “I have always believed that the creative process must be contained in what we call ‘the financial box’—financial parameters that creative people can work in—but the box is tight, controlled and responsible. Finance,” Eisner declared, “has the key to the box”.31 And, of course, every aspect of “finance” answers to Eisner, in whose office the financial box is shelved. It's a vivid metaphor made more so by the prominence of the shelved and then boxed toys in Toy Story 2. Toy Story 2 systematically repudiates Eisner's corporate philosophy as it moves from the crisis of a damaged Woody being shelved in Andy's bedroom, when the boy goes off to cowboy camp, to his confinement in a display case readied for sale to a Japanese museum, to the sublime scene in Al's Toy Barn, where Buzz Lightyear confronts the colossal array of boxed replicas of himself, stacked to the ceiling and stretched to infinity and beyond—a shot in stark contrast to the view of the individualized clocks and knickknacks stocked on the shelves in Geppetto's shop. (Fig. 29)
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Indeed, Toy Story 2 erases Geppetto altogether. There is no maker of Woody, Buzz, or any of the other toys; there is no father for Andy.32 Stromboli returns, however, in the guise of Al, proprietor of Al's Toy Barn, the villain of Toy Story 2, who boxes up Woody because of his value, as Stromboli caged Pinocchio. (Fig. 30) Unlike Stromboli, however, who has no contact with Pinocchio's home life, Al's commercial world impinges on Andy's household, first, through the television set in Andy's room and, then, during the yard sale Andy's mother sets up, which is the occasion of Woody's return to the realm of exchange value when he is boxed by Al and driven away in a Cadillac. The episode in Al's office is all about boxes: the opaque cardboard boxes from which Jesse and the Prospector yearn to escape; the video box on which Stinky Pete, Old Prospector, plays the tape of Woody's Roundup; and the Lucite display cases in which Woody is supposed to spend an eternal life on a shelf in a museum–a scenario that Jessie and Stinky Pete would like Woody to embrace.
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Separated from his friends, Buzz discovers that the multitude of boxed and shelved star rangers are identical to him in every respect, except for their subjection to the advertising copy with which the culture industry has defined their identity. Each is, of course, utterly ignorant of the experiences that Buzz has shared with the rest of Andy's toys, whose conversation and example encouraged him to test his fantasies of omnipotence against a reality that does not conform to the generic scenarios recorded on the looping tape that dictates his character. When released from the box into the social world of the playroom, Buzz painfully learns the disparity between the ad copy on his box, which endows him with superpowers, and the real world in Andy's bedroom, which is a web of interdependence. Buzz must learn the crucial importance of belonging, of being owned and of being loyal. He constructs his own personality by interacting with his peers, the way that Pixar encourages each employee from Lasseter on down to construct his or her own corporate personality
Unlike Buzz, Woody is completely outfitted with a personality when he appears in Toy Story. We do not see him in his naïve state, that is, in full conformity with his manufactured character until the scene in Toy Story 2 when he is trapped in Al's office, where Stinky Pete, intent on persuading Woody to accompany him and Jesse to the museum in Japan, runs the video clip of the last episode of the TV show “Woody's Roundup.” (Fig. 31) Here the mythic function of the media narrative does not replace some more authentic story; the video recording provides the illusion of a continuous identity where there is none. Woody's Roundup does not revive memories; it makes them. The television adventures never happened to this Woody but to another Woody, which is not only a distinct article, like each boxed and shelved Buzz Lightyear, but a different species, as different as a puppet is from a toy. What is peculiar about the video is that our Woody so easily identifies with someone else who is living the same story over and over again, imprisoned in the video box, as if it really were an earlier version of a self that had evolved, metamorphosed, or somehow acquired a personality. But it isn't and it hasn't. There is no video of a Blue Fairy appearing to transform Woody the puppet into Woody the toy. Cultural memory is false memory. Watching “Woody's Roundup,” our Woody revels in the fact that “Woody” (now in scare quotes) was once a performer, who, like Pinocchio in the hands of Stromboli, was a money machine for the various companies whose products he advertised. Had Woody actually made the Pinocchio connection, however, he would have noticed that, unlike the toy he is, the Woody on the “Roundup” is a puppet—and there he is bested by Pinocchio, for the performing Woody has strings and the performing Pinocchio did not. The video representation of Woody the puppet so effectively mediates lapsed time and distance that regression would be as easy as turning on the remote and as appealing as climbing back into a Lucite box to be shipped abroad and then displayed on a shelf in a museum where, abstracted from the culture that gave him personality, a toy could fantasize that he would forever enjoy the regard of people to whom he would be a pristine relic of another world and time, guaranteed value by his rarity, immortality by his value, and sterility by his box.33
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Jiminy Cricket's Story
As we have seen, in Citizens United the majority opinion equates corporate authorship with corporate speech and corporate speech with corporate funding. The court's verdict put American political culture in the box called finance and slammed the lid. I have countered that under the corporatist regime, authorship, considered not as a sign of subjectivity but as the supervening intentional function of the organization, differs from speaking in the capacity not only to take responsibility for what it makes but to accept liability for its making. Where do we find the model for such a corporate author? As a child of Disney, I have had an answer ready for a long time: let your conscience be your guide. If, according to the Roberts Court and Michel Foucault, it makes no difference who is speaking, it might as well be a homuncular cricket who can tell right from wrong and who can convincingly impersonate the corporate author.
Pinocchio is ultimately Jiminy Cricket's story. The movie begins and ends with his direct address to the audience (the first in Disney's history) and with his physical framing of the narrative, which he initiates by opening a book, and which he concludes by closing the window frame to set the stage for his departure to other venues where he can carry out the office conferred on him by the Blue Fairy. Unmistakably, the significance of Jiminy as conscience is that he is not internalized by Pinocchio or by the narrative. Indeed, he was only given prominence in Disney's feature when the narrative authored by Collodi was jettisoned in favor of a narrative authored by Disney. Pinocchio and Citizens United have pretty much demonstrated that an artificial person cannot internalize a conscience (although there is a contrary view articulated by Steven Spielberg and Stanley Kubrick's riposte to Toy Story 2: Artificial Intelligence: AI, which travels deep into the valley of the uncanny to sentimentalize artificial persons, even as it abandons human beings to the deluge of history). Jiminy Cricket is not the part that stands for the Disney whole; no part can legitimately stand for the corporate whole; that's what logos are for. A corporation, however, can acquire a conscience by incorporating it, just as Disney did with Jiminy Cricket and, much later, with Pixar.
Although Pinocchio the puppet is not shelved during the movie, the narrative named Pinocchio is, in the form of the large red book with a silhouette of Pinocchio on the cover, propped up on a table, which Jiminy Cricket opens. (Fig. 32) The book has no title page, no frontispiece, no acknowledgment of Collodi, no words at all: just a framed image of a sleeping village within the frame of the book's page. This book is remarkably different from any volume in which Collodi's story might appear; it is a book that only Disney could produce, with its animators, its multiplane technology, and its license from Technicolor. Just as Walt had to dispose of the first script that, in its fidelity to Collodi, weakened the native force of Disney's animation, so Jiminy usurps the writer of the tale by impersonating the figure of an author who can incorporate the fairy tales while fully reimagining them, who can break with tradition even while celebrating it, who can visualize a book of visuals without needing to write one—and who, ideally, would not just receive credit and revenue for his products but also accept liability if something (Blue Fairy, help us!) should go wrong. Jiminy Cricket may not have the high cultural authority that Adolf A. Berle deployed when, in The 20thCentury Capitalist Revolution, he exemplifies how corporations might be invested with a conscience by invoking medieval Norman law and the right of the convicted to appeal to the conscience of the king for equity; but each age has its convenient myths, and Jiminy has turned out to have more relevance to at least one major corporation than William the Conqueror.34
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Pixar, the Conscience of Disney
Jiminy Cricket was invented by the Disney animators to right a narrative gone wrong and, incidentally, to teach an artificial person with no inner voice how to distinguish the right way of doing things from the wrong way. Disney featured the cricket's personality over the years as the image, if not the agent, of the company's conscience, its acknowledgment of a right and a wrong that cannot be written into charters or expressed on a spreadsheet. Had Berle but known what was bred into Pixar's bones, that Jiminy Cricket, who became the spokesman for the Disney empire, was a figure with more potential to encourage the corporation to behave than potential to assure the social conformity of the kids in the TV audience, he would not, I think, have demurred from putting him to theoretical use in 1954, as Pixar did in its business model in 2006.
Pixar always wanted to be owned, whether by George Lucas of Industrial Light and Magic, who was a neglectful father, or by big brother Steve Jobs, who redeemed Pixar from neglect and eventually arranged the merger that would attach Pixar to Walt Disney under terms that would maintain its “culture” and enable it to fulfill the obligations of belonging. But, it is fair to ask, what about Pixar's “culture” makes it worth maintaining? Why would Disney, which under Eisner was notorious for breaking its contractual promises, keep its promise to Pixar? In a thoughtful analysis of the deal, Victor Fleischer is skeptical that the company will. He does not believe that what he calls Pixar's “bottom up culture” can be maintained under a contract that subjects the execution of all agreements to the authority of the executive at the top of the Walt Disney Company. Fleischer warns that the omission of any mention of the well-publicized Pixar University has been adduced as evidence that distinctive elements of Pixar's culture were already being abandoned before the contract was signed. Only the reification of Pixar's culture as bottom up, however, impels Fleischer to inventory what is in the Disney basement. Indeed, it was Fleischer who first pointed to the importance of the quotation marks around “culture” in Exhibit 99.1 and who astutely associated that form with the way that the intangible managerial capital called “goodwill” was once represented in contracts.35 The association of “culture” with “goodwill” is telling both because the quotation marks around “goodwill” were eventually dropped as accounting methods were adopted that made that capacious intangible accountable and because, by asserting itself as author, Pixar “culture” claims to be able to generate both good products and goodwill—economic, not moral goods. For Iger to squeeze out that “culture” would be, Eisner-like, to deliberately destroy that value, both by driving away indispensable talent and by disabling the institutionally specific protocols shared by techies and creatives, who combine to author the motion pictures that generate goodwill. The insistence on the maintenance of the contract is the assertion of a cultural authorship of incalculable value, because, as long as Pixar continues to be able to tell right from wrong and conscientiously does things right, one must trust that its “culture” will be indefinitely productive of more value. Indeed, rather than facilitating the imposition of Disney ideology on Pixar, the merger has been followed by influence heading the other way—and, significantly, not only on the animators. Recently Iger has summoned Pixar members to conferences on live-action productions in order to exploit their narrative expertise so that Disney can get its stories right.36 We may congratulate Pixar executives on their success as consultants on the Disney side, but such missionary work is not always welcomed by the supposed beneficiaries, and in this case Pixar's willingness to advise inevitably comes with liability for advice that may not save or may even sink the project in which they intervene. The chances for failure always exceed the chances for success in Hollywood, and Pixar's institutional capital, namely, its astounding record of continuous successes, is put at risk not only by each new feature but with each consultation.
We can skip an inventory of the assorted policies, practices, properties, and personalities that constitute Pixar “culture,” for although many of them are important, none is either necessary or sufficient. My construction of Pixar's self-understanding has exploited the peculiar appearance of a framed culture in the merger contract to avoid what I believe Pixar was avoiding: being boxed in by a Hobson's choice between the demystification of Pixar as ultimately the studio of John Lasseter, creative genius whose vision is served by zealous, talented acolytes, and the alternative hypostasis of Pixar culture as a prescriptive way of doing things, a medium for the formation of a collective identity, and a technology for enforcing brand discipline. “Cultural” authorship cannot thrive at either extreme. Extremes must meet—not, however as formal collaborations or task-dedicated teams, but as studio functions that mutually inform each other and figure a cultural identity as a maneuver, not a subject position. I can't imagine how that relationship could be empirically verified, whether from the bottom or the top. No reason to try. The framing of culture in Exhibit 99.1 invites an allegorization of Pixar Animation Studio as structured by the always potential conflict between the freewheeling creatives, authors of meaningful, character driven narratives, and the cubicled techies, ingenious writers of code who make dew glisten, hair tousle, and Buzz tango. That allegory was first invoked by John Lasseter as the chiasmus that figures the engine of Pixar culture: “The art challenges the technology, and the technology inspires the art.”37 What matters, then, is, not culture as another version of goodwill, intangible but quantifiable managerial capital fabricated by the expert manipulation of the corporation's two bodies, but culture as figurative capital. “Culture” is the framing of a word that would refer to and be uttered by what is casually called corporate culture, could such a culture find a voice adequate to the figure of the chiasmus by which this “culture” recognizes itself, assures its dynamism, takes responsibility for corporate projects, gets things right, and, crucially, accepts liability for what goes wrong—crucially because Pixar cannot claim to be a conscientious author without accepting liability for its actions, even if they may prove it to be no conscience at all.
Notes
Introduction: Someone Said
1. A copy of the 2010 conference program can be found on the English Institute website: http://www.fas.harvard.edu/~englinst/archive/2010/2010-conference.html. I am grateful to Deidre Lynch, who co-lead the 2010 conference roundtable with me; many of her thoughts on the role of the author in the history of literary criticism are reflected here.

2. W. K Wimsatt and M. C. Beardsley, “The Intentional Fallacy,” Sewanee Review 54 (1946): 468–88, revised and republished in The Verbal Icon: Studies in the Meaning of Poetry (Lexington: University of Kentucky Press, 1954): 3–18.

3. Michel Foucault's essay “Qu'est-ce qu'un auteur” was initially published as a lecture transcript in the Bulletin de la Société française de philosophie 63, no. 3 (1969): 73–104. It exists in two different authoritative English translations: “What Is an Author?,” trans. Donald F. Bouchard and Sherry Simon, in Language, Counter-Memory, Practice: Selected Essays and Interviews by Michel Foucault, ed. Donald F. Bouchard (Ithaca, NY: Cornell University Press, 1977), 113–138; and “What Is an Author?,” in Textual Strategies: Perspectives in Post-Structuralist Criticism, ed. and trans. Josué Harari (Ithaca, NY: Cornell University Press, 1979), 141–60. All in-text citations will be to the Harari translation of Foucault's text.

4. See Pub. L. 60–349, 35 Stat. 1075, Section 4.

5. Copyright was extended in 1980 to give computer programs the status of literary works (Pub. L. No. 96–517, 94 Stat. 3015, 3028), and in 1990 to include architectural works (in addition to blueprints or plans) (Pub. L. 101?650, 104 Stat.5133). Legislation to extend copyright protection to fashion design for an anomalously short period of three years, was first introduced in 2009. H.R. 2511, the Innovative Design and Piracy Prevention Act, was referred to the U.S. House Subcommittee on Courts, the Internet, and Intellectual Property on August 25, 2011.

6. While the 1909 copyright law specified a term of twenty-eight years (renewable for a second term of twenty-eight years during the final year of protection), the 1976 Copyright Act indexed the term of protection to the author's lifespan, protecting copyrights during the life of the author plus fifty years after his or her death. The Sonny Bono Copyright Term Extension Act of 1998 extended this term to the life of the author plus seventy years.

7. Most influential among such schemes has been Creative Commons: http://creativecommons.org.

8. Two papers presented at the conference are not included here: Jacqueline Goldsby's “Photography and the Golden Age of Negro Authorship” and the presentation by the World Performance Project at Yale (Marie Boroff, Emily Coates, Lacina Coulibaly, Kathryn Krier, and Joseph Roach), “Authorship and the Literature of Movement.”

9. Samuel Beckett, Stories & Texts for Nothing, trans. by Samuel Beckett (New York: Grove Press, 1967), 85. Beckett initially published “Text 3,” from which this sentence is taken, as the first section of “Trois textes pour rien,” Les lettres nouvelles 1, no. 3 (May 1953), 267–77. He revised and republished it in Nouvelles et textes pour rien (Paris: Éditions de Minuit, 1955).

10. Seán Burke, The Death and Return of the Author: Criticism and Subjectivity in Barthes, Foucault and Derrida, 2nd ed. (Edinburgh: Edinburgh University Press, 1998), 90.

11.  Jane Gallop, The Deaths of the Author: Reading and Writing in Time (Durham: Duke University Press, 2011). The effect of the allusion is attenuated by Foucault's English translators, who in one case break up Barthes's title phrase with dashes and in the other bury it in the middle of a paragraph. Josué Harari translates Foucault's paragraph-ending sentence, “Tout cela est connu; et il y a beau temps que la critique et la philosophie ont pris acte de cette disparition ou de cette mort de l'àuteur” (Michel Foucault, Dits et écrits: 1954–1988, vol. 1, ed. Daniel Defert, Francois Ewald, and Jacques Lagrange [Paris: Gallimard, 1994], 793), as “None of this is recent; criticism and philosophy took note of the disappearance—or death—of the author some time ago” (143). As Gallop notes, Bouchard and Simon swallow the phrase into a longer sentence that is itself used to link what are separate paragraphs in the French text (Gallop, 146n4).

12. Andrew Parker, “Foucault's Tongues,” Meditations 18, no. 2 (Fall 1994): 83.

13. In Frescoes of the Skull: The Later Prose and Drama of Samuel Beckett (London: John Calder, 1979), James Knowlson and John Pilling capture this narrative dynamic well: “Each strategy which the voice engages in in order to settle decisively the question of whether or not it is substantial, founders because there is no external, ratifying element that will guarantee its substantiality. The more the shadowy self becomes aware of this, the more desperate it becomes, until the point where it resigns itself to solitude and awaits the demise of all voices whatever” (44).

14. For a reading along these lines, see Richard Begam, Samuel Beckett and the End of Modernity (Stanford, CA: Stanford University Press, 1996), 121.

15. Roland Barthes, Image, Music, Text, trans. Stephen Heath (New York: Hill and Wang, 1977), 142–47.

16. Michel Foucault, Language, Counter-Memory, Practice, trans. Donald F. Bouchard and Sherry Simon (Ithaca, NY: Cornell University Press, 1977), 113–38. Bouchard's justification for his editing of the lecture appears on p. 113n.

17. The new ending begins with the last paragraph on p. 158 of the Harari translation (“Second, there are reasons for dealing with the ‘ideological’ status of the author”) and ends before the final paragraph on p. 160, which is similar in both English translations.

18. Foucault, Dits et écrits. Defert's translation of the revised ending appears as a variant, set in smaller type, at the bottom of p. 811.

1. Insinuating Authors
1. Cicero, De inventione, trans. H. M. Hubbell, Loeb Classical Library (Cambridge, MA: Harvard University Press, 1949), 1.16.21.

2. In late antique rhetoric there is sometimes a fourth circumstance: if the case is risible. See Martianus Capella, De nuptiis Philologiae et Mercurii 4.§45, in Rhetores latini minores, ed. Charles Halm (Leipzig: Teubner, 1863; repr., Frankfurt: Minerva, 1964), 485.29; translated in W. H. Stahl, Martianus Capella and the Seven Liberal Arts, vol. 2, The Marriage of Mercury and Philology (New York: Columbia University Press, 1977).

3. Later antiquity gives even further variation of explanatory detail. The Pseudo-Augustine De rhetorica quae supersunt (fifth century [?] CE) gives special attention to the figure of amphidoxos or the commuting of the person for the subject matter or vice versa, depending on which is “turpid” and which is honorable: see Halm, Rhetores latini minores, 147–50; translated in Readings in Medieval Rhetoric, ed. and trans. Joseph M. Miller et al. (Bloomington: Indiana University Press, 1973), 20–24.

4. See Cicero, De inventione 1.17.25; Pseudo-Cicero, Rhetorica ad Herennium 1.6.10; Quintilian, Institutio oratoria 4.1.44–51.

5. Pro C. Rabirio Postumo, in The Speeches of Cicero 4, trans. N. H. Watts, Loeb Classical Library (London: Heinemann, 1931), 367–69.

6. Cicero's Pro Caelio offers good examples of other conditions for insinuatio: the case is being tried during a public holiday (thus the jury is already ill-disposed out of resentment for being called to hear a case when all legal business should be suspended); and the accusations against the defendant are relatively trivial, not the grave matters of state that would justify hearing a case over a public holiday (thus feeding the jury's resentment of the plaintiff and the prosecutors, who have convened the members to hear such a case). See Pro M. Caelio oratio, in The Speeches of Cicero 7, trans. R. Gardner, Loeb Classical Library (London: Heinemann; Cambridge, MA: Harvard University Press, 1958), 407–9.

7. Grillius, Commentum in Ciceronis rhetorica, ed. Rainer Jakobi (Munich and Leipzig: K. G. Saur [Teubner], 2002), 89.

8. Heinrich Lausberg, Handbook of Literary Rhetoric: A Foundation for Literary Study, ed. Matthew Bliss et al., trans. David E. Orton and R. Dean Anderson (Leiden: Brill, 1998), §281.

9. “The Impeachment Trial: Statement of Sen. Biden” http://www.washingtonpost.com/wp-srv/politics/special/clinton/stories/bidentext021399.htm. (accessed August 20, 2012)

10. American Rhetoric: Online Speech Bank. “Dale Bumpers: Closing Defense Arguments” http://www.americanrhetoric.com/speeches/dalebumpersdefenseofclinton.htm. (accessed 20 August, 2012).

11. Rhetoric 1356a.

12. Cf. Aristotle, Poetics 1456b 20.

13. On the ancient literary and rhetorical tradition of kairos, see generally Monique Trédé, Kairos, L'àpropos et l'occasion: Le mot et le notion d'Homère à la fin du IVe siècle avant J-C (Paris: Klinckseick, 1992).

14. Cf. Isocrates, Panathenaicus 30: “I call educated … those who manage well the circumstances which they encounter day by day, and who possess a judgement [doxan] which is accurate in meeting occasions as they arise [ton kairon exontas] and rarely misses the expedient course of action.” Isocrates II, trans. George Nohlin, Loeb Classical Library (Cambridge, MA: Harvard University Press, 1968).

15. Virginia Burrus, Saving Shame: Martyrs, Saints, and Other Abject Subjects (Philadelphia: University of Pennsylvania Press, 2008), 112–15.

16. Cf. Paul de Man, “Excuses (Confessions),” in Allegories of Reading: Figural Language in Rousseau, Nietzsche, Rilke, and Proust (New Haven, CT: Yale University Press, 1979), especially 285; and Burrus, Saving Shame, 112.

17. According to the early modern rhetorician Philipp Melanchthon, occultatio belongs especially in the exordium; see Melanchthon, Elementa rhetorices : Grundbegriffe der Rhetorik, ed. and trans. Volkhard Wels (Berlin: Weidler, 2001), 270, under “ex contrariis.”

18. Emmanuel Levinas, On Escape, trans. Bettina Bergo (Stanford: Stanford University Press, 2003), 63–64. Cf. Peter Brooks, Troubling Confessions: Speaking Guilt in Law and Literature (Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 2000)

19. For a summary of these medieval and humanist interests, see J. O. Ward, Ciceronian Rhetoric in Treatise, Scholion, and Commentary. Typologie des sources du moyen âge occidental 58 (Turnhout: Brepols, 1995), 143–47.

20. Uguccione da Pisa, Derivationes, ed. Enzo Cecchini, 2 vols. (Florence: SISMEL, Edizioni del Galluzzo, 2004), 2:1098 (s.v. sino).

21. Translation in Medieval Grammar and Rhetoric: Language Arts and Literary Theory, AD 300–1475, ed. Rita Copeland and Ineke Sluiter (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2009), 395–96. Latin text in De sancta trinitate et operibus eius, ed. H. Haacke, Corpus christianorum continuatio medievalis 21–24 (Turnholt: Brepols, 1971–72), bk. 7, chap. 40.

22. The Latin Rhetorical Commentaries by Thierry of Chartres, ed. K. Margareta Fredborg (Toronto: Pontifical Institute of Mediaeval Studies, 1988), 230–31 (my translation).

23. Thierry of Chartres also proposes that Cicero uses insinuatio in his own proemium so as not to seem to contradict authority; see Fredborg, ed., 56. In his commentary on the passage on insinuatio in Cicero's De inventione, Thierry uses the same literary reference to Sinon's speech derived probably from Grillius' commentary (see the quotation from Grillius above): Fredborg, ed., 115.

24. For further information on Brunetto's Rettorica and references, see the translated selections in Copeland and Sluiter, Medieval Grammar and Rhetoric, 753–79.

25. The translation breaks off just after 1.17.24, the section on insinuatio quoted at the start of this essay.

26. Brunetto Latini, La rettorica, ed. Francesco Maggini (Florence: Felice le Monnier, 1968), 197–98 (my translation).

27. I am most grateful to John Ward of the University of Sydney for providing me with a copy of his unpublished study of the treatment of insinuatio in medieval rhetorical commentaries, many of them in still unedited manuscripts: “Antiquarian or Pragmatic? The Survival of an Ancient Rhetorical Doctrine in Medieval and Renaissance Times,” 1985. Ward's unpublished study (over two hundred pages in typescript), which he has kindly agreed to having reproduced here (Fig. 1), contains much valuable information and detail on the survival of this rhetorical device in medieval discourse analysis and on the theoretical and pragmatic interest in its functions.
[image: Figure 1: John Ward, “Antiquarian or Pragmatic? The Survival of an Ancient Rhetorical Doctrine in Medieval Renaissance Times” (1985). Click to view PDF]Figure 1:John Ward, “Antiquarian or Pragmatic? The Survival of an Ancient Rhetorical Doctrine in Medieval Renaissance Times” (1985).Click to view PDF

28. See the “Regensburg Rhetorical Letters,” in Briefsammlungen der Zeit Heinrich IV, ed. Carl Erdmann and Norbert Fickermann, Monumenta Germaniae historica: Briefe der deutschen Kaiserzeit 5 (Weimar: Hermann Böhlaus, 1950), 259–382. See especially letter 31, which quotes Cicero's De inventione on the doctrine of insinuatio (367–68). Ward draws particular attention to this interesting collection in his unpublished essay “Antiquarian or Pragmatic?,” cited above.

29. Over three years three major reinterpretations of the poem appeared in Anglo-American scholarship: Helen Lovatt, Statius and Epic Games. Sport, Politics, and Poetics in the Thebaid (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 2005); Randall T. Ganiban, Statius and Virgil: The Thebaid and the Reinterpretation of the Aeneid (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 2007); and Charles McNelis, Statius' Thebaid and the Poetics of Civil War (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 2007). The previous decade saw, inter alia, William J. Dominik, Speech and Rhetoric in Statius' Thebaid (Hildesheim: Olms-Weidmann, 1994), and idem, The Mythic Voice of Statius: Power and Politics in the Thebaid (Leiden: Brill, 1994).

30. Statius, Thebaid, ed. and trans. D. R. Shackleton Bailey, Loeb Classical Library (Cambridge, MA: Harvard University Press, 2003).

31. David Vessey, Statius and the Thebaid (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1973), 60.

32. Ibid., 64.

33. See, e.g., Lee Patterson, “The Theban Writing of Anelida and Arcite,” in Chaucer and the Subject of History (Madison: University of Wisconsin Press, 1991), 82–83.

34. The early modern rhetorician Philipp Melancthon, apparently unmoved by Statius's strategies, found little to recommend in this exordium. In his Elementa rhetorices (see note 17 above), he stated that modest and submissive exordia have the greatest grace, and above all one should avoid grandiose and inflated beginnings, such as found in Statius, especially when they impede judgment (ed. Wels, 70).

35. So also the Statian narrator is no apologist for his offensive matter, unlike Defoe's authorial persona in Moll Flanders (see above).

36. Paulus Orosius, Historiarum adversus paganos, libri VII 1.10.1, as noted in David Anderson, Before the Knight's Tale: Imitations of Classical Epic in Boccaccio's Teseida (Philadelphia: University of Pennsylvania Press, 1988), 167.

37. This is based on a false but fruitful etymology, “satyr” to “satire,” the idea being that satire, like a satyr, is naked because it means transparently what it says. See Conrad of Hirsau, Dialogus super auctores, in Accessus ad auctores, Bernard d'Utrecht, Conrad d'Hirsau, ed. R. B. C. Huygens (Leiden: Brill, 1970), 76; translated in Medieval Literary Theory and Criticism, c.1100–c.1375: The Commentary Tradition, ed. A. J. Minnis and B. Scott, with David Wallace (Oxford: Clarendon, 1988), 44. On this theme, see Suzanne Reynolds, Medieval Reading: Grammar, Rhetoric, and the Classical Text (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1996), 144–45.

38. Convivio 3.8.9–10, in Dante Alighieri, Opere minori 1.2, ed. Cesare Vasoli and Domenico de Robertis (Milan and Naples: Riccardo Ricciardi, 1988); see Thebaid 46–7.

39. Text edited by Anderson, Before the Knight's Tale, 231–32 (my translation; boldface emphasis mine).

40. Guy Renaud de Lage, ed., Le Roman de Thèbes, 2 vols. (Paris: Champion, 1966); a newer edition based on the best manuscript witness to the poem, and with facing-page modern French translation, is Francine Mora-Lebrun, ed., Le Roman de Thèbes. Édition du manuscrit S (Londre, Brit. Libr., Add. 34114) (Paris: Livre de Poche, 1995). For studies of the poem, see the collection of essays edited by Bernard Ribémont, Études sur le Roman de Thèbes (Orléans: Paradigme, 2002), and the bibliography, 201–10.

41. See the partial edition (including the Theban matter) by Marijke de Visser-van Terwisga, Histoire ancienne jusqu'à César, 2 vols. (Orléans: Paradigme, 1995), especially 2:257–72 for background; and the study by Catherine Croizy-Naquet, Écrire l'histoire romaine au début du XIIIe siècle (Paris: Champion, 1999). Old but still helpful are Paul Meyer, “Les premières compilations françaises d'histoire ancienne,” Romania 14 (1885): 1–81; and L. A. Constans, La légende d'Oedipe (Paris: Maisonneuve, 1880), especially 315–74.

42. On its Italian appearances, see Anderson, Before the Knight's Tale, 91, 167–68; see also David Anderson, “Theban History in Chaucer's Troilus,” Studies in the Age of Chaucer 4 (1982): 112–28.

43. On Lydgate's use of the French prose redactions, see the notes to Siege of Thebes, ed. Axel Erdmann, 2 vols. (London: Kegan Paul, Trench, Trübner, 1911); and see also John Lydgate, The Siege of Thebes, ed. Robert R. Edwards (Kalamazoo, MI: Medieval Institute Publications, 2001), editor's introduction; also available on line: TEAMS Middle English Texts Series, http://www.lib.rochester.edu/camelot/teams/tmsmenu.htm (accessed August 20, 2012).

44. I owe the analogy of insinuatio with the dynamic of transference and countertransference in psychoanalytic therapy to Jane K. Brown (conversation at the English Institute, September, 2010).

45. Among recent accounts of the Statian intertext in the Commedia, the following may supply the best orientation: Ronald L. Martinez, “Dante and the Two Canons: Statius in Virgil's Footsteps (Purgatorio 21–22),” Comparative Literature Studies 32 (1995): 151–76; Ronald L. Martinez, “Lament and Lamentations in the Purgatorio, and the Case of Dante's Statius,” Dante Studies 115 (1999 for 1997): 45–88; Winthrop Wetherbee, “Dante and the Thebaid of Statius,” in Lectura Dantis Newberryana, ed. P. Cherchi and A. Mastrobuono (Evanston, IL: Northwestern University Press, 1988), 1:71–92; Winthrop Wetherbee, The Ancient Flame: Dante and the Poets (Notre Dame, IN: University of Notre Dame Press, 2008); Kevin Brownlee, “Dante and the Classical Poets,” in The Cambridge Companion to Dante, ed. Rachel Jacoff (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1993), 100–119; Teodolina Barolini, Dante's Poets: Textuality and Truth in the Comedy (Princeton, NJ: Princeton University Press, 1984), 256–69; George F. Butler, “The Fall of Tydeus and the Failure of Satan: Statius' Thebaid, Dante's Commedia, and Milton's Paradise Lost,” Comparative Literature Studies 43 (2006): 134–52.

46. Text and translation from Dante Alighieri, The Divine Comedy. Inferno, trans. Charles Singleton (London: Routledge and Kegan Paul, 1971). I have altered the translation slightly. The reference to Amphion's building of Thebes points in several directions, not only to Statius but also, among others, to Horace, Ars poetica, 394–96.

47.  Text and translation from the Singleton edition (as above).

48. I owe this observation to Justin Steinberg of the University of Chicago, who generously discussed this paper with me.

49. On the intricate connections between the Dantean and Chaucerian realizations of this episode and the Statian intertext, see Winthrop Wetherbee, “Chaucer and the European Tradition,” Studies in the Age of Chaucer 27 (2005): 3–21. Other readings include Thomas H. Bestul, “The Monk's Tale,” in, Sources and Analogues of the Canterbury Tales, ed. Robert M. Correale and Mary Hamel (Cambridge: D. S. Brewer, 2002), 409–47; Helen Cooper, “The Four Last Things in Dante and Chaucer: Ugolino in the House of Rumour,” New Medieval Literatures 3 (1999): 39–66; and Paul Spillenger, “‘Oure Flessh Thou Yaf Us’: Langour and Chaucer's Consumption of Dante in the Hugelyn,” Chaucer Yearbook 3 (1996): 103–28.

50. Text from The Riverside Chaucer, 3rd ed., ed. Larry D. Benson (Boston: Houghton Mifflin, 1987).

51. The fullest realization of the place of Statius, and the Dantean Statius, in Chaucer's poetics is Winthrop Wetherbee, Chaucer and the Poets: An Essay on Troilus and Criseyde (Ithaca, NY: Cornell University Press, 1984). See further, on many of the interpretive cruces of Chaucer's Statian intertext, John Fleming, Classical Imitation and Interpretation in Chaucer's Troilus (Lincoln: University of Nebraska Press, 1990).

2. Death and the Author
I thank the participants at the 2010 English Institute for their questions and responses to this paper. I am especially grateful to William Germano, Deidre Lynch, Meredith McGill and Katie Trumpener for their written commentary, as generous as it was exigent. I thank also Celeste Langan for her encouragement and advice.
1. On the Romantic genesis of the author “as autonomous, original, and expressive,” see Andrew Bennett, The Author (London and New York: Routledge, 2005), 5–8, 55–71; Martha Woodmansee, The Author, Art, and the Market: Rereading the History of Aesthetics (New York: Columbia University Press, 1994), 35–40, 50–56; on the figure's eighteenth-century prehistory, Alvin B. Kernan, Samuel Johnson and the Impact of Print (Princeton, NJ.: Princeton University Press, 1989), 71–117; on Barthes and Foucault, Séan Burke, The Death and Return of the Author: Criticism and Subjectivity in Barthes, Foucault and Derrida (Edinburgh: Edinburgh University Press, 1998); and on the “technological” constitution of authorship in the Romantic period, Clifford Siskin, The Work of Writing: Literature and Social Change in Britain, 1700–1815 (Baltimore: Johns Hopkins University Press, 1999), 158–71.

2. Luisa Calè and Adriana Craciun, “The Disorder of Things,” Eighteenth–Century Studies 45, no. 1 (2011): 1–13. See also Craciun's reflections on the relation of proprietary authorship to Romantic-period scientific discovery writing in her essay in the same volume, “What Is an Explorer?,” 29–51.

3. On the exemplary force of Scott's career in nineteenth-century Britain, see Ian Duncan, Modern Romance and Transformations of the Novel: The Gothic, Scott, Dickens (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1992), 178–88; in North America, see Meredith L. McGill, American Literature and the Culture of Reprinting, 1834–1853 (Philadelphia: University of Pennsylvania Press, 2007), 76–78, 88, 101–2.

4. Recent critical treatments of Scott's authorship include Judith Wilt, Secret Leaves: The Novels of Walter Scott (Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 1985), 185–203; Kathryn Sutherland, “Fictional Economies: Adam Smith, Sir Walter Scott and the Nineteenth-Century Novel,” ELH: English Literary History 54, no. 1 (1987): 97–127; Duncan, Modern Romance, 177–87; Fiona Robertson, Legitimate Histories: Scott, Gothic, and the Authorities of Fiction (Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1993), 117–60; Jonah Siegel, Desire and Excess: The Nineteenth-Century Culture of Art (Princeton, NJ: Princeton University Press, 2000), 113–28; Caroline McCracken-Flesher, Possible Scotlands: Walter Scott and the Story of Tomorrow (New York: Oxford University Press, 2005), 8–12, 156–87; Margaret Russett, Fictions and Fakes: Forging Romantic Authenticity (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 2006), 155–72; and Ian Duncan, Scott's Shadow: The Novel in Romantic Edinburgh (Princeton, NJ: Princeton University Press, 2007), 28–33, 275–84.

5. W. E. K. Anderson, ed., The Journal of Sir Walter Scott (Edinburgh: Canongate, 1998), 10.

6. On the financial crash and its effects on the Scottish book trade and literary genres, see, most recently, Simon Eliot, “1825–6: Years of Crisis?,” in The Edinburgh History of the Book in Scotland, vol. 3, Ambition and Industry, 1800–1880, ed. Bill Bell (Edinburgh: Edinburgh University Press, 2007), 79–90; and, in the same volume, Peter Garside, “The Rise of the Scottish Literary Market,” 203–11.

7. Anderson, Journal of Sir Walter Scott, 48–49.

8. For a full discussion of Scott, paper currency, and the Romantic-era suspension of the gold standard, see Matthew Rowlinson, Real Money and Romanticism (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 2010), 33–100.

9. See Peter Garside, “The English Novel in the Romantic Era: Consolidation and Dispersal,” in The English Novel, 1770–1829: A Bibliographical Survey of Prose Fiction Published in the British Isles, vol. 2, 1800–1829, ed. Peter Garside and Rainer Schöwerling (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2000), 66–69.

10. Walter Scott, Chronicles of the Canongate, ed. Claire Lamont (Edinburgh: Edinburgh University Press, 2000), 9.

11. Anderson, Journal of Sir Walter Scott, 617.

12. See Jane Millgate, Scott's Last Edition (Edinburgh: Edinburgh University Press, 1987), 109–17.

13. John Sutherland, The Life of Walter Scott (Oxford: Blackwell, 1995), 289.

14. See Duncan, Modern Romance and Transformations of the Novel, 180–86; also (on the case of Redgauntlet) Duncan, Scott's Shadow, 275–76; on Lockhart and Scott (a notably subtle treatment), Siegel, Desire and Excess, 113–28.

15. I cite these representative commonplaces from the biographical blurb to the Oxford World's Classics editions of Scott's novels and from Anderson's introduction to Scott's Journal (xxii).

16. Andrew Piper, Dreaming in Books: The Making of the Bibliographic Imagination in the Romantic Age (Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 2009), 9–10. See also Margaret Ezell, Social Authorship and the Advent of Print (Baltimore; Johns Hopkins University Press, 1999); Martha Woodmansee, “On the Author Effect: Recovering Collectivity,” in The Construction of Authorship: Textual Appropriation in Law and Literature, ed. Martha Woodmansee and Peter Jaszi (Durham, NC: Duke University Press, 1994), 15–28.

17. On questioning the opposition, and on the critical debate around an earlier regime of “collective authorship,” see Jeffrey Knapp, Shakespeare Only (Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 2009), 2–18.

18. Scott's case thus offers a different relation from “the kinship between writing and death” characterized by Foucault in “What Is an Author?” Where Flaubert, Proust and Kafka sacrifice life to writing in the cause of art, Scott fulfills the (British, philistine) destiny of a sacrifice in the cause of money. See Michel Foucault, Language, Counter-Memory, Practice, ed. Donald F. Bouchard, trans. D. F. Bouchard and Sherry Simon (Ithaca, NY: Cornell University Press, 1977), 116–17.

19. Alternatively, as Celeste Langan and Maureen McLane put it, it is as if “Scott was determined to prove the efficacy of Marshall McLuhan's maxim, that the content of one medium is another medium, [so that] ballad texts, manuscripts, oral recitations, and legal documents provided the ‘content’ for his Minstrelsy of the Scottish Border; ballad material and minstrel figures the content of his romances; and romance structures and historical inquiry the content of his novels”: “The Medium of Romantic Poetry,” in The Cambridge Companion to British Romantic Poetry, ed. James K. Chandler and McLane (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 2008), 256.

20. In his role as author of Minstrelsy of the Scottish Border, and his relation to subordinate coworkers like John Leyden and James Hogg, Scott resembles such grandee manager-patrons of late-Enlightenment research enterprises as Sir Joseph Banks and Sir William Hamilton. See Noah Heringman's detailed analysis of these and other cases in his forthcoming Sciences of Antiquity: Romantic Antiquarianism, Natural History, and Knowledge Work (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2013). See also my discussion of Scott's recourse to patronage as a figure for his authorship in Scott's Shadow, 158–59.

21. Walter Scott, The Fortunes of Nigel, ed. Frank Jordan (Edinburgh: Edinburgh University Press, 2004), 8.

22. Wilt, Secret Leaves, 187.

23. David A. Brewer, The Afterlife of Character, 1726–1825 (Philadelphia: University of Pennsylvania Press, 2005), 194–201.

24. Scott, Fortunes of Nigel, 5.

25. Duncan, Scott's Shadow, 281.

26. See William B. Todd and Ann Bowden, Sir Walter Scott: A Bibliographical History 1796–1832 (New Castle, DE: Oak Knoll, 1998), 175–76, 179.

27. Engravings based on the 1808 Raeburn portrait, by Abraham Raimbach, Robert Cooper, John Horsburgh, Richard W. Dodson, Henry Meyer, William H. Lizars, Charles Heath, William T. Fry, and John Roffe, can be viewed on-line at the Walter Scott Digital Archive (Corson Collection), Edinburgh University Library, accessed November 10, 2010, http://www.walterscott.lib.ed.ac.uk/portraits/paintings/raeburn1808.html.

28. Piper, Dreaming in Books, 59.

29. Walter Scott, The Betrothed, ed. J. B. Ellis (Edinburgh: Edinburgh University Press, 2009), 3–11.

30. Brewer, The Afterlife of Character, 200.

31. J. G. Lockhart, Memoirs of the Life of Sir Walter Scott, Bart, 10 vols. (Edinburgh: Cadell, 1839), 10:258–68.

32. Robertson, Legitimate Histories, 160; Robertson's extensive discussion of the Magnum Opus paratexts is authoritative, 117–60.

33. “I have all my life regretted that I did not keep a regular [journal]. I have myself lost recollection of much that was interesting and I have deprived my family and the public of some curious information, by not carrying this resolution into effect”: Anderson, Journal of Sir Walter Scott, 3.

34. “In obedience to the instructions of Sir Walter Scott's last will, I had made some progress in personal history, before there was discovered, in an old cabinet at Abbotsford, an autobiographical fragment composed by him in 1808 – shortly after the publication of his Marmion”: Lockhart, preface to Life of Scott, 1:xvii. Scott's memoir begins: “The present age has discovered a desire, or rather a rage, for literary anecdote and private history, that may well be permitted to alarm one who has engaged in a certain degree the attention of the public” (ibid., 1).

35. Sutherland, Life of Walter Scott, 289.

36. For example: “I sometimes think I do not deserve people's good opinion for certainly my feelings are rather guided by reflection than impulse. But everybody has their own mode of expressing interest and mine is Stoical even in bitterest grief … the truth is I am better at enduring or aiding than at consoling. From childhood's earliest hour my heart rebelled against the influence of external circumstance, in myself and others”: Anderson, Journal of Sir Walter Scott, 184. On Scott's stoicism, see Samuel Baker, “Scott's Stoic Characters: Ethics, Sentiment, and Irony in The Antiquary, Guy Mannering, and ‘the Author of Waverley,’” Modern Language Quarterly 70, no. 4 (2009): 443–70.

37. Lockhart (reporting the speech made by Lord Meadowbank), Life of Scott, 7:18.

38. Scott, Chronicles of the Canongate, 11.

39. Ibid., 3.

40. Robertson, Legitimate Histories, 118.

41. Scott, Chronicles of the Canongate, 4; Wilt, Secret Leaves, 186.

42. Lockhart, Life of Scott, 7:19.

43. Anderson, Journal of Sir Walter Scott, 77.

44. Lockhart, Life of Scott, 4:172–73.

45. See F. R. Hart, Lockhart as Romantic Biographer (Edinburgh: Edinburgh University Press, 1971), 237.

46. On this passage, see Duncan, Modern Romance, 183–84; Jerome Christensen, Lord Byron's Strength: Romantic Writing and Commercial Society (Baltimore: Johns Hopkins University Press, 1993), 111–12; and Siegel, Desire and Excess, 113–15. See also Katherine Rowe's comprehensive account of the topos, Dead Hands: Fictions of Agency, Renaissance to Modern (Stanford, CA: Stanford University Press, 1999).

47. Walter Scott, The Fair Maid of Perth, ed. Andrew Hook and Donald MacKenzie (Edinburgh: Edinburgh University Press, 1999), 377. See also Walter Scott, Rob Roy, ed. Ian Duncan (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 1998), 307, 462.

48. F. R. Hart, “The Fair Maid, Manzoni's Betrothed, and the Grounds of Waverley Criticism,” Nineteenth–Century Fiction 18, no. 2 (1963): 112–14.

49. Scott, The Fair Maid of Perth, 369. On the uses of Highland violence, see Kenneth McNeil, Scotland, Britain, Empire: Writing the Highlands, 1760–1860 (Columbus: Ohio State University Press, 2007).

50. Anderson, Journal of Sir Walter Scott, 698. See McCracken-Flesher, Possible Scotlands, 168.

51. McCracken-Flesher, Possible Scotlands, 182.

52. Ibid., 181.

53. Walter Scott, The Siege of Malta and Bizarro, ed. J. H. Alexander, Graham Tulloch and Judy King (Edinburgh: Edinburgh University Press, 2008); see also Walter Scott, Reliquiae Trotcosiensis, ed. Gerard Carruthers and Alison Lumsden (Edinburgh: Edinburgh University Press, 2004).

54. See McCracken-Flesher's compelling account in Possible Scotlands, 171–79.

55. As Alexander acknowledges in his “Essay on the Text”: Walter Scott, Castle Dangerous, ed. J. H. Alexander (Edinburgh: Edinburgh University Press, 2006), 220–80.

56. Ibid., 209–10.

57. Scott, Castle Dangerous, 143. Subsequent citations from this edition will be given in the text.

58. Richard Maxwell, The Historical Novel in Europe, 1650–1950 (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 2009), 171–229; on Castle Dangerous and The Siege of Malta, see 196–98.

59. The ironical echo of Adam Smith's “invisible hand,” a figure for the providential agency that regulates the operations of the market in The Wealth of Nations, is amplified in a further allusion two chapters later. The “poor o'erlaboured drudge, who has served out his day of life, and wearied all his energies in the service of his fellow mortals … engaged … in the monotonous task of multiplying the twentieth part of a pin” (56), may be read as a distorted image of the author himself, drudging for the pleasure and profit of others.

60. Maureen McLane, Balladeering, Minstrelsy, and the Making of British Romantic Poetry (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 2008), 13, 142.

61. Ibid., 153. See also Russett's discussion in Fictions and Fakes, 163–72.

62. McLane, Balladeering, Minstrelsy, 197. On Scott's recurrent identification with Thomas the Rhymer, see McCracken-Flesher, Possible Scotlands, 9–10, 181–82.

63. See the excerpt from Scott's Paul's Letters to His Kinsfolk (1816), reprinted in Travel Writing, 1700–1830: An Anthology, ed. Elizabeth A. Bohls and Ian Duncan (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2005), 65–68; and Yoon Sun Lee's discussion in Nationalism and Irony: Burke, Scott, Carlyle (New York: Oxford University Press, 2004), 84–88.

64. I am grateful to Annie McClanahan (author of Salto Mortale, a 2010 UC Berkeley PhD dissertation on modern literature and finance capital) for this last point, in conversation at the September 2010 meeting of the English Institute.

65. T. W. Adorno, “Late Style in Beethoven” [Spätstil Beethovens], in Essays on Music, ed. Richard Leppert, 564–67 (Berkeley: University of California Press, 2002), 565. The case of Beethoven seems to have instituted the modern critical concept of a “late” style or period in the career of a creative artist (although the idea originates with Longinus's discussion of the Odyssey). “The division of Beethoven's life and works into three periods was proposed as early as 1828 by Schlosser, taken up by Fétis in 1837, and then elaborated and popularized by Lenz in his influential Beethoven et ses trois styles of 1852”: Joseph Kerman and Alan Tyson, “Beethoven, Ludwig van: 11. The ‘Three Periods,’” Grove Music Online, accessed November 10, 2010, citing J. A. Schlosser, Ludwig van Beethoven (Prague, 1828), and W. von Lenz, Beethoven et ses trois styles (St. Petersburg, 1852).

66. Adorno, “Late Style in Beethoven,” 566.

67. Ibid., 564.

68. Ibid., 566.

69. Ibid.

70. Charles Rosen, The Classical Style: Haydn, Mozart, Beethoven (New York: W. W. Norton, 1972), 446, 448.

71. Sutherland, The Life of Walter Scott, 347.

72. See Philip Hobsbaum, “Scott's ‘Apoplectic’ Novels,” in Scott and His Influence, ed. J. H. Alexander and David Hewitt (Aberdeen: Association for Scottish Literary Studies, 1983), 149–56.

73. As Marjorie Garber pointed out in discussion at the English Institute, Scott misattributes words spoken by Edgar, gazing upon his ruined and blinded father, in King Lear 4.1. Edgar's masquerade has by no means reached its end.

3. “A Shape All Light”
My thanks to Emily Howard for her assistance with the research for this paper, and to Webb Keane, Yopie Prins, Virginia Jackson, Deidre Lynch, John Whittier-Ferguson, Danny Hack, and Meredith McGill for their comments and suggestions.
1. Percy Bysshe Shelley, The Triumph of Life, lines 350–78, in Shelley's Poetry and Prose, ed. Donald H. Reiman and Neil Fraistat, 2nd ed. (New York: Norton, 2002), 494–95. All quotations from Shelley's poetry will be from this edition, unless otherwise noted, and will be cited by line number in the text.

2. Cf. Karen Swann on Thomas Jefferson Hogg's description of Shelley sleeping: “Shelley is here possessed of the charge of the poetic figure and not just any figure, but his own as described by Paul De Man: he is a shape all light, subject to periodic occultation; or, more fatally put, an evanescent and fading form.” “Shelley's Pod People,” Romanticism and the Insistence of the Aesthetic, ed. Forest Pyle, para. 11, Romantic Circles, Praxis Series, November 19, 2010, http://www.rc.umd.edu/praxis/aesthetic/swann/swann.html.

3. Matthew Arnold, “Byron,” in Essays in Criticism, 2nd ser. (London: Macmillan, 1888), 204.

4. Charles Kingsley, “Thoughts on Shelley and Byron,” Fraser's Magazine, November 1853.

5. James Thomson, “A Note on Shelley” (1878), in Shelley, a Poem, with Other Writings Relating to Shelley by the Late James Thomson (“B.V.”): To which is added an Essay on the Poems of William Blake, by the same Author (London: C. Whittinghamat at the Chiswick Press, 1884), 72.

6. Viola Meynell, Alice Meynell–A Memoir (London: Jonathan Cape,1929), 41.

7. “We who love Shelley”: H. Buxton Forman, introduction to The Mask of Anarchy, by Percy Bysshe Shelley (London: Shelley Society, 1887), 48.

8. Edward Trelawny, Records of Shelley, Byron, and the Author (London, 1878); Sylva Norman, Flight of the Skylark: The Development of Shelley's Reputation (Norman: University of Oklahoma Press, 1954).

9. William Michael Rossetti, The Diary of William Michael Rossetti, ed. Odette Bornand (Oxford: Clarendon, 1977), 171; Some Reminiscences of William Michael Rossetti, (New York: Scribners, 1906), 1:158.

10. F. S. Ellis, preface to A Lexical Concordance to the Poetical Works of Percy Bysshe Shelley (London: B. Quaritch, 1892).

11. On author celebrity and transformation of the mass market of literature in the late Victorian period, see Philip Waller, Writers, Readers, and Reputations: Literary Life in Britain, 1870–1918 (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2006). The growing literature on author love includes, on Jane Austen, Deidre Lynch, Janites: Jane Austen's Disciples and Devotees (Princeton, NJ: Princeton University Press, 2001); Lynch, “The Cult of Jane Austen,” in Jane Austen in Context, ed. Janet Todd (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 2005); and Claudia Johnson, “Jane Austen Cults and Cultures,” in The Cambridge Companion to Jane Austen (Cambridge; Cambridge University Press, 2002). Also included, on Samuel Johnson, is Helen Deutsch, Loving Samuel Johnson (Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 2005).

12. Andrew Piper, Dreaming in Books: The Making of the Bibliographic Imagination in the Romantic Age (Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 2009), 59.

13. Jonah Siegel, Desire and Excess: the Nineteenth-Century Culture of Art (Princeton, NJ: Princeton University Press, 2000), 96.

14. Jeff Nunokawa, Tame Passions of Wilde: The Styles of Manageable Desire (Princeton, NJ: Princeton University Press, 2003), 44.

15. William Graham, Last Links with Byron, Shelley, and Keats (London: Leonard Smithers, 1898).

16. Swann, “Shelley's Pod People”; Eric O. Clarke, “Shelley's Heart,” Virtuous Vice: Homoeroticism and the Public Sphere (Durham, NC: Duke University Press, 2000); Andrew Bennett, Romantic Poetry and the Culture of Posterity (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1999); Samantha Matthews, Poetical Remains: Poets' Graves, Bodies and Books in the Nineteenth Century (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2004).

17. Julie Carlson, England's First Family of Writers: Mary Wollstonecraft, William Godwin, Mary Shelley (Baltimore: Johns Hopkins University Press, 2007), 26.

18. Percy Bysshe Shelley, “A Discourse on the Manners of the Ancient Greeks Relative to the Subject of Love” (1818), in Shelley on Love: An Anthology, ed. Richard Holmes (Berkeley: University of California Press, 1980), 106.

19. Carlson, England's First Family of Writers, 272, 276.

20. John Addington Symonds, Shelley (New York: Harper & Brothers, 1879), 125.

21. Henry Sweet, “Shelley's Nature Poetry,” in Note-book of the Shelley Society, ed. Thomas J. Wise (London: Reeves and Turner, 1888), 41.

22. Thomas Lovell Beddoes, “Lines Written in a Blank Leaf of Prometheus Unbound,” in Poems, Posthumous and Collected (London: W. Pickering, 1851), 163; Thomson, Shelley, A Poem, 9.

23. Julia Gulliver, “The Poetry of Shelley,” New England and Yale Review (February 1890): 146.

24. Edward Dowden, Letters of Edward Dowden and His Correspondents (London, J.M. Dent, 1914), 200.

25. Symonds, Letters, 184.

26. Shelley dream-vision poems include Thomson, Shelley, A Poem and Vane's Story (London: Reeves and Turner, 1881) and the prefatory poem by Stopford Brooke in Maud Rolleston's Talks with Lady Shelley (London: G. G. Harrap, 1925).

27. E. Nesbit, unpublished poem; quoted in Doris Langley Moore, E. Nesbit: A Biography, rev. ed. (London: Ernest Benn, 1967), 125.

28. William Watson, “To Edward Dowden: On Receiving from Him a Copy of ‘The Life of Shelley,’” lines 12–13, in The Poems of William Watson (London: J. Lane, 1905), 1:148.

29. Elinor Wylie, “Excess of Charity” (1927), Collected Prose of Elinor Wylie (New York: Knopf, 1933), 844.

30. “Splendid afterthought”: John Todhunter, A Study of Shelley (London: Kegan Paul, 1880), 179.

31. William Michael Rossetti, “Shelley's Prometheus Unbound Considered as a Poem,” part 2 (1888), in The Shelley Society's Papers (London: Reeves and Turner, 1888–1891), 168.

32. Francis Thompson, Shelley: An Essay (1890) (Portland, OR: Thomas Bird Mosher, 1912), 18.

33. Ibid., 40; Ella Freeman Sharpe, “Francis Thompson: A Psycho-analytical Study” (1925), in Collected Papers on Psycho-Analysis, ed. Marjorie Brierley (London: Hogarth Press, 1950), 183–202. For discussions of Sharpe on Thompson, see Mary Jacobus, The Poetics of Psychoanalysis (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2005), 19–20; and Eric Rayner, The Independent Mind in British Psychoanalysis (New York; Jason Aronson, 1991), 253.

34.  Ella Freeman Sharpe, in The Freud-Klein Controversies, 1941–45 eds. Pearl King and Riccardo Steiner (London: Routledge, 1991), 338.

35. Edward Carpenter, preface to My Days and Dreams (London: G. Allen & Unwin, 1916); and The Psychology of the Poet Shelley (London: Allen and Unwin, 1925), 9.

36. “When one recollects his detractors in that field, and his imperviousness to their attacks, many of us are reminded of the lines in Shelley's ‘Adonais’: ‘He wakes or sleeps with the enduring dead; / Thou canst not soar where he is sitting now’”: Ernest Jones, “Funeral Oration,” American Imago (1940): 1B:1–3.

37. On relations among nineteenth-century poetry and poetics and spirit communication, see Eliza Richards, “Lyric Telegraphy: Women Poets, Spiritualist Poetics, and the ‘Phantom Voice’ of Poe,” Yale Journal of Criticism, 12, no. 2 (1999): 269–94; and Jason Rudy, Electric Meters: Victorian Physiological Poetics (Athens: Ohio University Press, 2010), 170–87.

38. Mary Elizabeth Coleridge, “Notes of the Table Talk of William Cory,” in Gathered Leaves from the Prose of Mary Elizabeth Coleridge ed. Edith Sichel (London: Constable, 1910), 334; William Michael Rossetti, Letters about Shelley: Interchanged by Three Friends—Edward Dowden, Richard Garnett and Wm. Michael Rossetti, ed. R. S. Garnett (London: Hodder and Stoughton, 1917), 70.

39. Anna B. McMahan, With Shelley in Italy: A Selection of the Poems and Letters of Percy Bysshe Shelley Relating to His Life in Italy (London: T. Fisher Unwin, 1907), 186, 214. McMahan also published photographic volumes of Wordsworth, Byron, and the Brownings. On the uncanny effects of Victorian photographic editions of Romantic authors, see Deidre Lynch, “Matters of Memory,” Victorian Studies 49, no. 2 (2007): 228–40.

40. Account of the séances of Albert Durant Watson, Toronto, 1918: Stan McMullin, Anatomy of a Séance: A History of Spirit Communication in Central Canada, 1850–-1950 (Montreal: McGill-Queen's University Press, 2004), 111–15.

41. Alice Johnson, “A Reconstruction of Some ‘Concordant Automatisms,’” Proceedings of the Society of Psychical Research 27 (1914–15): 10.

42. Helen Sword, “The Undeath of the Author,” Ghostwriting Modernism (Ithaca, NY: Cornell University Press, 2002); Bette Lynn London, “The Scribe and the Lady: Automatic Writing and the Trials of Authorship,” in Writing Double: Women's Literary Partnerships (Ithaca, NY: Cornell University Press,1999).

43. Thomson, Shelley, A Poem, 16.

44. Julia H. Gulliver, “Shelley the Poet,” New Englander and Yale Review (1890): 140.

45. Christopher Bollas, “The Transformational Object,” in The Shadow of the Object: Psychoanalysis of the Unthought Known (New York: Columbia University Press, 1987), 21.

46. Shirley Carson Jenney, Some Psychic Experiences with Shelley (London: Stockwell, 1950), 15–16 (emphasis in original).

47. Shirley Carson Jenney, The Fortune of Eternity (New York: William-Frederick, 1945), 16.

48. Jenney, Some Psychic Experiences, 25, 75.

49. Joseph Mayor, “Shelley's Metres,” in Shelley Society's Papers, 257.

50. On the Shelley editor as Shelley lover: the history of Shelley editing, and of the notoriously “corrupt” nature of the texts, dating from the first editions of the poems sent by Shelley from Italy to his publishers in England, and thus never corrected, is long and complicated; but it is worth noting that Rossetti was highly conscious that he was, among other things, stepping into the shoes of the original Shelley lover/editor, Mary Wollstonecraft Shelley, whose editions of the 1824 Posthumous Poems and the 1839 Poems of Percy Bysshe Shelley were monuments of love.

51. William Michael Rossetti, “Notes” to Prometheus Unbound, in The Complete Poetical Works of Percy Bysshe Shelley (London: John Slark, 1881), 2:405.

52. Rossetti, “Notes” to Prometheus Unbound, 429

53. Rolleston, Talks with Lady Shelley, 89.

54. Obituary notice for Miss Grove, Note-book of the Shelley Society, 204. Alice and Wilfrid Meynell had better luck; they made a successful pilgrimage to Boscombe Manor one of the stops on their honeymoon; Viola Meynell, Francis Thompson and Wilfrid Meynell: A Memoir (London: Hollis & Carter, 1952).

55. Note-book of the Shelley Society, 46.

56. Dollie Radford, diary, quoted in Ruth Livesay, “Dollie Radford and the Ethical Aesthetics of Fin-de-Siècle Poetry,” Victorian Literature and Culture 34, no. 2 (2006): 504.

57. Ouida [Marie Louise de la Ramée], “A New View of Shelley,” North American Review (1890): 584.

58. See, e.g., Coventry Patmore on the femininity of Shelley and Keats, in “Mrs. Meynell, Poet and Essayist,” Fortnightly Review 58 (1892): 761–66.

59. Mathilde Blind, “Shelley,” Westminster Review (1870): 40.

60. Ibid., 44.

61. See Tricia Lootens, Lost Saints: Silence, Gender, and Victorian Literary Canonization (Charlottesville: University of Virginia Press, 1996); Linda H. Peterson, Becoming a Woman of Letters: Myths of Authorship and Facts of the Victorian Market (Princeton, NJ: Princeton University Press, 2009).

62. Memoirs of Margaret Fuller Ossoli by R. W.Emerson, W. H.Channing, and J. F. Clarke (Boston: Roberts Brothers,1874), 2:38.

63. Carl Van Doren, Three Worlds (New York: Harper, 1936), 222, 198.

64. Elinor Wylie, “A Red Carpet for Shelley,” in Trivial Breath (New York: Knopf, 1928), 68.

65. Elinor Wylie, “Love Song,” (sonnet no. 9 in the sequence One Person), in Collected Poems of Elinor Wylie (New York: Knopf, 1932), 193, 180.

66. Shelley, letter to John Gisborne, 22 October 1821, in Holmes, ed., Shelley on Love, 232.

67. Elinor Wylie, “Excess of Charity” (1927), in Collected Prose of Elinor Wylie (New York: Knopf, 1933), 839.

68. Elinor Wylie, The Orphan Angel [Mortal Image] (New York: Grosset and Dunlap, 1926), 179.

69. Account of Wylie's and Woolf's meeting: Evelyn Helmick Hively, A Private Madness: The Genius of Elinor Wylie ((Kent, OH: Kent State University Press, 2003), 162–63.

70. Virginia Woolf, “'Not One of Us'” (1927), in The Essays of Virginia Woolf, vol. 4, ed. Andrew McNellie (Orlando, CA: Harcourt, 1994), 470

71. Virginia Woolf, “On Being Ill” (1926), in McNellie, Essays of Virginia Woolf, 4:324.

72. Virginia Woolf, A Writer's Diary, ed. Leonard Woolf (London: Hogarth, 1953), 324.

73. See James Holt McGavran, “Shelley, Virginia Woolf, and The Waves: A Balcony of One's Own,” South Atlantic Review 48, no. 4 (1983): 63, 65.

74. Virginia Woolf to Ethel Smyth, quoted by McGavran, “Shelley, Virginia Woolf,” 62,

75. McGavran, “Shelley, Virginia Woolf, 60; Gillian Beer, “The Waves: ‘The Life of Anybody,’” in Virginia Woolf: The Common Ground (Ann Arbor: University of Michigan Press, 1996), 86.

76. Viriginia Woolf, A Writer's Diary (New York: Harcourt, Brace, 1954), 137

77. Virginia Woolf, The Waves (San Diego, CA: Harcourt, 2006), 40.

78. Beer, “The Waves,” 89.

79. Virginia Woolf, The Waves, 120.

80. See, e.g., Timothy Morton, “Receptions,” in The Cambridge Companion to Shelley (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 2006), 33–44.

81. Virginia Woolf, The Waves, 111.

82. Beer, “The Waves,” 85.

83. Virginia Woolf, The Diary of Virginia Woolf, vol. 4, ed. Anne Oliver Bell (New York: Harcourt, 1982), 10.

84. Virginia Woolf, “Letter to a Young Poet” (1931), in The Essays of Virginia Woolf, vol. 5, ed. Stuart Nelson Clarke (Boston: Houghton Mifflin Harcourt, 2009), 315.

4. The Paradox of Theatrical Authorship and Caryl Churchill's Collaborative Practice
1. Shakespeare in Love, directed by John Madden, script by, Marc Norman and Tom Stoppard, Miramax, 1998.

2. The critique of the unified liberal subject as the origin of thought and expression was particularly widespread in the field of early modern studies in the 1980s, especially as articulated by such British critics as Catherine Belsey, in The Subject of Tragedy: Identity and Difference in Renaissance Drama (London: Methuen, 1985).

3. Michel Foucault, “What Is an Author?,” trans. Donald F. Bouchard and Sherry Simon, in Language, Counter-Memory, Practice, ed. Donald F. Bouchard (Ithaca, NY: Cornell University Press, 1977).

4. James Shapiro, Contested Will: Who Wrote Shakespeare? (New York: Simon and Schuster, 2010).

5. In reference to these ideas, especially as they bear on the question of collaborative authorship, see Jeffrey Masten's Textual Intercourse: Collaboration, Authorship, and Sexualities in Renaissance Drama (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1997).

6. Margreta DeGrazia, Shakespeare Verbatim (Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1991), esp. 132–76.

7. Ibid.; and Michael Dobson, Shakespeare, Adaptation, and Authority, 1660–1769 (Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1992).

8. Recently Lucas Erne has focused on Shakespeare as a literary dramatist, suggesting that he thought of a readership for his printed texts as much as an audience for his performed scripts. See his Shakespeare as Literary Dramatist (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 2003). Erne is right in pointing out a gradual increase in play texts that employed authors' names on their title pages in the early modern period, but that does not prove that authorship carried the same ideological charge that it later acquired. In fact, it may simply have been a marketing strategy, rather than primarily a mark of individual ownership or guarantor of authenticity.

9. For a striking account of the role of women in theatrical production in the early modern period, see Natasha Korda's Labors Lost: Women's Work and the Early Modern English Stage (Philadelphia: University of Pennsylvania Press, 2011). For a new look at how an actor worked in embodying a part on the early modern stage, see Simon Palfrey and Tiffany Stern, Shakespeare in Parts (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2007). Andrew Gurr, The Shakespearean Stage, 1574–1642, 3rd ed. (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1992), offers a useful account of Elizabethan playing companies and their performance practices.

10. Newspapers and blogs have had a field day with Churchill's play, which can be viewed in its entirety on the Guardian website and at the New York Times: http://graphics8.nytimes.com/packages/pdf/world/SevenJewishChildren.pdf. For its rejection for airing on the BBC, see Ben Dowell, “BBC Rejects Play on Israel's History for Impartiality Reasons,” March 16, 2009, www.guardian.co.uk.

11. Isaiah 24:17–20, qtd. in Caryl Churchill: Plays I (London: Methuen Drama, 1985), 191. All further quotations from the play (hereafter cited in the text as LSB) will be taken from this edition.

12. For a more extended analysis of the theme of ownership across Churchill's canon, see my “On Owning and Owing: Caryl Churchill and the Nightmare of Capital,” in The Cambridge Companion to Caryl Churchill, ed. Elaine Aston and Elin Diamond (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 2009), 36–51.

13. The Diggers were a radical Protestant group active after 1648 who advocated for the equality of all men and believed in the common ownership of land. The name Diggers attached to them after they began to dig up and plant vegetables and other crops on common land on Saint George's Hill in Surrey in April of 1649.

14. The World Turned Upside Down: Radical Ideas in the English Revolution (New York: Viking Press, 1972).

15. Ibid., 12.

16. For those interested in Winstanley's writings, an authoritative complete edition has recently been published by Oxford University Press. See The Complete Works of Gerrard Winstanley, ed. Thomas N. Corns, Ann Hughes, and David Loewenstein, 2 vols. (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2009).

17. Walter Benjamin, “On the Concept of History,” in Walter Benjamin: Selected Writings, vol. 4, trans. Edmund Jephcott, ed. Howard Eiland and Michael W. Jennings (Cambridge, MA: Harvard University Press, 2003), 391.

18. Quotations from the Putney debates are taken from Geoffrey Robertson's The Levelers: The Putney Debates (New York: Verso, 2007), 70, 74.

19. Abiezer Coppe, preface to A Fiery Flying Roll (London, 1650).

20. The quotation is from Walt Whitman's “Song of the Open Road” and is also sung by a chorus of voices:
All seems beautiful to me.
I can repeat over to men and women, You have done such good to me,
I would do the same to you.
I will recruit for myself and you as I go,
I will scatter myself among men and women as I go,
I will toss a new gladness and roughness among them.
Whoever denies me it shall not trouble me,
Whoever accepts me he or she shall be blessed and shall bless me.
(qtd. in LSB, act 1, p. 208)




21. For accounts of Churchill's work with Joint Stock, see Frances Gray's “Mirrors of Utopia: Caryl Churchill and Joint Stock,” in James Acheson, ed., British and Irish Drama since 1960 (Basingstoke: Macmillan, 1993), 47–59; Rob Ritchie, ed., The Joint Stock Book: The Making of a Theatre Collective (London: Methuen, 1987); and Elaine Aston, “On Collaboration: ‘Not Ordinary, Not Safe,’” in Aston and Diamond, Cambridge Companion to Caryl Churchill, 144–62.

22. About the work with Joint Stock she wrote, “I'd never seen an exercise or improvisation before and was as thrilled as a child at a pantomime.” See Ritchie, The Joint Stock Book, 119.

23. For an interesting examination of this scene as a reworking of the Lacanian mirror stage, see Frances Gray, “Mirrors of Utopia: Caryl Churchill and Joint Stock,” in Acheson, British and Irish Drama, 47.

24. Headnote, Seven Jewish Children: A Play for Gaza, 1.

25. Mark Brown, “Royal Court Acts Fast with Gaza Crisis Play,” Guardian, February 8, 2009.

5. The Conscience of a Corporation: Toys United and Pixar's Assertion of “Cultural” Authorship
1. A version of this essay has been published in Jerome Christensen, America's Corporate Art: The Studio Authorship of Hollywood Motion Pictures (Palo Alto, CA: Stanford University Press, 2012), pp. 314–40.

2. Pinocchio, dir. Norman Ferguson (Burbank CA: Walt Disney Productions, 1940).

3. For an elaboration of this theory in relation to contemporary debates about intentionalist interpretation, see Jerome Christensen, “Studio Authorship, Corporate Art,” in Auteurs and Authorship: A Film Reader, ed. Barry Keith Grant (Malden, MA: Blackwell Publishing, 2008), 167–79.

4. Peter A. French, “The Corporation as a Moral Person,” American Philosophical Quarterly 16, no. 3 (July 1979): 211–15.

5. Eric Colvin, “Corporate Personality and Criminal Liability,” Criminal Law Forum 6, no. 1 (1995): 2–3 (hereafter cited as CP). See also Pamela H. Bucy, “Corporate Ethos: A Standard for Imposing Corporate Criminal Liability,” Minnesota Law Review 75 (1990–91): 1095–184.

6. See Celia Wells, Corporations and Criminal Responsibility, 2nd ed. (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2001), esp. 63–83; and James Gobert and Maurice Punch, Rethinking Corporate Crime (London: LexisNexis Butterworths, 2003), 46–81.

7. Michel Foucault, “What Is an Author?” in The Foucault Reader, ed. Paul Rabinow (New York: Pantheon, 1984), 101 (hereafter cited as “Author”).

8. Citizens United v. Federal Election Commission, 56. Cited as sources in the text are Eric Smoodin, “‘Compulsory’ Viewing for Every Citizen: Mr. Smith and the Rhetoric of Reception,” Cinema Journal 35 (Winter 1996): 3, 19, and n. 52, which cites Frank Nugent, “Mr. Smith Riles Washington,” Time, October 30, 1939, 49; and “Capra's Capitol Offense,” New York Times, October 29, 1939.

9. Frank S. Nugent, “Capra's Capital Offense,” New York Times, Oct. 29, 1939, X5.

10. See Ben W. Heineman, Jr., “Hidden Election Expenditures after Citizens United,” Atlantic, July 14, 2010, http://www.theatlantic.com/politics/archive/2010/07/hidden-election-expenditures-after-citizens-united/59756/ and Charlie Cray, “Citizens United v. America's Citizens: A Voters Guide,” CorpWatch, October 22, 2010, http://www.corpwatch.org/article.php?id=15635.

11. Henry James Forman, Our Movie Made Children (New York: Macmillan, 1933), 69–120.

12. Stephen Farber and Marc Green, Outrageous Conduct: Art, Ego, and the “Twilight Zone” Case (New York: Morrow, 1988), 156–57, 196–97.

13. David A. Price, The Pixar Touch: The Making of a Company (New York: Vintage, 2009), 133, and in private correspondence with the author.

14. http://www.sec.gov/Archives/edgar/data/1001039/000119312506012082/dex991.htm.

15. Foucault, “What Is an Author?” 108.

16. For an account of Time management's successful appeal to “culture” as a successful defense against a hostile takeover by Paramount in 1989, see Jerome Christensen, “The Time Warner Conspiracy: JFK, Batman, and the Manager Theory of Hollywood Film,” Critical Inquiry (Spring 2002): 603–5.

17. Jennifer Homans, “Is Ballet Over?,” excerpted from Apollo's Angels: A History of Ballet (New York: Random House, 2010), in New Republic, October 13, 2010.

18. Janet Wasko, Understanding Disney (Cambridge MA: Polity, 2001), 92.

19. “Metro-Goldwyn Mayer,” Fortune, December 1932, in The American Film Industry, ed. Tino Balio, rev. ed. (Madison: University of Wisconsin Press), 318–19.

20. The company that was formed in 1923 was named the Disney Bros. Studio. The name was changed at Roy Disney's suggestion to the Walt Disney Studio when the company, still a partnership, moved to a new location on 2719 Hyperion Avenue in the Silver Lake district of Los Angeles in 1925. It was incorporated as Walt Disney Productions in 1929. Walt Disney Incorporated was formed by Walt as an independent company to finance the planning stages for Disneyland in 1953. Concerned that the stockholders might “be disturbed over possible conflict of interest between Walt Disney Productions and Walt Disney, Incorporated[, Roy] suggested that Walt change the name of his company, and it became WED Enterprises, the initials of Walt's name” (Bob Thomas, Building a Company: Roy O. Disney and the Creation of an Entertainment Empire [New York: Hyperion, 1998], 48, 52, 139).

21. “The Big Bad Wolf,” Fortune, November 1934, 88.

22. Thomas, Building, 139–40.

23. James B. Stewart, Disney War (New York: Simon & Schuster, 2005), 147, 190.

24.  Frances Clark Sayers and Charles M. Weisenberg, “Walt Disney Accused,” Horn Book Magazine, November-December 1965, p. 610; quoted in Janet Wasko, Understanding Disney (Cambridge, MA: Polity, 2001), 126.

25. Mike Budd, “Introduction: Private Disney, Public Disney,” and Lee Artz, “Monarchs, Monsters, and Multiculturalism: Disney's Menu for Global Hierarchy,” in Rethinking Disney: Private Control, Public Dimensions, ed. Mike Budd and Max H. Kirsch (Middletown, CT: Wesleyan University Press, 2005), 78 and 1.

26. Theodor W. Adorno, “The Cultural Industry Reconsidered” in The Culture Industry: Selected Essays on Mass Culture (London: Routledge Classics, 2001), 98–106, 98.

27. Jack Zipes, “Toward a Theory of the Fairy-Tale Film: The Case of Pinocchio,” Lion and the Unicorn 20, no. 1 (1996): 20.

28. For an account of Lasseter's veneration of the “nine old men and the golden era of Disney animation,” see Karen Paik, To Infinity and Beyond: The Story of Pixar Animation Studios (San Francisco: Chronicle Books, 2007), 30–31.

29. Toy Story 2, dir. John Lasseter (Burbank, CA: Walt Disney Productions, 1999).

30. Paik, To Infinity, 85.

31. Wasko, Understanding Disney, 29.

32. In Toy Story 2, however, the figure of the ancient touch-up artist (a figure recycled from Pixar's earlier short Geri's Game [1998]) who repairs and rejuvenates Woody evokes the near-obsolete craftsmen who specialized in hand-drawn animations.

33. This is a condition that seems to be endorsed by the epical transfixion of the robot boy David through millennia of frozen adoration of the carved figure of the Blue Fairy in Dreamworks' apocalyptic version of the Pinocchio story: Artificial Intelligence: AI (2001), directed by Steven Spielberg.

34. See Chapter 3, “The Conscience of the King and of the Corporation” in Adolf A. Berle, Jr., The 20th Century Capitalist Revolution (NY: Harcourt Brace & Co., 1954), 61–115.

35. I'm indebted to Victor Fleischer for providing me with his invaluable, unpublished draft manuscript, “Protecting Pixar's Culture in the Disney Merger.” For his comment on the peculiarity of the quotation marks surrounding “culture” in Exhibit 99.1, see “Steering Culture,” The Conglomerate, January 27, 2006, http://www.theconglomerate.org/2006/01/steering_cultur.html.

36. Jeffrey Leins, “Pixar Consulted on New Muppets Movie,” NewsinFilm.com, July 27, 2010. Leins mentions the involvement of “the Pixar Brain Trust” in discussions of plans for The Greatest Muppet Movie and the reshoot of Tron: Legacy at the invitation of Rich Ross, newly appointed Disney Studios chairman in 2009.

37. Paik, To Infinity, 43.

About the Authors
JEROME CHRISTENSEN is Professor of English at the University of California, Irvine. He has published four books on eighteenth- and nineteenth-century topics: Coleridge's Blessed Machine of Language (1981); Practicing Enlightenment: Hume and the Formation of a Literary Career (1987); Lord Byron's Strength: Romantic Writing and Commercial Society (1993); and Romanticism at the End of History (2000). Christensen recently published America's Corporate Art: Studio Authorship of Hollywood Motion Pictures with Stanford University Press (2012).
RITA COPELAND is Sheli Z. and Burton X. Rosenberg Professor of Humanities and Professor of Classics, English, and Comparative Literature at the University of Pennsylvania. Her books include: Rhetoric, Hermeneutics, and Translation in the Middle Ages (1991); Criticism and Dissent in the Middle Ages (1996); Pedagogy, Intellectuals and Dissent in the Middle Ages (2001); with Ineke Sluiter, Medieval Grammar and Rhetoric: Language Arts and Literary Theory, AD 300-1475 (2009); and with Peter Struck, The Cambridge Companion to Allegory (2010). She is co-founder and co-editor of the journal New Medieval Literatures, and co-editor, with Jill Ross, of Toronto Series in Medieval and Early Modern Rhetoric. Her current project is The Oxford History of Classical Reception in English Literature vol. 1, The Middle Ages.
IAN DUNCAN is Florence Green Bixby Professor of English at the University of California, Berkeley. His books include: Modern Romance and Transformations of the Novel: The Gothic, Scott, Dickens (1992); with Leith Davis and Janet Sorenson, Scotland and the Borders of Romanticism (2004); and Scott's Shadow: The Novel in Romantic Edinburgh (2007). He is currently writing a book about the novel and the science of man, from Hume to Darwin.
JEAN E. HOWARD is George Delacorte Professor in the Humanities at Columbia University where she teaches early modern literature and feminist studies. Author of over fifty essays and editor of seven collections of essays, Howard has written four books: Shakespeare's Art of Orchestration (1984); The Stage and Social Struggle in Early Modern England (1994); with Phyllis Rackin, Engendering a Nation: A Feminist Account of Shakespeare's English Histories (1997); and Theater of a City: The Places of London Comedy 1598–1642 (2007) which won the Barnard Hewitt Prize. She is completing a new book, Staging History, Writing the Nation, which considers the work of contemporary playwrights Tony Kushner and Caryl Churchill alongside Shakespeare's history plays.
MEREDITH L. MCGILL is Associate Professor of English at Rutgers University. She is the author of American Literature and the Culture of Reprinting, 1834–53 (2003) and the editor of The Traffic in Poems: Nineteenth-Century Poetry in Transatlantic Context (2008). She is currently writing a book about the circulation of poetry in the antebellum United States.
ADELA PINCH is Professor of English and Women's Studies at the University of Michigan. She is the author of Strange Fits of Passion: Epistemologies of Emotion, Hume to Austen (1996) and Thinking About Other People in Nineteenth Century British Writing (2010).
OEBPS/images/heb90058.0018.jpg
Janvary 8. Completion of Shelley’s ** Fragment :
Poetry and Music.”

How sweet it is to sit and read the tales
Of mighty poets, and to hear the while
Sweet music, which, when the attention fails
Fills the dim pause with never sense of guil :
Bt wands of fancy that e share together,
Asking the dreaming gods their idylls ever

*Note by claiaudient —Shelley's Postcal Work
Stueley asked for the additon in itals





OEBPS/images/heb90058.0026.jpg





OEBPS/images/heb90058.0019.jpg





OEBPS/images/heb90058.0001.jpg
SRTRCRIGA DOCTRINE I EITYAL YD RESATSSAICE TGS
sty Eapartnst
ey atveretsy

wsum, 2o0g

[
soten ot G
Appenste 1 (55
g
Aopentts TI3 Gt15)
sopenste 11 G
e 1z

oo

use 0, 1985,







OEBPS/images/heb90058.0017.jpg
THE FORTUNES
OF HEAVEN

£
PERCY BYSSHE SHELLEY

SHIRLEY CARSON JENNEY.
Claendit Modun

Loy
ARTHUR H. STOCKWELL, LiwiTED









OEBPS/images/heb90058.0027.jpg






OEBPS/images/heb90058.0009.jpg
ADVERTISEMENT.

Trhas been tho occasional occupation of the Au-
thor of Waverley, for several years past to revise
and correct the voluminous series of Novels which
‘pass under that name ; in order that, i they should
ever'appear a3 his avowed productions, he might
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plause, T beg leave to subscribe myself his
obliged humble servant,
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Assorsrons, Octoer 1, 127,
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And st v ot
My weave-up flle?
Ticterd 11 et 17.

Havine undertaken to give an Introductory
Account of the compositions which are here
offered to the public, with Notes and Illustra-
tions, the author, under whose name they are
now for the first time collccted, feels that he has
the delicate task of speaking more of himself
and his personal concerns, than may perhaps
be cither graceful or prudent. In this particu-
lar, he runs the risk of presenting himself to
the public in the relation that the dumb wife
in the jest-book held to her husband, when, ha-
ving spent half of his fortune to obtain the cure
of her imperfection, he was willing to have be-

stowed the other half to restore her to her for-
YoL. 1. «
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