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Dear readers:

We are thrilled to bring you the sixth volume of 771.
nel. Since its inception in 2008, The C[mnndhﬁs e
integrate the three streams of McGill U!xi\ ersity’s English
Department - Literature, Cultural Studics, and Drama/The-
atre — into one vibrant intellectual forum.

This year, our editors strove not only to recognize the di
1 and multiplcity of student writing, but alsa (o present you
papers that are relevant and original. I this issuc you find
weven essays that range from a close reading of Lisa Moore’s
award-winning Casadian novel, February, 10 an analysis of
the blank spaces in comic books, 10 3 discussion of Andy
Wahol's Blow Job There ar two radicaly diferet studicsof
Shakespearc’s beloved character Falstalf,a paper on technol-
ogy and voice in that daunting, yet quintessential modem-
{st novel, Ulysses,and an ethical reading of Irving Layton's
poctry that won the 2012 prize for best undergraduate essay
in Canadian literatare. This edition of The Channel displays
the strongest student work in our department ~and we are
confident that it will appeal to  wide variety of readers.

We invite you to take a look inside this journal and to join
in celcbrating the accomplishments of our incredible
community.

Olivia Lifman + Gillian Massel
Editors-in-Chief




Glass Houses: Lisa Moore’s

February and the Curse of Reflection
MATTHEW REDMOND

Lisa Moore’s second novel, February, focuses on a traumatic
cvent in contemporary Canadian history: the sinking of the Ocean Rang-
er ol rig, which resulted in the death of all cighty-four crewmembers,
many of them from nearby Newfoundland. While dealing with a par-
ticular community’s terriblc loss, the novel also gradually unfolds into a
poetic meditation on mortality tself. Moore achieves this unfolding w ith
 plunge into the mental sanctum of her characters; she draws out their
private fears and desires, and transforms the book’s physical reality into
a subtly symbalic one. In an especially effective and thorough exercise of
such power, Moore takes one of the propertics of water, reflectiveness,
and applies it to every comer of her fictional milicu, creating a mirrored
world where her characters fight to avoid drowning in their most private
anvicties, To save herself, the novel’s long-suffering protegonist, Helen
O'Mara, must first escape her own fixed likeness as a solitary ‘survivor.”

February discloses its own symbolic makeup in its first chapter,
and even in its first line; “Helen watches as the man touches the skate
blade to the sharpener” (Moore 1). Perceptually, this woman, the widow
of Ocean Ranger crewman Cal O'Mara, begins her story on a razor's
edge. Her gricf controls not only which nearby objects she notices but
also what meaning they assume for her, The narrater, who will follow
Helen's viewpoint closely throughout the book, quickly latches onto 2
fow seemingly trivial objects and cpisodes from both Helen's prescnt
surroundings and her memories. Readers follow Helen’s gaze from the
skate to a gum ball machine from which Timmy withdraws a black jaw-
breaker; then to the waves of a beach where Helen sat decades ago with
her son, Joho; and finally 10 a nearby frozen pond, which, according to
the shopkeeper, “will be good soon” (7). Far from arbitrary, these Jand-
‘marks are an expression of Helen's mental state. By returning obsessively
to them throughout the chapter, Moore’s narrator models the symptoms
of her protagonist’s troubled psyche. The reader, meanwhile, i thrust
into a cramped world of glass, steel, and water, Moore’s reliance upon
these materials to construct her opening scene should draw our ateen-
tion to what is common among them: a tendency to reflect light.

Reflectiveness is not the only property that gives these carly de-
tails meaning, The grinding metal and orange sparks arc an aresting
suggestion of Helen's continuing struggle with the technological failure
that killed her husband (Lecker, 27 September), while the black jaw-
breaker whispers of the complicated interplay of risk and luck. Long
after this opening scene, however, it is reflectiveness that permediss the
Jandscape of the novel more decply than any other motif Both before
and after Cal’s death, the world of the O'Mara family is filled with re-
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res her own interpretation of the scenc, albeit through

tive act, Helen shas
table mo-

the mediation of a third-person narrator. For her, this unforget
‘ment becomes a gateway to the future:

...one baby after another, and the jobs, the bills,
snowstits, dinner parties disappointments, (..n)
nights on the town, staggering home in each other's
arms , dragging each other up the hill, and the stars
over the Kirk, graffiti on the retaining wall; all of that
was in the mirror of the Newfoundland hotel on their
wedding night, and—POW~—Cal glanced at it, and the
mirror spread with cracks (...) and it fell to the car-
pet, fifty or so jagged pieces (77).

s this dreamlike sequence by subily blending
Helen's youthful perspective with her current one. The final assessment
comes from the clder Helen, who stll searches her memory for signs of
the tragedy that awaited herin the years abead. Unbroken and inert, the
fall-lengeh mirror contains the youthful Helen's expectations of marricd
life_-ite mundanencss and its awkoward glimpses of beauty. The tasks
and habits that appear to her seem both unremarkable and unrelated,
but are in fact linked and dignificd by Helen's onetime assumption that
she would weather all such challenges with Cal supporting her (as he
3o iterally in her vision). The cider Helen understands that in break-
ing the mirror, Cal transcends the limits of the difficult, intimate, and
beautifully conventional married lifc that his young wife foresces, leav-
ing only “jagged picces” for her to fraverse in pain. The younger Helen,
in contrast, sees the broken mirror mainly as a sign of Cal's awesome
power, cven integrating glass itself into a private wish for unborn
child: “my son will be like that: black hair and blue eyes and thousands
< mirrons smashing in his wake” (79). By shattering the mirror, albeit
accidentally, Cal becomes langer than life in his new wife's eyes Unfor-
tunately for Helen, he proves as haunting in death as he vas casually
wondrous while
By cracking the full-length
Cal reveals Moore’s most important
ated Ondaatje’s metaphor, she will explore not the life of the man who
broke the glass, but the lves of the characters closest 10 him. Through-
ot her movel, relective objects—especially those made of glass—become
O s for the grief and shame of an alienated widow—or the |
tumult a boy who hardly knew his father. S usly close-knit
region of Canada, February gives more weight than Coming through
Slaughterto the breakdown of a funily, and the subscquent attempts of
e e mbers (0 assemble into some collective unit, in which process lies

their best hope of healing.
Aften the wedding night, but before Cal'sdeath at sea, the glassy

<urfaces that litter Helen's world are numerous but largely enign. and
ven sseful, Helen wears “big sunglasses” o the beach (106). and Cal
“black sunglasses” to the regaita (210). During a job intervieys John re-
1

Moore compli

‘mirror, likely the largest in the novel,
{ntertextual project. Having recre-
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forced to take a job as a waitress, but quits after an appalling experience:
“a man smashed a beer bottle on the corner of a table and held it to
his girfriend's face” (16). Helen cannot help but read this incident 25 3
enisted reflection of her wedding night: man, woman, and the threat of
broken glass. But perhaps the cruclest assault by a glass surface comes
years later, during a chapter tiled “The Carpenter [n one of the earlicst
Teenes to involve Barry, Helen wonders whether Louise’s daughter-in-
Taw s tried to sct her up. “She stood and saw herself in the mirror and
she was bright red, with a sheen of fast sweat on her forchead (39). This
airmor inficts the full weight of Helen's years upon her, even mutilating
her face with the blinding "sheen.”
Wracked with unrcsolved feelings about her husband’s death,
Helen pays froquent visits fa the Ocean Rangerin her head, which has
<k thousands of times since the real disaster, “The Portal” takes us
through Helen’s larest mental inspection of the doomed rig. Her frus-
trated imagination, desperate for certainty in 8 world that she never ac-
tually saw, focuses on particular features of the ship—the kind that can
be faund in official reparts—but also trics 1o imposc the cffects of 3
devastatiog accident upon them. [n her mind. the titular portal becomes
a "glass portal smashed by ice” (148), and thus a symbol of reflection as
‘essraction. Since Helen can never succeed in building a fully accurate
cimulation of the wreck, her mind runs to the most lurid pos ibilitics,
Jike that of being “attacked by a fish through the window” (152). which
also equates glass with the dangers of an uncaring external world. As
Helen secs it the man whose inner strength could shatter 2 full-length
mieror was kiled by  revolt of the glass and viater around hir. In het
imagined wrcck, the breaking of @ picce of glass demonstratcs ot Cal's
Strength but his vulnerabilty before the power of nature. After his death,
Helom nd Joha are forced ta endure constant, chilling personal reflec-

tions upon the fragility of ife-

‘Moore's novel is highly ‘realistic’ precisely because of ts ex-
pressionistic picture of grief. The author accepes distortion of her char-
B ens cnironment as necessary 10 a faithful representation of their
“hattered worldview, Through her use of mirror imagery, such distortion
borders on the supernatural, It almest seems that Cal, in breaking that
mirror in the Newfoundland Hotel, unleasbed & curse uporn himself and
bis family—one that not only took his Lfc but also claws at s family
\hrough every available mirror. While obiously not 2 literal explanation
o e isaeten tself, Moore's heightcned reality likely speaks to the sense
of helplessness and vietimization felt by real peopic facing circumstances
ke Felon's. Her son, John, soon proves to be no less a victim of glass
than his mother.

1t is impo
out analyzing his relationship to gl x
ovel as a boy, Joh tries intaitively to il the gap left o the death of his
facher. T a moment of gendered social commentary, he even buys his
mhother a steak, feeling *very proud of himself” (17).1n 1982, 35 Helen is
going into labour, John's protective impulses fire up 1O sibly than

ever. At first he watches silently as his mother clambers into 2 taxi. Still
13
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(s itsclf a temparary release from the palpable pressure of her constant
eifscrutiny, of which her mirrored world has been a0 omaipresent re-
inder to the reader. When Helen's curiosity turms (o aurction—mest
clearly with a private declaration of “1 am wowed” (234)—the reader
ust wonder how such new feclings will affect the novel’s psychologized
landscape.
“as Helon's perspective shifts, so docs the novel's predominant

sisual symbolism. In the st section, Helen's environment changes from
- feetine to projective—not a world of misrors, but one of ight M oore’s
ally titled fast scction, “The New Yoar” follows Hielen and
ward undertaking for them both. After dinner.

1 and dim[s] the lights while he lis]
irs 1o look at one of her finished
foore’s most luminous

optimi
Barry's first date, an awk:
“Helen walk[s] over to a wall switc
talking” (286). She then leads him upst:
wedding dresses. The scene that follows is by far M

-watt bulb in that lamp and it
ess was blazing white.
light spilling along the
and spreading in all

“Helen had a hundred
hit the white satin and the dr
Pearls and sequins sparkling,
folds, beading up like mercury
directions.” (287)

Light follows the apprehensive cOuple: After dinner, they head

for a fireworks display, eventually walking between Cas. past “the soft fan
of yellow headlights™ (284), to get a better view of the main event. Not
surprisingly, the festival of lights throughout this chapter achieves its
climax in More’s deseription of the fireworks (hemselves. “The explo-
sion oflight seemed to reach through the darkness towards them"—and,
Jater— “[tlhe light flew in their faces as silent as something at the bottom
of the ocean” (288). In our world, silence and pyretechnics do not mix;
2 Moore's, the skyward spectacle serves as a mirror image of the under-
<ea world, The simile not only brings new symmetey (o the universe of
February, but also gives Helen a figurative opportunity to face her fears:
No longer trapped on an ever-sinking Ocean Ranger, she finds herself
capable of staring unafraid at a seafloor both conjured and changed by
Dright, revealing lights.

Perhaps to underline her thematic shift from mitror- to light=
based imagery, Moore suddenly reenacts that shift in miniature with an
unlikely prop. While Helen and Barry make love o7 the couch, her eye s
drawn 1o the glass circle of Barry's “watch face™ (289), vibrating against
\he floral print of her sofa. In an carlier stage of the novel, this glass ref-
erence, like so many others, would have been yet another sign of Helen's
captivity in guilt and the fear of intimacy. But through a humbly remark=
“ble transformation, the watch becomcs a “dise of fight” (289) that Helen

touches with her tongue, In ane way, the preceding te hundred ninety-
five pages of Moore's novel have been building to this minute metaphor
which quietly announces a profound change in Helen's perspective
upon life, The Christian resonance i surely deliberate; Helen, previousty
described as a non-practicing Catholic, is nOW savouring ‘communio
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oF he bighy ahon poooih & glance. Now, however, P e
b o et e absen (and, 2 she would ltec Hrrories e
S, Or . s s e bathroom. *Look out e
Newloundlong 1orsthiog similsr Look out the window” m)nf ke the
R cident, this command off 7 i
S e e e
Spoken by host o Fomasal—so simple in by
islogie Wit BrE St e T S ciaces places Ry
one is just a windows it ;rlnlrj:‘“k;mw ot vindow i e ok s
exists simply 1o be lonke L IEaLENs Ao entreats el
of a picce with H:|lm'k°" through. That irveducible, <c‘|]1‘; u—bg: T
0 her husband: “If Gy realization, in this same ¢hapier, of 4 A
forget him Thag £ Call died ‘ot thiere on (e oig. 111, oL 2 fprombc
That was e rig, Hel
s M- Thetwas s promise. She wil L woa ey
5 , almost vocat > rget him™ (302). This
T cational discovery allevi el
b N ery alleviates much s
e thing and sense of passive futility: ich of Helen's.
e [ [y e utility. Glass and meral will not
cr own face, cause she 1o longer despi:
il iger despiscs the sight
: tting that the fast
on a beach, beside an o last chaprer of Helen's
mystery and malajse

N anymore,

e, story finds her sittiny
i miror: AMie ore than tweny years e
e ‘s Biven way, at least partially, to the
r sun is co; = -t
T e s onstant,” says Moore's
ting? J;mm:: Soon Barry leaves Helen on the
s :
. Therc is a pregnant pause.

revelatory

¥ power of thy

Tator. “The sun € sun.
shore, divi;

¢ and respectfully, Moore has
m to one of consola-

gh the waves” (6). Slow

ploughing throu
from a place of constant antagonist

wned the ocean

tion and peace.
Inspired in part by Michacl Ondaatje's use of glass 0 portray

genius, suffering, and survival, Lisa Moore adapts this complex meta-
phor to the study of normal people struggling with unresolved grict.
“To portray her characters” psychological battle with their own anxieties
sbont death, as well as their sense of isolation from the living, Moot
places her characters in a jagged world of glass and et , thercby literal-
faing their tendency toward self-destructive reflections Jobn and Helen
e constantly beset by their own likenesses—a sign that recovery from
{he trauma of losing Cal will require some serious acceptance of their
respective identiics. As the book’s visuals change broadly from reflective
to projective, there follows an increased sense of hope that these char-
aters, especially Helen, can find meaning and purposc i the external
orld. At the very least, she can “look out the window”

with the genuine
hope of such discovery.
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Gramophone, Telephone, Ulysses:
Technology and the Voice in the

Modernist Novel
KEVIN DROZ

o ames Joyees Upsscs (1922) dramatizes the wass in which mo-
dernity and technology intersect (Danius 193). Throughout Ulssscs
Jln,« interweaves the dialect of the Dublin of 1904 with the emerging
langaage oftelecommunication, especiallythat of the gramophione, he
Risphonc and the radio. By recording aural communications at 2 dis-
LS radicional of the
yeice s an teance thata body lectingly projecs. Thomas Edison in
il [()he‘ phonograph, the anccstor of the gramophone, to the pub-
oens i;n:m::;;;_&'? (Kx«l]v'r 3). _olim Read and Walter L. Welch
note that i an 1877 issue o Scieifc Auerican, Edison intimated at
vith the phonograph “Speech hald] become,

Edison not only ized the y

t were, immortal” (12).
L he phor ’s potential oni
:'l‘-l"lc:l‘)):x;cm‘l;\';‘l(::‘n but also identifed a variey of possible uses for his
T, the reproduction of the last words of dying per-
Kool n the “Hades” episode of Uisses, Leopold Bloom
il probes the poteal ofthe phorograph to capture e yoices
b ngés even from beyond e grave. Bloom belives that lac-
i78 & gmmophonc in the graves of the deceased will Remind you of
ke the photograph reminds you of the face” (U 6.966-7). He.

hints that the human voice, even when stripped of the ly, carries the
n e
Y e st
ipped of the body,

For Blo il

e :;:: gr:{x:}phm\x‘s destabilize the relation of the speak-
corded voice. Gramopl, i

ing voice © the . phones crch o
af v speaking voice onto the surface of e
Phonograph,” Friedrich A, Kiteler re

vaice are transfe a poil

o mmspnndc[:ﬁi :: @ point that engraves lines onto a metal plate
e peadilio e attered sounds” (30), Gramophoncs contain a
R furrows are impressed; a needle emits recorded
{his logie, o musc 3 it travels over these furrows (Kiker 31). By
the i ice -
balance t of a voice -
L s o itered sounds” into copper grooves ~ by reas-
et “mm"‘u :cc:rd plays. Gramophones, then, endlessly de-
e struet the human voice, and reify o

a record. “Upon speaking into
marks, “the vibrations of onc’s

the degeneration from *

the voice through
In Ulysses disembadi
] mbodicd voi
3o, the boies from which Ty
,x;apqm Bloom and Stephen Dey
nologies isolate speakers from 1
the gestural logic of their reapecy

- voices heard without, or be-
da;]: projected - encer into the lives of
alus. Complications aceruc as tech-
e inflections of their respective voices,
tive bodies, and the intimacy of direcr

aural contact. Telecommunicational distance thematizes a crucial prob-
lem of modernist acsthetics: *representling] authentic experience in an
age in which the category of experience tself has become a problem™
(Danius 3). How can fiction reconcile the voice of the dead - a voice re-
corded on a gramophone, for example - with the death of the body that
attered that voice? The risc of telecommunication coincides not only.
with the gradual mechanization of the body, but also with the gradual
humanization of the machine. Recording technologies appropriate the
functions of bodily organs: the telegraph acts as an “artificial mouth,”
while the telephone acts “as an arificial ear” (Kittler 28). In the “Acolus

episode, Joyce stresses the means by which people ascribe human at-
tributes to mechanical utterances. Trekking trough the offices of the
Freeman's Journal, Bloom muscs over the nature of the noises that cir-
culate throughout the building, Bloom assigns specific meanings to all
of the sounds that he encounters: “Everything speaks in its own way,” he
reasons (U 7.177). That Bloom locates meaning in mechanical expres-
<ion, notably that of the uproar from printing presses and ringing tele-
phones, bespeaks Joyec's fascination with the intersection of the human
and the mechanical. Technology becomes the lens through which Joyce
“investigates the perceptional problems of seeing and of hearing against
{he backdrop of telephones, newspapers, and gramophones” (Misa 325).

Both Bloom's and Stephen’s wanderings throughout the Hibernian me-
tropolis expose them 10 V:

{ous forms of technology. Technology, Sara
Danius srites, i therefore “in a specific sense constirutive of high-mod-
crmist acsthetics” (3; italics in the original). By apprepriating the sug=
gestive power of the voice, machines seize modes of human expression.
Joyce problematizcs the ways in which technolog reifies and dehuman-
res the voice: Ulysses deconstructs how modernity attributes expressive
power ta non-human machines, specifically through the voice.

In e “Hades” episode, Bloom's interior monologues ofter
convey a keen interest in the voice. As Simon Dedalus berates his son,
Stephen, for kecping company with the “contaminated bloody double-
dyed rufian” Buck Mulligan (U 6.64), Bloom's mind wanders, and cven-
ettles on the memory of his deceascd son, Rudy. In a moment
of striking pathos - and yet a momen that refrains from sentimentality
2 Bloomm wonders what it would be like “Iflttle Rudy had lived. Sce him
Ji¢ voice in the house” (U 6.75-6). That Bloom conflates
Rudy's v th Rudy's living presence indicates that, as Allan Hep-
burn argues, “Voices, as objects in and of themselves, begin to replace
subjectivity” (+Ulysses, Opera, Loss” 63). Voices reveal their expressive
power throughout Uipssesas syncedoches for the characters from which
they emanate (Hepburn, * Ulysses, Opera, Loss” 63). Instantes of a voice
standing in for a character abound in Ufysscs: In “Sirens,” “Miss voice
of Kennedy” responds to Lenchan (U 11.237). Molly glouxx\'s voice
speaks independently of her body in *Circe” as her voice anaOUNCEs.
“(sweetly, hoarsely, rising to her throat) Ah! Weeshwashtkissinapoo-
sthnapoohuck?” (U 15.3810-3). Molly's convoluted uterarices answer
“Boylan's Voice,” whose speech remains equally muddled: “(sweetly
hoarsely, in the pit of his stomach) Ah! Godblazegrukbrukarchkhrasht!
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(U 153808~ Y OiCy
S (b.?n‘:::l:'ll:u\,::;s";)f bo‘:h the clitl‘{ls and the whores in Bella
Voice of Kitty” chats to “The xl':i:? u\:‘,;:nxrhr:’: Tpcqiw s
sponses from “The Voice of Lynch,” “The Voic A
uf\-!mg“\(l! 15.3410, U 15.3412, U 15, 415“:' T; 33;
et in the "Hades” episode, voi ~;r1‘ o b limii
L L L 3 s transcend the of -
rr:é;i::;i‘l\;;)ln;!lt\d ’Sfmld[l i,n for life itself™ (F kphllﬂ\r““L“;::s);“ ?)"p‘.
o Loss” 69, Bioom's efctions on Ry’ vice lead i o think
e s w:.x); HIOOHII recalls: “How life begins” (U 6.81). He in
e esals s daghcs, il and imilary annouces L, " (U
20 Bocuuse. of s obsession ith he voices of the living and i
s, Bloom s with e d o plcinggramophoncs i hegravsof
. Bloom reasons that gramophones, with their capacity 10

record, transmit, and retransmit sound, could memoria e dead for
" o . 5 T
s sound, could rialize the dea

in tuen promps re-
nd “The Voice
U 15.3419).

Bosl
We;f’:devsm}l:wvsould you remember everybody? Eyes,
Y gra'mophc;ne?”‘ the voice, yes: gramophone. Have
A EeRhor onll; gvex;y grave or keep it in the house.
Lo unday. I':‘Aft“cn your poor old great-
glad kraark awfull
krpthsth. Remind
graph reminds you

ygladas;eagain hellohello a

mawf
you of the voice like the photo-
of the face. (U 6.962-7)

Bloom a ates i
e g»::a;n preserving the memory of the dead through
BooRI st :}:c gramophone. His notion of “Putfting] on your
poorold origiml.im: her” on the gramophane resonates with one of
T s = for this technology - conscrving the voices
. dying, From its incepti g

e g ception, as Sebasti les
gramophaone entertained in the public im:;"m L
in;

connotations of di
= cath and dying: “the gramophone [was| associated

ying:
s A‘y ;ll;;;:crﬁx:ccs of the deathbed,
b nell likewise i
(e b;k;wxs; contends that telecommunication *has aluways
Why record s sortan s ThECOri of the departed” (qid. on Danius ;sai)s
it s table ey P18 O mtsic, ora voice,if ot to proec t from
Witl the ad,
vent of recordi |
IE e e i ‘md‘:lng technologics came the possibility

Derric i chet i
S Gt i e SO Yansh on s utrance Jcques

through the significr e

tion” ,s ’; Bloom si mimdﬂu:;:e:ﬁ .rm; ST m“k;;gﬁ-}

Bt at, through the * i i

g A ramophone, e £ e e e

the Tiving voi s clyroau]
Srek gramophoncs * v

they permit the deag mlhc l.b.‘:‘nrc of any living, ixﬁ“fc'“]} e

Prcstving s el SUISE inthe memory of g e
ad in L e

sl et l: more vivid, forceful way ";‘"b s

© "mplements [a] memory anq :]n S Paotoen

d thereby makes it

voice — troubles the way in which people respor

conscious” (Kittler 33). Like a photograph, however, the experience of
2 gramophone can be repeated infinitely, even beyond the death of the
original speaker.

Repetition and “[rlcpeated phrases,” as Angela Frattarola ob-
<erves, “come to have a great impact on the reader becausc they arc fa-
iliar sounds made meaningful for o reason other than that [readers]
have heard them several times before” (152). Repetition comes 10 a head
in the operational logic of the *Circe” episode (the syfistically innova-
Jive height of Ulysses), which recasts many of the events, phrases, and

i and Stephen encounter throughout the day. Aural
repetition, though, poses a complex hermencutical problem: are vocal
Aiterances inherently meaningful, or do they merely acquire meaning
through repetition? I James Joyce, Richard Ellmann notes that Joyee's
favourite composer was the [talian Giuseppe Verdi; Ellmann explains
that Joyee "could intoxicate himself on a single phrase from [Verdi]
which [Joyee] sang agein and again” (393).Joyce, moreover, cften “would
all on his son Giorgia to sing it in his clear boy’s voice, [and] then he
ould repeat lovingly the one word ‘rii-i-ide-c-elifrom Verdi line
“ Addio! dl passato bei sogni ridenti” (Ellmann 393; ialics in the origi-
pal). Joyce recognized the suggestive power of repetition, and integrated
it into bis fiction.

Hloom's distinction between the repeated viewing of 2 pho-
tograph and the repeated playing of a gramophone also comments B
e inction between print media and telccommunication. After the
cmengence of the gramophone, the telephone, and the radio. “print-bi-
weed media ecology had been altered by new ways of recording, stor-
o and transmitting sounds and voices” (Winthrop-Young and Wutz
b Because of the varied modes through which technology could now
et Infosmation, “writers became increasingly aware of the materi-
alty of language and communication” (Winthrop-Young and Wtz ).
Many of these modes, especially voice recordings, problematiae the rela-
lion beuween the spoken voice and the recorded voice. Unlike the era
et Winthrop-Young and Wtz describe as “print-biased.” the modern
era gauges the extent to which the gramoptione faithfully captures 2
o el voice. Innovations in technology and communication in the

Nimetcenth rentury accordingly “centerf] on links beeween lesh and ma-
chine” (Kittler 74). Frattarola remarks that modernity faces & challenge
absent to previous times: that of separating utierances from their *orig-
nating sources” (144). How do sounds projected from 2 body differ from.
contrast with, or go against, sounds recerded by 2 gramophone? The
body-voice dyad - the body that utters  voice diverges from the uttered
1d to sound (Frattarola

144).

Although gramophones complicate the relation of the body ©©
the voice, they also overcome the formal limitations of visual media, in-
cluding photographs. Gramophones remove the mediation between the
meaning of an object and the communication of that object’s meaning.
Language, for example, transmits information through symbols; print
‘media employs words as symbols that convey ‘meaning, and music scores
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employ musica i
Im;:::y:u.s@l notation to the same end (Kittler 4). As Kittler remarks,
langua G > i i m
o sbvmﬁlﬂ:d;::s'. the transmission of the real through the mediation
“neither the I‘ 4 ignificrs (‘-“]. Kittler understands the real as that which
Sk .m‘rmr_or the _umgjn:m- nor the grid of the symbolic
S p |)]snolog|calucc|dﬂ nd stochastic disorder of bodi - (T;"
. "Once rec gic: i SEihn
e ;" ::olt_\,ual mcfm guarantee the similarity of the dead ta
ey ming them into the latter's mx:ch.‘micdl'pmdun ”
e (s\;;ll‘i;ilanlﬁ of the body, death and lust, leave the e e
o e ndelible traces to which Kiuler refers cnsure not
At uacc“b “'rl]:nulngms capture aural oceurrences, but also that
2 s can be relived wi Tt
P ived without mediating influences, such as
As “Hades”
i cunneg:sn:[nxm.l'ds, Bloom also considers the power of the tele-
e onnéct ;B iving with the dead. Warching the gravediggers
) ﬁ,.fg m, Tl:om entertains an odd notion: “And if he was
and make sure w‘ﬂ'“'e-‘m:?_fkvr)ﬂ:: to have some law to picrce the heart
ey ic clock or a telephone in the coffin and
e ud some
i arius 180). Although he grants tiat th
e 3»20'1".,,'2? world of the living during their buria, Bloc:: ::l::erfae:
e that the dead ar indeed dead - because it
T Rty ad, a telephone might come in handy” (Danius
= S n (TDA) approved - %
e e pproved a poster campaign to i
Toneiie “: ‘:Tril');ane, both as a tool for rnl\\-:nif::nf,:‘nn||'l?\:vr|:::
T sl md(:o : l;\r emergencies (“e-Modernism” 15). One of the
Qi o Presence i absence ~ sccured by the tekphone™
S A sm” 15). Just v d
l;l:f‘ll:m; T, )-Justas the TDA understood that the
ri;lan_l\;' can rescue the living from a Ilke.l; S;] d;}:ﬂ lper
cpbum remarks thay i : o
o by emarks that in Joyce's fiction, tel ic "Di
- Voice, Dubliners” 208), F EPROTE (A 2
scends the distinction éos)' For Bloom, this ‘sunpal;ll:zxic r(1 :s ("ltMu
ol oo betces helying and the dead Wih s mdicaly
Stnicture, At 1 oom bopes o conncet all peopl e
- And be even explores ¢t all peoples through infra-
ores the possibility of telecommunication

among the dead: -4y,
among the dead: “Wonde
i5 It oy, Uor s der does the news yo about whenever a fresh one

telephones j
cphones i the graves
abitants of raves, s an p e C25ed will “make cerain

ihistibeinha 100,2 ct
e ety e connected to the public telephone
Telephony

the ¢an” during whio

an organic “

sw"’ymn 'mo.de» what hencefor,

o w n\\fslgmﬁc ion [bodily
2). “The experi '

clis & new wndepaagon

hfls been detack

nication more

hough, centers on the ~dj.
h a technological mode of

aciation of the eye and
omumunication replac

i places

cmmd}) 1l:c1rs as having been an organic

discmbnrm Just been sundered” (Darius

erstanding of e by vone. oo VIS “thus

b 13 e b ity entiy from which the voice

roadly “stripf] SR mephoncand

ly =4 el -

PI1-.. human qualities such g conslr'm"m

as consciousness

R

“reducle] [the voice] to a nonhuman
y~ (Darius 16). Telephony complicates the relationship between
speaker and auditor. The telephone enables communication across both
spatial and temporal distances: like the gramophone, the telephone is “a
mechanical device - . - [that] makes it possible to strip sound not only
of its spatial source but also of its temporal origin” (Darius 17). That
devices such as the phonograph ctch “invisible siological action[s]
Jlike voices] into visual records™ certainly suggests that nineteenth- and

cth-c priated the epistemic privileges of

and agency” from the voice; they.

the human senses” (Danius 19).
Throughout “Hades.”
Bloom debates how to use techn
On the carriage ride to Paddy Di
they invent something automatic

and indecd throughout all of Lilysses,
ology to reshape public infrastructure.
nam'’s funeral, Bloom muscs: “Couldn’t
so that the wheel itsclf much handier?
Well but that fellow would Jose his job thien? Well but then anather
fellow would gt a job making the new invention?” (U 6.176-9). That
Bloom constantly conjures up plans (o improve public transit reflects
Joee's preoccupation with the *thematization of the public utility” (Ru-

¥
benstein 39). Bloom remarks:

—1 can’t make out why the corporation doesn’t run
a tramline from the parkgate to the quays, Mr Bloom
said. All those animals could be taken in trucks down
to the boats.
_instead of blocking up the thoroughfare, Martin
Cunningham said. Quite right. They ought to.

—Yes, Mr Bloom said, and another thing | often
thought, is to have municipal funeral trams like they
have in Milan, you know. Run the line out to the cem-
etery gates and have special trams, hearse and car-
riage and all. Don't you see what I mean? (U 6.400-8)

Rubenstein contends that, during Joyce's career, Joyee' efforts
] way after A Portrait to [ef-

to “Forgle]’ national consciousness glave] wa)
forts to] ‘enginecr]]” national consciousness” (7). Of course, the “forg-
ing” 1o which Rubenstein alludes stems from the fimous concluding
ites of Portzait,in which the young Stephcn Dedalus declares: °1 50 10
e er for the millionth time the reality of experience and to forge
i the smithy of my soul the unereated conscience of my race” (275-6;
cmphasis added). The erux of these polarized approaches [0 modernity
O of the biacksmith and that of the engincer —spring from the innet
operations of Joyee’s fiction. For Rubenstein, Joyee composed not only
o lermist fiction but also fiction that modenized. Unlike other mod-
ernists, Joyce's writings “strain]] o find 2 way to reconcile the technolog-

ical progress of modernity with a vision of the common good” (Ruben~
stein 47). Because Joyce integrates technological developments into his.
prose, he not only captures the essence of the Dublin of 1904, but also.
Tooks forward to modes of imaginative writing. that embrace technology
as well. Joyce’s concern with infrastructurc, particularly with electricity
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and the sewer system
ystem, emerges even is i
Tt mr:},u even in the early, formative moments
s - Telemachus” Mullgan layuly informs Stphen “Tha
- Switch off the curreat, will you? 2 7
presents this request ighthearcedl, e these 5 i dosee oo
e s his resueslighthcartodly,as “here s no electrical cument
DMl et (Rubernsein 74). That the technology ofthe iy
'S 2 T s ficti in j e
B e Mg el {:; ccs fcton, even i jest, signls the
o it Joycechllcgel prevaiing noions of ercpionznd
TR
b, ::c Alrolu: episode, the first of the newspaper headlines
amaunces the olc of echnology o the aural logic of the ci The
el g THE HEART OF THE HIBERNIAN METROPO-
R :‘ Acolus” teems with the sounds of metropolitan lik.
e i of clectric trams abouads outsid o the newspaper offees of
e Frceman’ Journal, Don Giford remarks har, i 1904, the Dublin
oSt zoas regarded as the most cficient and ‘modem in Eu-
el fheapggriese tramines, which darc 10 and from Nelson's Pilar
oy hraugliout ictropolita Dublin and beyond the ciy limits he
b dstinet aueal code: “Right and It pacallel clanging riaging
e hopssskerand asiogledeck moved from theic railheads, swerved 0
ety e, lided paralll” (U 7.10-2). The trams brim with aciviy
e scart of Dublin; indecd, the repeated presence of
s {clatging inging®) anienates the hub of Dublin it
ptculay s emaizes the need to arribute meang to sounds
Cepecly onverbal,precrbal, and mechanical noises. loor sppes
o densccupied wilh the origns of the sounds that e percive;
Valks hemagt AL SEUTCE 1 3 meaning 0 audible wierances. As he
naer offices of the Freeman’s Journal, Bloom intcr-
Lllllc'damnur of the printing presses.
in threcfour time, Th
by Il in thre - Thump, thump.
i < Bulthudding [Guinness] barrels” that pimpr
T2 7245 U 7545 Bl e oy e oL origing (U
= Peotcosos Mach g oot dicetus 3 similacy percussive impulse
Biogbang. banghance im0 o ent s beuween s e
=X gbang” (U 7.374), iscrimi : .
s s s e ;:c:n:) even discriminates between the
e, 04" APPCaZS i boh portmanteaus,
the first. Whereas Bloom previously i
) v previously inter-
i oalop - hc“:-l:::‘l‘l'l::i as requests cither for atten-
e e Pre” expressed “Scratch my head”
i “mml:ic ::::‘:n:csn:h(ur milk (U £.19-20, U 4. ‘n‘ mi: :::«

2 o , 5 5 !
s i the sounds that rechnology and insteu-
: Elephony cmeny

g s as ;
ACOIU” 45 Johin D, Capuno abepmes b, FOTME0N atal modes i
et PULD observes, th ¢ el
Rirates thesodoest e %5 e Sound of ringing 1

1hi episod. pamascAPE Of Ulysscs, especialy in “Aeolcs L35y oobert
e byt oy e ‘Acolus” (15). Indeed,
e A:“ commnicatign e o W telephony contributes
(PO TER, s e i pervade the novel as a whole
i one ot e o S incresingly assorates the
< telephone whirels]” as Stephen

R

He judges that the -

at the “machines cla
thump* (U 7.101), The ey
the soundscape also rec

chats with Crawford (U 7.565). Similarly, as Bloom enters Crawford’s
office, he notes how the “telephone whirred inside” (U 7.384). That the
telephone here rings under the heading of “O, HARP EOLIANT ironizes
the relation between the speaker and the telephone (U 7.370). In the
classical tradition, the design of the Aeolian harp enables the winds
(rather than human hands) to play this instrument (Gifford 135). But,
in "Acolus,” humans operatc telephones, and select their interlocutors.
Professor MacHugh informs the editor that Bloom is on the line; and,
fastructing MacHugh to “Tell [Bloom] to go o hell,” the editor rudely
dismisses Bloom’s call (U 7.671-2). Ringing telephones complicate a
speaker's relationship both to her or his voice and o the meaning of
the other speaker’s disembodicd voice - characters ascribe value, or an
absence of valuc, to the voices on the telephone.

Telephony also appears in figurative forms in “Acolus.
ing a typesetter correcting type, Bloom considers the implications of
the Shema from Deuteronomy Shema Isracl Adonai Elohent” (U
7.209; iralics in the original; Gifford 132). Gifford translates the Hebrew:
“Hear, oh Isracl, the Lord our God” (132). Derrida interprets the passage
as 2 "long-distance phone call par excellence” - a playful call that allows
Joyee to suggest that “divine revelation is inscribed in a commuaication
system” (Caputo 187). For Derrida, the joke implics that technological
Sanovations like the telephone can put a human speaker in contact with
the divine — through the disem! bodied voice.

Disembodicd voices intrude into both Bloom’s and Stephen’s
lives throughout Ulysses. In the “Nestor” episode, Stephen describes
God as "a shout in the street” (U 3.386). The “shout” to which he re-
fers captures the voices of children playing outside. Stephen scparates
the children’s voices from the children’s bodies, and suggests that their
Voices convey elements of the divine. Likewise, voices appear unaccom-
panicd by their bodies in “Acolus,” particularly through the telephonc.
RBefore Crawford dismisscs Bloom'’s phone call, the call emerges from the
text under the heading of “A DISTANT VOICE" (U 7.667). The head-
linc typifics the desire in “Acolus” to attribute the ownership of a voice
ta the body from which it emanates. Mareover, the inner workings of
“Acolus” also convey the threat of indecency that underlines telecom-
munication. Trotter notes that tclephony in general, and phone-boxes
in particular, “have always been “abscene’” (“Phoning It In” 147). Trotter
cites the passage in “Circe” in which Bloom confronts “The Sins of the
Past” (U 15.3027): the "Sins” accuse Bloom of “Unspeakable messages
. ... telephoned mentally to Miss Dunn at an address in d'Olier Street
while he presented himself indecently to the instrument in the callbox”
(U 15.3029-31; 147). In “Aeolus,” then, as in “Nestor” and “Circe,” the
ownership of speech troubles characters, specifically with the absence of
indicators of speech, like quotation marks,
Quotation marks not only indicate that parts of speech have
been borrowed from another source, but also attribute to that source the
 owmership of an utterance. Joyce expliitly rejected the use of quotation
marks in his writings: as Keane notes, Joyce “famously referred to them
as *perverted commas” (809). Technology, however, problematizes the
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ownership of speech: “neither quotation marks nor italics lend th

srl;r('s to oral performance or aural reception, panticularly in the au
only w

o
d of gramophonic reproduction” (Keane 409). The newspaper
. to which we cannot aseribe a definite author or conscious-
sct this very difficuliy. Andeé Topia remarks that “Acolus” dra-
s “an increasing instability i the notion of origin: disc
wieave through the text in such a way that one cannot really distinguish
the original from its more or less distorted version” (qtd. on Frattarola
156). “The headings,” Karen Lawrence suggests, “scem to participatein
game of emphasis and classification” (5). Both the newspaper headlines
and the sounds of the. Freeman's Journal {telephonic and otherwise)
Posc a key thematic question: how do we reconcile the disembadied
velee, uteerance, or phrase to its original source?
o ::All‘x‘.;xer? Keanc remarks that Joyce only agreed to record one

g2 of Ulysscs 10 3 gramophone record - an extract from the *Aco-

::::l_cviwdc {401-2). In Shakespeare and Company, Sylvia Beach writes

e

éo{sc:d had chosen the speech in the Aeolus [sic]
0? 7 e, the only passage that could be lifted out
damayfses; he said, and the only one that was “de-
clama uor);| and therefore suitable for recital. He had
oo reapdi is Tlnd, he told me, that this would be his
o ead nlg rom Ulysses. | have an idea that it was
e ?camatory reasons alone that he chose this.
somemin;o:; /3;21;1;[&{:]. | believe that it expressed
voice. (171 emphacie sa::’lgczr;d preserved in his own

Theodor : 2 e

e b:;i:ﬂ:dnnm :rlt:\ls.n profoundly idcological (and solipsistic) mo-
# speaker’s wish (o preserve a voice. Adorno argues:

What the gramo,

W hone i
is lhmsel!, and (p Sienona

the tif =
tographs of their owr‘\eetrlsr:“3 secordsare virtual pho-

ideologies. (qtd. on Keane :?;t)ering Biotogrsphis

Recording tec)
; chnology o
Yoice, but also a5 10 OMY reifics the speaker through the

Ulpsses themag: e "Hades” and the “ " cpis
man voice. it i, el €cording techinologies resh
v it ot b ssha
medinted criis of he seqpe e PO Catalogues “a technologicaly
" according to which modernity and “mod-

ernist acstherics signifly] the increasing intemnalization of technological
atsices of perception” (Danius 1-2). For Kittler, this perspectival shift
occurs through recording technologies; the gramophone fashions “a
crucial Tink berween physiology and technology” (Kittler 73). Because
gramophones erase the mediation bewween a person and the memory of
3 person (unlike a photograph), the “real” accordingly “replaces the sym-
bolic” (Kittler 73). Bloom certainly cspouses the aural and technological
capaciies of the gramophone - he endorses in “Hades” the machine’s
aviliy to reproduce the voice of the dead and the dying, Problematically,
though, gramophones capture both intentional sound and incidental
soise, “Phonographs,” Frattarola observes, “pick] up background noises
that ordinarily [go] unnoticed in mundane circumstances” (Frattarola
148). Josce mirrors this indiscriminate recording practice in his fiction.
In *The Wandering Rocks,” the “implicit narrator reports one side of
Ja telephone] conversation, and that alon, as though his task is o re-
cord what he has heard, not what he knows is there” (Darius 181). But,
25 Danius notes, the narrator's transeription of the conversation seems
bizarrely ic; like the p h, which records both periph-
eral noises and meaningful sounds, the narrator never distinguishes be-
tween significant and insignificant information (181). He merely relates
that which he overhears.

Indecd, throughout Uiysses, Joyce foregrounds noises com-
monly relegated to the periphery. Angela Erattarola points out that the
“Calypso” episode opens and closes with appeals to peripheral noiscs
in Bloom'’s soundscape: “Calypso” “begins with the repeated "Mkg-
naol” and “Pr’ of Bloom’s cat (4.16-32) and ends with the resounding
“Heigho! Heigho! of church bells (4.546-48)" (147). “This emphasis on
peripheral noisc continues in the ‘Acolus’ episode,” Frattarola writes,
“when the repeated "SIIt” of the printing press causes Bloom to thinl
“Almost human the way it slit to call attention. Doing its level best to
speak. That door too sllt creaking, asking to be shur. Everything speaks
it its own way. SIt” (Frattarola 147; U 7.175-77). That Bloom intimates
in "Acolus” that “Everything speaks in its own way” bespeaks the pres-
ence of onomatopoctic utterances in Uls as a whole: a “handbell
- .. Barangls]” in “Wandering Rocks” (U 10.649-50); “The Br:
“Heigho! Heigho!” in “Circe” (U 15.3732; “The Boots” “Haw haw” in
*Circe” (U 15.3732-4); and Bloom passes the “PprrplferppfliT ” of gas
in *Sirens (U 11.1293) (Frattarola 147). In “Sirens,” Bloom similarly
notes of music: “Numbers it is. All music when you come to think” (U
11.830), Sull mare: “Might be what you like, till you hear the words” (U
11.838-9). Although Bloom refers to music, his musings remain equally
apropos of the sounds of telecommunication, too. As Hepburn observes,
Joyee's sensc of the acoustic relies on a suppression of the visual in
faver of sound” (200). The acoustic logic of “Acolus” privileges sonic
happenings rather than visual ones. Though Bloom comments on the
i:i\:‘:rczc ::\ss‘;zll(s" in the offices of the Frceman’s Journal (7175-77),

presses themse ‘Acolus,” then, expresses the way

in which pfnplt attribute meaning to scemingly meaningless - and non-
contextualized - utterances.
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[ 1[Blank Space] [ 1
The Comics Form and Constructions of

Space in Joe Sacco’s Palestine
KATE GREEN

When 1 try to imagine the creative point of origin of Joe Sacco’s
Jandmark piece of comics journalism Palestine, 1 tend towards sceing a
blank page in some suspended moment before pen hit paper. The visual,
spatialized story of Sacco’s comic is then constructed onto that appar-
ently netral empty space. Comics theorist Scott McCloud locates the
eness and particular aesthetic power of the medium preciscly in
the blank space retained on the finished page: “the limbo of the gut-
ter” (66), “this blank ribbon of paper” (88), the space between. McCloud
sroposes that meaning in comics is produced in the space between its
clements, through a process he calls “closure”: as the eye reads the text
and images, it pauses at the undefined spaces between panels, where the
reader engages in an act of connection and unification of the comics’
fractured clements. The production of meaning s thus an active process
of jon and imaginativcly constructed continuity. For McCloud,
“Na other art form gives so much to its audience while asking so much
from them as well. ... What happens berween these panels is a kind of
magic only comics can create” (92). As McCloud is concerned with the
spatial grammar of comics, sociologist-philosopher Michel Foucault is
concerned with the social grammar of space. For Foucault, space, power,
and social history are inseparable, but cultural discourses of space and
time are sct fundamentally at odds: “Space was treated as the dead, the
fixed, the undialectical, the immobile. Time, on the other hand, was rich-

ness, fecundity, life dialectic” (Power/Knowledge 70). That apparent op-
position berween time and space must be collapsed, and physical space
understood as a dynamic product of historical, social, and cultural fore-
es defining processes of power (63-64). In Palestine, Sacco engages the
uniquely spatial grammar of the comics medium to powerfully express
fhr social dynamics of space. Like Foucault’s, Palestine’s blank space
s politically charged, and inextricable from processes of production of
meaning, The way images arc and arc not separated from cach other, and
the way a sense of continuity between the acsthetic object and the world
is both affirmed and denied, depends on the implication of the reader
it the imaginative construction of the space - not merely physical, but
socially, historically, and culturally constituted - of Israel/Palestine.

‘The political conflict at the heart of Palestine is a struggle over
the dominance of space, and the dynamics of power that define and fol-
Jow from it. The collected edition of Palestine is prefaced with an in-
troduction by major posteolonial critic Edward Said, whose presence
paratextually enters the geaphic novel into dialogue with postcolonial
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rennial calonizericolonized binary falls
2d geography, of space

clPalestine, the pet
interdependency of history’
et back into the murky records of hurman his
il the very categorics of “colonizer” and “colonized” re-

\cd defnition. Palestine complicates postcolonial studics’
power biaary by introducing the dynamics of temporality

studlics. In [sra
apartin light of the
and time. Pressing f
wory.one
fuse uncontes!
driving space-
i the social production of space. g
‘aid poignantly introduccs the symbolic power of space - and
s, its socially defined and imaginatively constructed nature - at
the lsracli/Palestinian conflict

stake in the Is:

Joe the character is there sympathetically to under-
stand and to try to experience not only why Gaza
is so representative a place in its hopeles;\y over-
crowded and yet rootless spaces of »Pa]estlman dis-
possession, but also to affirm that it is there, and
must somehow be accounted for in human terms, in
the narrative sequences with which any reader can
identify (vii).
powerful identification of palimpsests of
~ especially that the existence of a place called “Pales-
2 it is here, affirmed - Foucault’s call for the
answered. Space here is not mere physi-
ly social in character. Like the
pages is over-
panel shapes

In Said's symbalically
space in Palestine
tine” might be denicd, or,
collapse of space info time is
<al, geographical facticity, but profour
overpopulated space of Palestine, the space of Palestin
crovdedt: {mages bleed 10 the edge of nearly every page,
ot sizes are irregular, and there is almost no space between images that
“ould conceivably ft McCloud'’s phrase this blank ribbon of paper.”

Sacco explicitly statcs his journalistic intent in Palestine My

idea was not to present an objective book but an honest one” (ix). He
chows conscious attention to journalistic subjectivity in the colouringof
ok chanter's cover image: in each case, the illustrated figure of himsel
(i black ink contrasts with the gold colouring of everything and eve?y
one else, Sacco’s visual strategy does not press towards an extremely
abstracted or iconographic style, but rather entails a productive tension
between realistic and distorted representations of space. I recognition
of potential implications of racist caricature in carly issues, he staies:
“slowly but surely 1 forced more realism out of my pen thoug 1 could
never shake - nor did [ desire to lose = my *cartoony’ line” (ix)- That
qualification is notable forits commitment to a certain degree of abstrac-
tion, as well as for the aesthetic contradiction that it implic: inasond
abstraction, two-dimensional cartoon images claim to represent
nalistic authority a three-dimensional reality.

Sacco perhaps most dramatically articulates his journalste
subjoctivity in his rejection of lincar perspectise in the representaicl of
‘moments of disorientation and chiaos. In both the culture shock of e
first violent clash Joe witnesses (1, 54-55), perspective is distorted, Scenes
8¢ e s

with jour

into simuhancity, distinct plancs scem to collapse into cach other, and
objects within one image are represented according to conficting e
et T G T e T e S s
T T T e T T o e s o B
stead derives its power preciscly from its contrast to the realism which
permeates the bulk of Palestinc. g
2 The Chapter 1 section cntitled “Return” exemplifies the essen-
tial spatial dynamic of collective imaginative construction at the heart
of Palestine’s palitical content and comics form. In his essay “The Con-
struction of Space in Comics,” Pascal Lefire s lso concerned with the
unigue way the form relies on the imaginative constructions of its reader.
Lefevre aligns the blank space of McCloud's gutter with the real space
in which the reader is located, an “cxtradicgetic” space set in conrast o
the “diegetic™ space represented and implicd within the panel frame. In
cach McCloud's and Lefévre’s approach to the unique spatial grammar
of comics as “sequential art” (McCloud 9). the comics form is irreduc-
ibly spatial, temporal, and imaginatively constructed. In “Return”, the
extradiegetic space that would be the “Fmbo of the gutter” refuses to
be blank; diegetic and cxtradicgetic are blurred. Narration imposed on
an image of Joe looking down to the original level of the Western wall
reads: It gocs down, down, / Like the feelings you can get for this ciy.
if's hard 10 sec the bottom” (11.4). Space and ime are collspsed in this
image as Joc literally looks down into the past. The images apparcntly
infinite depth, a point of origin toa distant o be visible, seems to stand as
a kind of visual metaphor for the origins, lost to the distance of history,
of the physical geography in dispute, The reader is positioned looking
up the shaft at the two men, its lines extending off the edges of the page
and into logically infinite imagined space. From that vaguely mystical
moment of ininity and continuity, Sacco exploits the materialiy of the
comic: flipping the page, the reader is thrust into a visually overcrowded
space, against which Sacco narrates the historical creation of the state
of Isracl, a Zionist declaring at its bottom: “A land without a people for
a people without a land!” (12.4). The grammar of spatial onganization
of Sacco’s pages inflects this statement with a grim irony. Theoretical
extension to infinity is juxtaposed against  limited reality. An ideal of
blank geographical space is set against an overcrowded reality, witten
over like a palimpsest, but one that resolutely refuses to be wiped clean.
Palestine for the most part rejects the conventional comics grid
as a structure of spatial organization. The impact is thercfore greater
when the grid's ordered, geometic sructure resurfaces. Saceo’s use of
the grid declares the extradiegetic space between images and its par-
ticular structure to be nof newtral: it is not outside of the process by
which the images within the pancls produce meaning. Directing atten-
tion to the Palestinian cxperience under Istacli occupation, the Western
R d-hand experience, and the active readerly

process of clostire operating around the visual structure of the comics
page, space in Palestine is socially construeted. Chapter 4, concerned
with testimonics of Palestinian expericnces in Isracli prisons, is marked
by the visual rhetoric of the grid. Image panels and texts arc here more
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o lingarly ordercd than amywhere elsc i the book. Ina
L of dhat visual shetoric, an image in thE upper comer
ol 2 page shows, from an impossitly clevated perspective, the : ni;ner.
rupted obliquely-set plane of & prison-yard cciling made of grdded fenc-
ing (86.1). Pefectly perpendicular lives of this physical structure of in-
o eation exiend to and seem to continue past the borders of the page.
e visual chetoric o the grid reaches ts climax in “Moderate
ressure” Part 2" (102-113). As 2 Palesinan mat Kecouris his experi-
ences of brutal torture in an lsracli prison. perfectly gridded pancls are
O a black background. As the torture intensifics and he approaches
a psychological breaking poiot, the panels. of the grid get _pmpess.vcly
e ts tightening frame takes on the iolently oppressive resonance
¥ the prison cell. The grid literally opens up 10 3 full half-page panel as
O s selease from prison. As part ofthe structure of incareeration,
the spacc between i this sequence is not simply neutral )::ux actively en-
gaged in the production of meaning Sacco Fepeats the gridded gramiac
O sl shape another sty of inhuman bruality in a serics of pancls
% where a youing boy recounts his experience of being beaten info un:
o ciouaness by sracl soldicrs (200-201). This much shorter sequence
oF images ends poignantly on the gridded structure of five repeated im-
ages of tjcy boy's increasingly beaten uppes 0130, his mouth contarted
i agony, concluding in a blank black square. Bach image stands as 2
frosen: diegetically silent moment in between non-visualized blows or
ganized into the visual structure of the grid: the negative space outside
the panels again takes on incredible power.
More generally, Sacco’s use of the grid in Pulestine works &5 2

goometrically
Suriking invocatio

yisual structure to acticulate the violently oppressive monotony and con-
Hoement of Palestinian lite under [scacli occupation. Quictly buikiing
from Joe's venture into the refugee camp forwards, the visual grammar
of an imperfectly aligned grid takes on another dimension, spat Ly az-
tculating the disturbingly increasing banality of the storics of suffering
he hears, The monotony and repetition of experience and its reteling
moves towards anonymity and placelessness, towards the treatment of
human suffering as normal. In Chapter 6's “Rooms,” which opens with
Joe's comment that “The cold, the men, the tea ... { That's the Essence
‘of Palestinian Room .../ () These rooms... / not even the talk chang-
es..." (152), images of undifferentiable rooms are punctuated by T
of incredible violence (155). Subsumed into the visual structure of the
geid, the violent images take on an unseling banality themselyes.
Through continuous engagement with the visual rhetori of
Saccars grid, Chapter 8 carries the sense of a calmly ordered expectation
of suffering 10 a haunting crescendo. Repetition is crystallzed in the
figure of Sameh, Joe's translator, whose mediating rolc is brought 1ot
fore: “And he’s heard every blow and humiliation described twice, 01t
by the person telling me, and again when it's come out of his mouth &1
o nelation..” (215}, An image from an jmpossible perspective 1o0ki%S
dovin across a gridded barricr at women waiting 1o communicate a0
the Egypt/Palestine border echoes the visual rhetoric that pervades 5_1&:‘
co's earlier acsthetic treatment of the prison (244.4  86.1)- The grids

visual structure - outlined in black, therchy climinating any potential
“blank” space - lends an aspect of ordered effciency to Joc's treatment
of testimonials of human suffering. This visual structurc is used in the
compression of orie man’s story of disposscssion into the spacc of a
single page ~ as Joe darkly comments, “That’ it A specd interview! An
entire tragedy in under 20 minutes” (246). Chapter 8 sustains s gridded,
rarionalized repetiion unil s il pane, in which another stor of suf-
fering begins. The grid’s predictably ordered, repetitive structure literally
and symbolically shapes the readerly experience of spacc in Palestine.
acco also tests the border of extradiegetic space s Lefevee un-
derstands it:the space contained inside the pane] frame against the space
of the reader’s reality. The idea of literary nonfiction and the possibility
of an acsthetic apprcciation of it ests, i1 3 certain sensc, on the assump-
sion of the continuity between the work of art and the world. However,
this idea that an acstheric object stands in some mezningful and rel-
cvant relationship to the material reality from which it is produced is
not necessarily sclf-cvident: one could angue that the realm of art is au-
tonomous. Sacca’s comics j in Palcstine productively fests that
borderland between the acsthetic and the real. Instances of depth cues
being dramatically distorted are scattered throughout Palestine (37, 49,
171). In perhaps the most self-conscious of these moments, textual frag-
ments reading “See them? See bow good they are? / Here, take somel /
takel" are imposed onto an image of a Palestinian man reaching with a
bandful of tomatocs past the borders of his image pancl, seering fo ex-
tend out of the page and its flat dimensionality (171.1). Straining against
the ics of their means of ion, they imply th i
ity and simultaneity of the space represented in Sacco’s comic with the
space of the reader’s reality.

Palestine ends as it begins, as it ahways
namics of power. Sacco ies opposiag subjective attachments 1o spaces
defined atemporally as “Palestine” or “lsracl” to the socialy-constructed
spatial dynamics of power imagined 10 follow from a moment when 2
bay was forced to stand in the rain: “what becomes of someone when he
belicves himself o have none?” (283.3). His resonant cnd ona bus lost
in the desert of Isracl/Palestine echocs back to his bus ride in:

as: in the spatial dy-

We pass tanks twisted and burned out since when? /
*737 /'677 /567 / (...) It's a long way to Palestine
and slow going / But I've been speeding, man / I've
been speeding / I'm already there. 3)

The mangled tank marks the violent palimpsest of the disputed
desert, Sacco's lyrical prose revealing its definition of space as imagined,
ot mercly physical but historically, sacially, and culturally constructed.

At its core, comics is a medium of spatial organization: juxta-
posed images and texts are related in particular ways by their alignment
on the space of the page, standing together and in tension to produce
meaning from the marks they make on that previously blank space. Tre
comics medium will perhaps above all be the medium of space. We are
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um of simultaneity: We Are in the medium of juxtaposition, the
ar and far, of the side, of the dispersed. This
rtves from the bastardization of a claita made by

mongrel prenouncement by itself applics to the
qmar - to the spatial process of pro-
1 which McCloud is so fascinated -
shat defines the parlicular aesthetic form of comics. Put back into some-

hing of its larger context, the ppropriated statement is part of one
Fouault's reflections on the teasion berwee the analytic concepts of

history and geogrephy:

in 2 mediv
medium of the nea
strange statement
Michel Foucault. My
particularly visual and spatial gram
uction of meaning in *closure” Wit

The great obsession of the nineteenth century was,
as we know, history: with its themes of development
and suspension, of crisis and cycle, themes of the
ever-accumulating past, with its great preponder-
ance of dead men and the menacing glaciation of the
world...The present epoch will perhaps be above all
the epoch of space. We are in an epoch of simultane-
ity: we are in the epoch of juxtaposition, the epoch
of the near and far, of the side-by-side, of the dis-
persed (“Of Other Spaces” 22)

“The striki
from the shared perspec
comics and in Toucault’s

actively defined by social relati
Jaritics of the grammar of
1 between the active i
‘meaning through “closure”
which is shaped by the visual rhetoric
of the comics medium to articulat

g pplicabliy of Foucault’s phrase to the comie form detives
jive of social theorist and aesthetic form: space
thought is inseparable from time, and is
fons. In Joe Sacco’s Palesting, the particu-
comics form - especially in its productive
plication of the reader in the cre
and the strongly felt sense of that process
of the grid - reflects the unique
¢ the nuanced, historical

abi

Sially and cultarally constituted spatial dynamics of contemporary po:
litical crises.
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The Power of the Audience’s
Interpretation: Maurice Morgann

Reading Falstaff’s Character
STEFANIE CARDARELLI

i) ;‘«’:l}:l;'xd:r; 5 1\1zu:x;\: .:l‘l})r;wm's ssay on the Dramatic Char-
fomog S : ohnson criticized Mongan, claiming
- “migh as well have defended the virtue of lago” (Hudson 47).
According to Nicholas Hudson, Johnson “expressed a widespread i
ol scoffing Morgana’” (47). Like Hudson, Christy Desmct argues that
(s:ﬁ; n::l:::u::::; ;lshrz c:‘:?m_ly “paradoxical’ by his contemporaries”
i s at critics find Morgann’s defense of Falstaff trou-
bling, Morgann attempts to convince us that Falstaf is courageous, “dis-
tinguished at least, if not from a Noble family” (43), by constructing
his past from supposed hints found in Shakespeare’s Henriad. How can
Morgann assign courage to a character who denounces honour as “a
mere scutcheon” (5.1.139), assertiog “I1l none of it” (5.1.139)7 Despi
the widespread disapproval of Mangann's essay. L argue that Morgana's
articlc s a valid piccc of criticism that stands ahead of its time and that
is in touch with theoretical approaches of the twenticth and twenty-first
century. Although dismissed as a picce of fiction, Morgann’s €ssay is
valuable and speaks truth precisely because of its reliance o fiction and
the reader’s imagination in creating a character. Rather than looking at
whether or not Morgann successfully proves that Falstaff is or is not a
coward, or providing my own opinion on FalstafT's courage, I leave it
open to your interpretation, Instead, I focus on claiming that Morgann's
cssay agrees with criticism today because Mongann recognizes (hat the
audience has the power ta cxtend a character’s life after the curtain falls
Mongann treats Falstaff as if he is a real person—a practice Michael Bris-
tol supports in Liis essay “A System of Occonomical Prudence: Sha
spearcan Character and the Practice of Moral Inquin'” Bristol claims
that it is "possible to relate to Shakespeare’s characters in the same way
that we relate to actual social agents” (15). He further holds: “think-
ing about fictional characters as if they were real people is not 2 crude
mistake” (15). Morgann also explores modern questions such as: Where
do we find the meaning of the text? Does a text have any meaning at all
independent from the reader? Or is it in the author’s original inteation?
1 will begin my defense of Morgann by demonstrating how he voices
relevant concerns about the relationship betsween the author and the
reader. | will then examine how Morgann differs from the critics of his
time by placing cmphasis on individual response over general nare
and the passions over reason. Finally, I will review Morgann's discus-
Sion of issucs that are still contemporary concerns—namely, the limis
of language and Falstafl’s imperishability. Mongann’s essay is influential
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because it underlines the imporancs of the audience's imagination in
creating meaning, at interpretive activity in which we arc invited 10 en-
gage with the charscter of Sir John Falstaff. 3
Mongann raises the issue of locariog meaning through the au-

hor' intention right at the beginoing of his essay. In the very first sen-
tence of the Preface, Morgana argucs \hat Falstaf’s “Character was not
{atended 1o be shewn as a Coward” (1) and later holds, 1 do not con-
ceive Shakespearcever meant (o wake Cowardice an essential part of bis
constitution” (2). Here, Morgann voices his concern with the author's
etion and explores the relationship bemiecn author and reader, &
N lationship questioned by the twentieth-century critic Roland Barthes.
Tt “The Death of the Author,” Barthes rejecs the author’s intention as &
place for meaning, and instead ArEUCS {hat “10 give a text an Author is 10
{mpose alimit on that rext” (1325). By removing the author, the meaning
of 2 text is found in the reader’s own interpretation. Despite Morgann's
focus on authorial intention he actually demonstrles through his ex-
rensive analysis of Falstaff, that the reader of audience creates meaning.
Mongana questions the reader’s place in the making of a text, a process
Christy Destmet discusses in Readiig Shakespeare’s Characters: Rheto-
ric. Ethics and Identity. Desmet argucs that Morgana “reflects on the
act of analyzing Falstaff as much as on the character imself” (52) and
campetes with “both character aad author for textual control” (58). Her
Cbsmations suggest that Morgann is sclf-consclously aware of himsell
 the act of reading Falstafi. Desmet holds that by making bis essay an
ercis in reading rather than a demonstration of moral principles oran
rcunsion into belles lcttres, Morgann differs from his contemporaries”
{56). As a result, Morgana’s ext s not only a picce of cighteenth-centus
Chtism concermed with Falstalf’s virtue, but s subject is reading itsc
He explores a topic still relevant today, the eritic’s relationship to a work

of art.

Morgann further analyzes and blurs the boundsry beween
audience and playwright, reader and writer, through bis controversisl
reading of Falstaff’s nable origins. While Morgann’s interpretation i
dismissed as farfetched, the real value of Mongann's text rests in the
fact that the reader becomes the writer—a move made by Shakespeare
himself. For instance, Shakespeare’s Romeo and Juliet is based on Ar
\hur Brook's The Tragicall Historye of Romeus and Julict. Shakespeate
uses an older source and adds value, much like Morgann creates his
own text by using Shakespeare’s Henriad. Morgann scarches for “what
hinte of the origin and birth of Faistatl; Shakespearc may have dropped
in differen parts of the Play” (46) and constructs his own, personal naz
rative of Falstaff's life founded on what he himself finds significant. tis.
not Shakespearc’s hints, but Morgann's own reading of the text, since
character criticism always reflccts something about the reader. Desme
calls Mosgan's article a “de Manian reading” (53) on account of IfS
“elose scrutiny of Falstafl’s fife as a text” (53). Although cigheenth-cen-
tury notions of honour and nobility no longer apply in the tean 5t
century, Morgann’s focus on reading has greatet significance than 15
efforts to prove Falstaff’s nobility. Nicholas Hudson critiques Morgand'é

t!:‘!‘esx:s(rezl:;l:::fk .:: :‘c:?::i:u “Falstaff has to be courageous...be-

a necessary part of a true nobleman’s character”
(Hudson 47). By trying to convince us of his own reading of Falstaff’s
noble past, insccad, Morgan highlights the fac that the text i open and
subject 1o different interpretations and readings. It follows that, despite
Hudson's claim, Morgann’s reading resonates with criticism n\dm;. He
emphasizes the pawer of the reader’s imagination, a power each one of
us possesses.

Morgann cerrainly uses his imagination when he argues that
Falsu(('§ ring confirms his nobility since “family crest and arms were
authentic proofs of gentlity” (S1). In Act I, scene ii, Falstaff complains
that someone stole a "scal-ring of [his] grandfather's” (3.3.100) and Hal

nds, “a trifle, some cightpenny manner” (3.3.. 36). Despite Hal'’s
comment that the sing is worthless and only copper, Morgann claims
that “the ring, I believe, was really gold; tho” probably a lite too much
alloyed with baser metal” (51). He also suggests, "th\; Prince indeed af-
firms, but not seriously I think, that this ring was copper” (51). How do
we know that Hal believes that the ring is really gold? Is he merely teas-
ing Falstaff or is he telling the truth when he states that the ring is cop-
per? Morgann argues outside the boundaries of Shakespearc's own text
In this light, why not say the ring is silver or even plastic? While critics
(mdvlhis freedom of interpretation troubling, Morgann emphasizes the
audience’s ability to make Shakespeare’s characters come to life outside
of the show and to keep writing Falstall's text.

The practice of looking beyond the words given 10 us in Shake-
speare’s plays in order to find a characters origins, or to imagine  char-
acter’s future, continued in the nineteenth-century up until our present
day. After Morgann, Mary Cowden Clarke wrote stories about Shake-
speare’s characters in The Girlhood of Shakespeare’s Heroines, which
contained “fifteen long tales describing the childhood and carly life of
espeare’s Heroines up until the point at which Shakespearc’s play
begins” (Thompson 81). Clarke’s goal was to “trace the probable ante-
cedents in the history of some of Shakespeare's women” (81). She cx-
flmmrd characters such as Portia in The Merchant of Venice, Ophelia
in Hamlcr and Desdemona in Othelfo. In addition to Clarke, the nine-
teenth-century actress Helena Faucit spoke about performing as some
of Shakespeare’s female characters and claimed: "I could never leave my.
C_hdr«m:rs when the curtain fell and the audience departed. As I had
lived with them through their early lives, so [ also lived into their future”
(189). Here, Faucit expresses her wish to know what happens to charac-
ters after the show ends, as these women become *living realities” or the
actress (Faucit 185). Thesc examples show us that Morgann’s critical ap-
proach, though radical for its time, simply makes use of the kinds of in<
terpretation audiences continue 10 €ngage in throughout literary history.

In the twenty-frst century, Harold Bloom comes closest o
Morgann'’s defense of Falstaff. Like Morgann, Bloom tries to construct
Falstaff’s past and sketches "as comprehensive 3 view of the Falstaff-Hal
relationship as Shakespeare allows us to infer, from the origins of 0
unlikely a friendship” (291). Bloom wants {0 find the answer for “Prince
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ard mentor” (291). He argues

Hal's initial choice of Falstaff as a way
{hat “what Shakespeare challenges us 10 in gine is lofc almost clugless
by lim: How did [al and Falstaff enter upon their original friendship?”
{290). Whilc criics look for evidence about \what lies outside of the plays,
e cannot blame thern for doing so. We cannot help but want to know
nope about Shakespeare’s characters and treat therm as real people. Why
does King Lear decide to subject his daughters 1o the love test? What
\cads Ophelia to go mad? Whois Falstaff? B asking such questions, we
wsc our creative tools and gain authority over Shakespeare’s text.

In addition to questioning the relationship berween author and
reader, Morgann diffrs from his confemporarics by focusing on the in-
ividual s opposed to general narure. Samucl johnson saw Shakespeare
s the “poet of nature” (i) and praised his works because “nothing
tan please many, and please long, but just representations of general
rure" Uohinson vii). For Johnson and other eightcenth-century critics
Shakespeare’s skill rests in his ability to give us accurate depictions of
human nature. While Johnson certainly rocognizes that characters are
individuals on a stage, his concept of gencral nature is 100 rigid He
coarchies for universal qualities that arc found in every singlc person and
Tediices human nature to a general formula that applies to us all. John-
entific approach to Shakespeare’s text and admires him
for showing us a “specics” (ix) because “in the writings of other poets &
character i 100 often an individual® (). Conurary to Johnson, Morgann
belicres, “we cannot do otherwise than admit that there must be distinct
principles of character in every distinct individual” {6-7). Tn Morgana’s
opinion and in our swenty-fist century wotld, we cannot deny that char-
eters on the stage are unique and possess different characteristics.

For this reason, William Hazlitt criticizes Johnson and remains
sympathetic with Morgann. Hazlitt angucs that Johuson's “gencral pow-
ers of reasoning overlaid his critical susceptibility. All his ideas were cast
i a given mould, in a et form: they were made out by rule and systeid. by
limax, inference, and antithesis: - Shakespear’s were the reverse” (176l
Johmson uses reason 1o cxplain human naure when it is something
i much more complex and Protean. How can we pin down human bi-
Lure to 4 series of rules, especially when it is something that is ahvays
changing? Hazlitt voices this concern by describing Johnson as *a mai
of strong common sens: and practical wisdom; rather than of genis o
feeling” (177), Haalitc continues: “he could not quit his hold of the come
mon-place and mechanical, and apply the general rule to the particulir

xceprion, or shew how the nature of man was modified by the we: kings
of passion, or the infinite fluctuations of thought and accident 177
While Johnson admires Shakespeare, he fails to se that both charactets
and spectators are teuly individuals. s Hazlitt claims, Johnson *did not
find the individual traits, or the dramatic distinctions which Shakesgeit
has engrafted on this general nature” (177). We watch particular charac-
ters on stage and we also respond to characters in diffcrent ways. Each
individual has a personal opinion about a character in Shakespeart's
play. Some argue that Falstall is a coward, while others, like MorgaTh
maintain he is courageous. Morgann understands tha there ared variety

of opinions regarding onc single character and acknowledges that his
views on Falstaff are “so diffcrent from those which 1 find generally to
prevail in the world” (1). It follows that Nicholas Hudson is correct in
arguing that “Morgann demonstrated that what audiences experienced
when responding to Shakespearc’s characters might be more unpredict-
able and various than could be explained by the overarching principle of
general nature” (47). Morgann advocates the passions over reason and
understands the beauty in seeing characters as individuals who are open
to 2 multiplicity of interpretations

Although the audience’s emotional response to characters is a
central feature in cighteenth-century criticism and theater, these feelings
arc controlled by reason. In 1759, Adam Smith writes The Theory of
Moral Sentinents and analyzes our relationship with characters on the
stage. Smith argues that sympathy links the audience and a character (4).
Jean Marsden discusscs Adam Smith’s theory in her essay “Shakespearc
and Sympathy” and informs us that, “sympathy's essential component
is connection between one person and another who observes his or her
emotion” (31). It is our “fellow-focling” (Smith 4) or emotional bond
with another character. While it initially appears as though Smith sup-
ports an individual’s subjective foclings for a character, he soon advo-
cates the general and the objective. For Smith, sympathy “enables us 1o
judge others and ourselves because through it we appreciate virtue and
abhor vice” (Marsden 31). As audience members, we watch characters
performi virtuous actions on stage and in turn, we perform virtuous ac-
tions in the physical world. [n order to make ethical judgments about
the virtes and vices in a play, we must watch the play as an impartial
spectator (21). It follows, then, that we do not enter into a character’s
feelings but instcad insert ourselves into a character's situation. Amanda
Cockburn argucs that “entering into anather person's situation, father
than simply entering into a person’s feelings allows a measure of objec-
{ivity and derachment that is integral Lo ethical judgment” (139). [ this
way, our feclings become objective and universal as opposed L personal
or particular.

Morgann recognizes that it is impossible for us to watch a show
as an impartial spectator and to remove our own personal feclings and
experiences that lead us to identify with a character in & certain way.
Reaching objective and universal conclusions about characters simply
canno work in practice and stich observations are Iess valuable than the
array of nuanced judgments brought by individual critics and audicnce
tmembers. We approach characters with unigue experiences and emo-
tions that we are unable to remove when we watch 2 play. As such, as
audience members, we also come to different conclusions about char-
actors. As Burns angues, character is “ transaction between 80 human
subjects” (2) that “constructs both observer and obscr od as its subjects
< identifies them, i other words,as somchow particular” (2) Morgann
relates to Burns’ claim by understanding that character i the connection
between two people, rather than a relationship between a character and
an entire audience.

When we examine the relation:

ship between Morgann and Fal-
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<taff, Christy Desmet offers & compelling account of why Morgani night
relaté to his character, Desmet uscs biographical facts about Mongann's
{ife in order to cstablish & link between the two. She informs us that
“forgann was not an academici bET¥ECT 1766 and 1769 hie had served
s sccretary of New Jerseys and he held other sdr_mmslmuvc positions in
¢ smada (59). In addition to his love for Shakespeare,
volved in political lfe. In his carler essay “An En-
tire and End of a National Militia,” Morgann
+ a standing army” (Desmet S). By
dupcating a national militia, Morgant hoped that soldiers would be
2Hi¢ to find peace and retum o their familics once the war had ended
(58). He saw a national milita as the cuce for a standing army that had
rcome cormupe and dccadent (58). Desmet belleves that “in deflecting
stention away from Falstaf’s military role 10 his wit and humar, Moz-
gann may be protecting s ideal image of a sober national militia; at the
B e time his cxperiences in America between 1757 and 1777 might
have encouraged him 1o sce Falstafl, who is profligate without being a
‘e coward, as a more realistic portrait of the part-time soldier” (58).
I Desmet's opinion, Morgann has a complex personal identification
with Falstaft. On the one hand, Morgann vicws Falstaff as a member of
{lic national milita, a part-time soldicr who is happy and peaceful, away
{tom the battcfield. On the other hand, Falstaffis corrupty since he takes
bribes from soldiers whao wish to escape the war. Falstaff admits this in
Henry IV, Part [ when he lame
damnably” (4.2:10-12). He chooses wealthy soldiers and cowards who
pought out their services” (+:2:30) and is Left with soldiers who arc “ten
imes more dishonourable-ragged than an old feazed agent” (4.2.29-30)
Desmct proposes that “the connection between the Essay o the Dra-
movie Chapacter of Sir John Falstaffand Morgann's Enguity concerting
e Nature and End of a National Militia are only tantalizing possibilitics
but suggest that Morgana's exploration of Falstatfs valor...may be sym-
Lolic of his own burdens” (58). Morgann had to find a way 10 4ccOH
for Falstat's excess and dishonesty, the very characteristics hie thought
\we could avoid by establishing a national militia.

Morgann defends that our judgments about characters cannot
be explained by reason alone, and jnstead we must also rely on feelings.
He distinguishes between impressions and the understandiog Morgan
defines impressions as “feelings o sensations of mind, which do ot
feom 1o have passed thro" the Understanding” (5). These feciafs %
aysterious and remain independent from our reason. Morgann argues
that “the Understanding and those feelings arc frequently at variance:
The latter often arise from the most minute circkMSENCes, and fre
quently from such as the Understanding cannot estitnate, o7 even ToE-
iz whereas the Understanding delights in abstraction. and in geneal
propositions” (6). Impressions focus on particular instances and theun®
derstanding concerns itself with the general. The *Impression incoat-
municable” (7) because we cannot express thesc emotions adequatty
to othiers by using words alone (7). Impressions arc 10t rational and are
impossible to communicate in a direct manner, since the understandiag

‘America and in C:
Morgann was ¥ery
quiry concerning the N
“argues for a national milita ove

ats that he has “misused the King's press:

{‘a;l:‘;‘nr ;Zr:z:t‘:enjc:li:cf;;:\bx Morgann suggests that Shakespeare
o s pressions on his audience, without their
special notice” (9). He holds that Shakespeare makes “secret impressions
upon us of Courage” (13) found in FalstaTs character. We love Falstaff
despite his flaws or questionable actions, on account of such impres-
Siowms; this phenomenon i something our understanding cannot cxplin.
For Morgann, “impressions take priority over conclusions drawn by the
undersuanding” (Desmet 3). Morgann favours the audience’s feclings
or instinets that arise from minute occurrences, rather than the overall
general picture we have of Falstafl as a coward.

~ ‘Amanda Cockbum discusses Morgan's distinction between
the impressions and the understanding and argues that since impres-
sions are incommunicable, “the criti has no other choice but to rely
upon his rational faculty to cloar this character of the charge of coward-
ice” (148). Morgann looks for evidence in Shakespearc's text that leads
s 10 believe that Falstffis not a constitutional coward. While Morgan
searches for proof and engages in ethical criticism, he teaches us that
our feelings towards characters cannot be reduced to a rational explana-
tion. As a result, Cockburn holds that “something essential in FalstalT's
L‘hsr{nﬂ arouses sympathy in his spectators despite his debauchery and
seemingly uncthical actions” (148). This s an opinion that resonates
today as we often admire characters who possess flaws or vices. In the
eighteenth-century, appreciating the genius of vicious characters was
extremely controversial because audience members were supposed to
sympathize with virtue when watching a play. Accordingly, “Sir John Fal-
staff, a character who embodied e unique tensions of the era, posed a
unique challenge to this variety of criticism: he is deplorable, yet lovable™
(Cockburn 149). For instance, William Richardson tried to account for
the pleasure we feel towards Falstaff’s by proving “how the mixture of
different mental qualitics, in the same character, affords delight” (245)-
While Richardson offers a solution for understanding Falstaff's charac-
ter, Cockburn argucs that he is “unfairly severc in his analysis of Falsta(l™
(147) when he concludes tha S John is “totally incorrigible” (147). She
informs us that “it is against such harsh accusations that Maurice Mor-
gann constructs his own defense of Falstaf™ (147). In contrast with the
Enlightenment values of reason and scientific truth, Morgann argues
{hat “the understanding, must in the first place, be subdued” (69). The
rational approach of placing characters under a microscope and coming
to universal truths about characters is not sufficient. We sitmply cannot
cxplain our favourable impressions for certain characters.

As Morgann constructs Falstaff’s story, he argues that there
arc hidden meanings in Shakespeare’s text shrouded by what is actu-
ally written. Falstaffs mere appearance has “led 10 the opinion of his
Constitutional Gowardice” (16), when in reality he is a man of courage.
Morgann suggests that the “real character of Falstaff may be different
from his apparent one” (14), a controversial claim that results in Mor-
gann's rejection as a paradoxical eritic How can two Falstaffs exist in a
{ext? Morgann's argument is not inconsistent but rlevant, &2 it stresses
the need to look beneath the language of the text and engage in deeper
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fnterpretive activity: His ideas are not far from those of critic Paul de
Mo who argues that “language, which a7 only describe, therefore pro-
N o Inadequate access to the inner sell” (Desnct 27). Like Paul de
Man, Terence Hawkes suggest: text’s ‘meaning’ canios be limited to
e words it uses” (10). Destuet makes 351 ilar claim about language:
e e ae arbitrary signiier that further obscure ideas and their rela-
tions to one another. For +his reason, the role of language in construct-
i dentty continues o be problematic”  When words do not reveal
o eaming of a tex, it is the reader’s ask a delve into the text and
ke own meaning. In this light, Morgann refiects upon
wrms about the limits of language.

‘While Mongann makes clairs about Falstatf that lic outside of
e language in Shakespearc’s text, L.C Kaights condemns this process
i s cssay “How Many Children Had Lady Macbeth?” In Knights'
opivion, criticism should focus on the “us ique armangement of words
e constitutes these plays” (286) as opposed (o any exerior informa-
‘o, He dismisses Morgann's essay for shifting away from Shakespeare's
o ends (269), Kaights belicve that “the main difference betvee
good and bad critics is that the good ¢

extract his
contemparary €onc

jtic points to something that s
Setaally contained in the work of art, whereas the bad critic points away
from the work in question; he introduces extrancous elements into his
appreciation - smudges the canvas with bis owl paint” (287). The prob-
it Knights” objection is that language s not reliable. How
e learn about character from the words on the page when they do not
tell us the truth? How can we ever really know what the author me:
Moreover, smudging the canvas with our own paint is part of the joy in
reading texts and it helps us arrive at our own individual understandiny

of Shakespeare’s plays. Shakespeare excites our imagination becuse he
leaves us asking questions such as: How did lago become o evil? Is Kate
relly tamed at the end of the Taming of the Shrew? What happens o
{he characters after the curtain falls? The words in the plays cannas pro-
videthe answers 1o these questions and as a result, our critical procss

begins.

The inability to communicate direct truth through language or

gann's text, is evidenced through comver
£, We learn more about Falstaff or Hal’s
or instances in which one charctét
hrough dircet speech. Meaning s
he subjects that characters 17 ©
out their relationshi?

the literal, as suggested in Mor,
sations between Hal and Falstal
identity through pauses, role-play
switches the subject, rather than d
in the words that remain unsaid or f
avoid. In Act I, scene ii, Falstaft speaks to Hal abs
and declares, “Before T knew thee, Hal, [ knew nothing: and now anl
{f 2 man should speak truly,little better than one of the wicked. [rst
give over this life, and [ will give it over. By the Lord, an 1do nor, 1amd
villain® (1,2.90-93). The audience only grasps the full significance of bis
words when Hal immediately switches the subject just aftet Falstatt -
hes and asks, “Where shall we take a purse tomorrov; Jack?” (1295
Hal's abrupt transition shows that he is uncomfortable with the current
topic, knowing that he will soon undergo a reformation and leave B
companion. Falstaff’s words, “I must give over this life™, are also echoed

in Hal's solloquy “s0 when this loose behavior I throw off” (1.2.196).
::"l’\rl‘sl::::‘lx\;rl‘\mtr:‘:l‘:;:\lls:‘ﬁissx; :‘u\; Falsal knows it Hal il sban-
him, say so explicitly. Falsta(Ts awareness
of bis impending rejction is further conveyed when he and th Prince
engage in role-play in Act IL, scenc iv. When Harry plays his father, and
wlstalf plays the Prince, Falstaff tels the pretend King to “banish not
Him thy Harry's company - banish plump Jack, nd banish all the world®
(24.460-2). Harry responds: °I do, 1 will" (2.4.463). Falsafl begs Hal
ot o reject him and speaks frath prciscly when he is playing a role.
This creates two levels in the text for the readers the appearance and the
reality—a distinction Morgann rightly defends in his essay.
Like Morgann, Orson Welles makes a distinction between the
real and the apparent Falstaff in an interview with Kenneth Tynan in
1967. Wellcs belicves that “Falscaff is like a Christmas ree décorated
with vices. The tree itself is total innocence and love” (Estrin 132). On
the surface level, the apparent Falstaff seems like a vicious character. If
we look underneath the decorations at the real Falstaff, we find nothing
but goodness. Welles identifies with the banished Falstaff as Sir John of-
fers a altcmatise to Hal'srise from rags toriches. Fastaff i an outsider,
 posiion Wellcs fet hat he oceupied in elaion o Hollywood. Welles'
connection with Falstaf is displayed in his film Chimes at Midnight.In
addition to dirccting Chianes at Midaighi, Wells stas as Falsall, who
occupies the central focus of the film. Welles sympttizes wilh the bis-
tory's outcast and gives us hisside of the story, much like Morgann docs
it his attempt to create Falstaff's past and to convince us that he is not 2
coward. Welles also understands the importance of silences in the text
During Hal's specch in which he banishes Falsaftin Heny [V art [
there is an important pause after he says “till then | banish thee, on pain
of death, as [ have donc the rest of my misleaders. Not fo come near our
person by ten mile” (5.5.59-61). The camera frs shows Falsalls reac-
tion and then gives us a close-up of Hal's face, showing the pain he feels
while e banishes his old friend Falstaff. After Hal finishes his speech.
he and Falstaff remain silent for ten seconds, gazing at one another. The
camera zooms in and gives us a close-up of Falstaff’s face, followed by
Hal's face. Once Hal tums and walks away, the camera returns 10 Fal-
Staff's expression, We are invited to read bis face and (o uncover our own
interpretation. The audience sees betrayal, understanding, admiration
and lament in cach close-up. Welles gives us. expressionistic moments
and tries to convey the complex relasionship between the two characters
He gives us his own adaptation of Shakespeare’s play,just as Morgann
creates his own interpretation of Falstaf's stol
Morgann is correct in arguing that there is both an apparent
el as Falstaft is a symbol for the audience’s own inter-
crivity, Although Morgann belicves that °the feading quality in
B lotufis chanacter, and that from which all the rest take their colour
is  high degree of wit and humour” 18). T suggest that FalstafTs jeac s
ing trat is the imaginative power he represents and gives (0 the audi-
T i <reative power s epitomized in Act IV, scen i of Henoy [V
Part I, Upon encountering Falstaff, Coleville asks: "Are you not SirJohn
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Falstaff” (+1.361)7 Falstaff replics, “as good a man as he, sir, WI\‘nr'rr 1
am® (4.1,362). He invites the reader to fill in this blank by analyzing his.
A acies and, in doing s he becomes a spokespersen for the world of

imagination.
e g e, he Gads Hill episode is symbolic of the reader creat-
ing his own story from the text. Just as Morg,mn_bccomcs a writer from
S kespearc’s text, Falstaff creates his own narmative ffom Hal and Poins’
practical joke by appealing o the imagination. Falstaff changes the num-
Pt thicves from “a hundred” (2.4.155-6). o *a dozen” (2.4.15%) 1o
i (2.4179) and provides multiple readings of the cvent, He loves to
playin the text, much like the reader. Althouglh Falstaff eventually claims
s e knew of Hal's prank all long, whether or not he is being truthful
s nsignifcant. The greater matter at hand is Falstall’s reliance on inter-
precation. Peta and Bardolph display Falstaff's im ginative power when
Moy reveal that Falstaff asked them to “tickle our noses with spear-grass
oy ke them blced, and then to beslubber our garments with it and
sovear it was the bload of true men” (299-303). He invites his friends to
engage in costume and role-play. In an cightcenth-century world con-
e with Enlightenment values such as the excavation of the truth
re. both Morgann and Falstaff provide an alternative tht

or general natu
Atresses the importance of the imagination in getting through our daily

Jives, Sisularly, Harold Bloom suggests that Falstaff is the representative
of imaginative frccdom, of a liberty set against time, death and the state,

‘which is a condition that we crave for ourselves” (288). When faced vith
2 twenty. fist century audience, Falstaffs imagination resonates just sit
did for Morgann in the eighteenth-century

Falstaff scs the imagination to escape from a world in which
ate anything and his imagination becomes
s reality. He is very much aware of the fact that language has no fre
meaning and voices this opinion in a soliloquy on honour in Heazy IV
Part E Act S, scene i. Falstall asks: what is honour? A word. What is in
that word honour? What is that honour? Adr” (5.1.133-134). He recog-
nizes that words are empty; we are the ones who atiribute meaning
these words that, alone, have no real explanatory force. He asks usto p-
proach language with a eritical eye, knowing that the words on the page
cannot give s access to defnitive truth. When facts fail 10 provide cer
tinty, Falstatf finds truth in the world of the imagination. Since honou?
does not actually signify anything, Falstaff's rejection of honour s mere
real than Hal's ascent o power, the story of a fairy-tale prince. Ratier
than focus on reality, Falstaff conveys the truth through wit, comedy 30
jest. Harold Bloom holds that *if you love language, then you love Fil-
“taf” 289) and believes that he is a “genius for language” (291). Falsuffs
deeper undersanding of language gives him access 0 a greates .
For Bloam, Falstalt is “one of the lords of language, which beggars ke
e is thie veritable monarch of language, unmatched whether elsexbere
in Shakespeare or in all of Western literature” (294). Falstalf masters lin-
guage because he knows that if words mean nothing. it is time to plaf
and usc our imagination—precisely what Morgann shows us in bis Essr
on the Dramatic Character of Sic John Filstaf.

language cannot comm

Falstaff’s ability to generate the audience’s imagination is the
reason behind Morgann’s assertion that “there is nothing perishable in
'hl". nature of Falstaft” (177). Morgann’s claim about Falstafl’s immor-
tality is most true, as Falstaff remains a favourite subject today. Harold
Bloom praiscs Falstaff’s character in Shakespearc: Tie Iavention of the
Human, and calls him “immortal Falstafl™ (273), a term coined by A.C.
Bradley and Goddard. Critics, such as Morgann and Bloom, immortalize
Falstaff through interpretation, an act Falstaff begs us to engage in at the

k iii, Henry IV, Pare I Alone on stage, Falstaff asks the
audience: “give me life” (.3.58). He speaks right at us, in the form of a
soliloquy. engaging us o give lfe to his character with our words and
imaginations.

_ Falstaff fakes his own death in Henry IV Parc |, but never truly
expires. The false death leads Hal to provide his own interpretation of
Falstaff's character, fulfilling Falsta(f's desirc. Hal speaks of his compan-
ion:

What, old acquaintance, could not all this flesh
Keep in a little life? Poor Jack, farewell!

| could have better spared a better man.

0, | should have a heavy miss of thee

If I were much in love with vanity.

Death hath not struck so fat a deer today,

Though many dearer, in this bloody fray.
Embowelled will | see thee by and by.

Till then, in blood by noble Percy lie. (5.4.101-109)

Lying on the ground, Falstaff hears Hal's words, riscs and re-
sponds to this speech. Falstaff believes that *to counterfeit dying, when
a man thereby liveth, is to be no counterfet, but the true and perfect
image of life indeed” (5.4.314). For Falstaft, truth lies in fiction rather
than reality. Morgann claims that “life (and especially the lifc of Falstaff
might be a jest; but he could sec no joke whatever in dying” (26). Fal-
staff’s greatest fear is death because, for him, (o die is o be cut off from
the audience’s interpretive activity.

Although Falstaff eventually dies from a broken heart in [ez-
17V, it is significant that the audience does not actually sec this death
on stage. Instead, we only hcar about his death from Hostess Quickly's
speech in Act 2, scene i

A made a finer end, and went away an it had been
any christom child. A parted ev'n just between
twelve and one, ev’n at the turning o' th' tide — for
after | saw him fumble with the sheets, and play with
flowers, and smile upon his finger’s end, | knew there
was but one way. For his nose was as sharp as a pen,
and a babbled of green fields. ‘How now, Sir John?*
quoth |. ‘What, man! Be o' good cheer!" So he cried
out ‘God, God, God', three or four times. Now |, to
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rt him, bid him he should not think of God; |
hoped there was no need to trouble himself with any
such thoughts yet. S he bade me lay more clothes.
on his feet. | put my hand into the bed and felt them,
and they were as cold as any stone. Then 1 felt to his
knees, and so up'ard and up’ard, and all was as cold
as any stone. (2.3.9-24)

comfo

Falstaif escapes death, as she grants
retation, We receive her reading of

Through the Hostess” word
it s wish to livc on through inte
Falstall’s death, and arc left imagining the scenc for ourselves. Bloom be-
ieves that “Shakespearc’s largest ribute (o Falstaffis that, belying his own
“se o the audience, hc darcd nor allow Sir Joha to appear on stage in
+ry V. The playwright understood the magnitude of his creature” (314).

s death offstage demonstrates the imagina-
. Unseen events are more povieriul
require the use of the imagination.

Her
The decision to keep Falstaf
{ive pawer Falstaft gives to the audienc
tha those that are seen because the
e audience members develop their own interpretations of the cvent
and this process teaches each member somcthing about him- o herself.
Bloom sngues that ~Falstalf needs an audience and never fails to find it”
{(314), Falsall nceds s and we also need Falstaff. As Paul de Man writs
i *Criiciem and Crisis” "the observation and interpretation of others is
lwaps also a means of leading to the abservation of the self” (Desmet 33
Faletatt grants us this power and i this way, he remains immertal.

In conclusion, Morgann's criticism is not so different from ct
even though he discusses dated cighteenth-century norions of
henour and nobility that no longer apply to the twenty-first century. Mor:
gann's essay is significant because, instead of attempting to prove whether
‘or not Falstaff i courageous, it examines the idea that the reader creates
the meaning of a text—an idea well shead of its time. Shakespeare is aware

cism today,

that the playwrigh ence, since we play the crucial ole of
keeping his words alive. Falstaff is memorable because he calls out 10 us
1o partake in this activity. Since Falstaff encourages us to engage wit the
text and giv life to his character, n defending Falstaff, Morgann defénds
the reader, Morgani’s text invites us (o ask fundamental questions suct
as: What does character criticism reveal about the self? Why do | make
certainjudgments about characters and what does my interprecation teach
mbitions and values? He asks us to look inside
ecret impressions, or inuer emotions,that lead
< a character under
u end

me about my own desire
ourselves and uncover ou
us to form opinions about characrers. When you plac
a microscope to discover scientific truths about human nature, ¥
up finding questions rather than answers. Our responses (0 characters
cannot conform ta a prevailing general opinion about what is right of
wrong In contrast with Morgann's eightecath-century contemporries
\who praise reason over emotion and seek objective knowledge, Morgaait
teaches us 1o fee] rather than to understand (Morgann 61). He argees Bt
e can find truth in fiction rather than the rational—precisely what he
ater, Shakespeare, and Sir John Falstaf ask us to do.
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Flies and Kings: The Ethical Implications
of Nietzschean Overcoming in

Irving Layton’s Poetry

BENJAMIN COMEAU

Which s the geeater evil: to remain forever an oppressed cog in
the impersonal machine of modern society, or to overcome this oppres-
sion but in the process become indifferent toward the sulfering of others
(even enacting violence upon these “inferior” creatures as an expression
of one’s will to power)?. The writings of Friedrich Nietzsche and Irving
Layton rarely offer mediation of these two extremes; in fact, Nietzsche's
Zarathustra resolutely declares that pity is the ultimate sin—as it gen-
erates futile suffering for the sympathizer—and laments, “where in the
world has there been more foolishness than among those who pity2”
(Nietzsche 7). According to Nictzsche, in order to attain the idea
the Ubermensch one must overcome a serics of ethical and sociacul-
tural obstacles: passivity, selflessncss, pity for the masses, the yoke of
religion and abjective rationality, the herd instinct, artificiality, a resis-
tance to destruction (in particular, self-destruction) and a longing for
permanence, and finally discontent. To surmount these obstacles and
establish onc's absolute autonomy, however, ene must first reject the
Apollonian “slave” morality that Judeo-Christian societics impose, for
anly through the embracement of a Dionysian cthos can one deny the
apparent incontrovertibility of objective ethical systems. Conscquently
in the exceedingly rational warld of modernity, “[(Jhc free individual =
independent and gay—is farther from realization than he ever was,” yet
“all art celebrates him, prepares the way for his coming.” and encourages
the masses to recognize the repressivencss of the staus guo (Layon.
Engagements 83; quoted in Francis, Layton and His Works 4). Layton’s
pocms “For Mao Tse-Tung: A Meditation on Flies and Kings” “New Ta-
bles,” “Still Life,” and “The Cold Green Element” function in it
ner for each expresses the tension between relatvistic morality and the
absolutc morality it is attempling to vercome, features personic who
itionof the Ubermensch and disregard (or violate)
nd exemplifies the poet's efforts 10 engage the fcadcr
in 2 reevaluation of his own accepted values—a reevaluation contingent
upon the reader’s open-mindedness, and one that any anti-Dionysiatt
cthical prejudice would immediately preclude. 5

Superficially, “For Mao Tse-Tung” and “New Tables” appear 1o
offer an indisputably constructive messige in their extolment of the rits
e o i st amid a society of “sick people sshom no one loves
o understands, / Whom even the gods [...] Have completely expunged
from their memory” (Layton, “New Tables” lines 7-5. 10 A',""’“f’f
these poems repeatedly dismiss the practicality of an orientation fo
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ward otherworldline: igious doctrines are cither relegated to the
penre of legend or idiculed as fuiless ppeal 1 defsic,non-interven-
Fonist gods—they depict the ignorant and misguided masscs as solcly
concerned with religion, the accumulation of material wealth, and the
ruggle for power. In contrast, the individualist speaker s able 0 ap-
preciate the boauty of nature and eartbly experience, for his spiricual
ideal is a personal one, and he comprehends that the source of lifc's
happiness is ane’s achievements and onc’s wransicnt impressions of the
Do esian rather than ane’s ability to oppress others. These pacms con-
sequently affrm Niczsche’s declaration that "t live the ‘good Life” [one
must hold himself] up 1o the ideal of the fibermensch [...] creatling] and
recreatfing] himself through self-knowledge and self-discipline,” for the
wition and exereising of the will to power is the implied author's
sole differentiation between the character of the superior individual and
that of the masses (Francis, “Layton and Nietzsche” 48). The speaker
of *For Mao Tse-Tung” emphasizes this distinction when he proclaims,
“Poet and dictater, you are as alien [to the masses] as 1,” which implies
that there is a natural affinity between those who exert their will to power
{hat clevates them above the psychologically enslaved masses—even if
e manifestations of their wills are as controversial and dissimilar as in-
discriminate violence toward animals and Mao Tse-Tung's instigation of
a social and political revolution (Layton, “Tor Mao Tse-Tung” line 29).
“Nev: Tables” and “For Mao Tse-Tung” thus present the will to pov

as an indispensible p isite for a ingful and individualistic life
and simultancously suggest that the virtue of exercising one’s will 12
power overshadows the morality {or immorality) of the consequences

of this will.

While relativistic and absolute moral systems are both compat-
ible with the notion that individualism is superior to conformity, the
cthical stances of these systems sharply diverge in regard to the mosal
supremacy of the will to power and to the implied authar’s subscquent
propesition that, because the masses are anonymous, numerous, and
spiritually immature, they are therefore insignificant and disposable.
“This proposition and polarization of ethics represents an application
of Layton's assertion that “[tjhe poet’s job is to disturb and di omét’s
otherwise, the largely Apollonian argument that individualism is a virse
would not have required the reader to question his preconceived con-
ceptions of morality (Engagements 50; quoted in Van Wilt 22). Layton
portrays the sutfering of the masses in a manner that engenders disdain
rather than pity in the reader: when they die of their own accord, they
“fold noiselessly into each other fike grey shadows; / They cxpire quictly
like poisonous mushrooms,” whereas when a “superior human” wills the
death of an unenlightened individual, the murder is depicted as the mere
squashing of a fly (“New Tables” lines 14-15). The conspicuous absence
of emotional intensity in these images suggests that Layton intended
the reader to assume the same indifference to human suffering that the:
speaker consistently conveys—in effect, making the reader complicit i
the speaker’s aloofhicss from, or abhorrence for, the masses. Nevertie:
less, the brutality of the violence that the speaker of “For Mao! Tse-Tung”

enacts upon the weak, innocent, and occasionally inanimate. (“Smash
insects with my boor, / Feast on tom flowers, deride / The nonillion
bushes by the road”) calls into question the virtuousness and sanity of
the self-overcoming man (“For Mao Tse-Tung lines 10-12). Although
this unrestrained expression of the power that relativistic ethics affords
an individual—the ability o oppress others while remainiog refarivisti-
cally ethical—is a significant testimony to the irreconcilability of abso-
fute and relativistic moralities, it docs not reflect Nictzsche's idealized
attitude toward violence: while Zarathustra acknowledges that “evil is
Ihumanity’s] best strength and [...] the human must become better and
more evil,” he also declarcs that “Unwinnable s the beawtiful by any
violent will” and that humans must “unlearn [their] hurting of athers™
(Nietzsche 191, 102, 76). According to Nictzsche, violence is not an
attribute of the Ubermensch despite its utility as a means to induce hu-
man progress, and thus Layton’s portrayal of violence may bave been
intended as one such catalyst—not s an object of overcoming but s &
means to confront the reader with a conflict that must be overcome. It
is possible that a reader might encounter this poein and identify with its
endorsement of individualism and the will to power fo such an extent
that h is inspired to overcome his “Judeo-Christian” ethical precepts.
yetitis much more likely that the poem's propositions will simply offend
him; in cither case, however, his Apollonian rationality will be forced
1o confront the poem’s Dionysian abandon, and one aspect of this an-
tinomy will be overcome.

Although Layton’s personae in “For Mao Tse-Tung” and “New
Tables” openly express their sympathy for the plight of the masses (1p-
parently a concession to the vestiges of their former “slave™ morality).
both inadvertently and repeatedly undermine this assertion. As these
personac are in the midst of the process of overcoming, they bave al-
ready rejected several ateributes of the lerd instinct, including & pro-
Density for sclflessness, and therefore their love for themselves and their
unmistakable aversion to the moral character of the masses expose the
insincerity of their avowed compassion. The speaker of *New Tables™
professes that the ignorant masses “Fill me with anxiety and compassion;
71 am anxious about them,” which appears to be a straightforyard and
noble articulation of sympathy until he continues, “And about mysell
who must unavoidably deal with them” (“New Tables” lines 4-6). In this
context, the speaker’s claim of compassion emerges as & lament not for
the misery of the masses but for his own misfortuncs, as he must intet”
act with those he cansiders inferior and be incessantly exposed to their
misery. The poetic persona of “For Mao Tse-Tung? similatly Perecyes
the sulfering of the meck as an inconvenience and solcly CIElE
relation to himself: only once does he sentimentalize “,'“ :nshwmm(‘n
the masscs, but even then he cannot conceal his revulsion for more :run
one line: I pity the meck in their religious cages /And flee them” ( F::
Mao Tse-Tung” lines 42-43). Furthermore, he refers 10 the masses 15
“joy-haters, joy destroyers and expresses his ccstasy w@wn he C:S s
Cape their *[S]warm”; the viciousness and dehumanizing import of these
avowals reveals an intensity of disgust t

hat counteracts the credibility
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of bis earlicr admission of sympathy (ines 45, 33). These poems thus
Chronicle confrontations beaween the relativistic and absolute moral
systerns, for although their speakers have successfully overcome pity (an
indication of relatisistic morality’s power to confer autonomy), they have
ot yet overcome anificiality and continue 10 conceal themselves be-
rind persanae “filnscribed all over with signs of the past” (an indication
of absolute morality’s enduring influence) (Niewzsche 104). The transi-
tion from absolutis 1o relativism is an arduous process of innumerable
overcomings, each of which imparts greater self-awareness and demands
hese overcomings slowly erode the influence

greater self-d

of imposed morality (in what the Ul

the supreme liberation) but si

wirtue of concern for others.
The personac featured in these two poems are entirely oriented

coward Nictzschean moral ideals—exalting the carth and earthliness,

overcoming pity, exercising their will to power—

. “The Sclf

itsell” Zarathustra
ordet to give birth to a dancing star” (Nictzsche 31, 15). The speaker
of “For Mao Tse-Tung” embraces viclence and destruction in order to
arouse this chaos—the Dionysian energy that fuels creation—but his f
forts remain fruitlcss due to the object of his aggression. His destructive
enengy is channeled outward rather than inward, as an expression of his
Being rather than an initiation of Becoming:

But |
Am burning flesh and bone,
An indifferent creature between
Cloud and a stone;
Smash insects with my boot...
(“For Mao Tse-Tung" lines 6-10)

The causality the speaker delineates between the “burning” of
bis corporeality amid the emptiness of an carthly existence and his im-
pulsive agaression illustrates that his destructivencss is a manifestation
of his spiritual anxicty (2 manifestation that more accurately resembles
beute force than will to power), and therefore, although he believes heis
behaving ethically, his actions are caricatures of the motions necessary
10 create and self-overcome. The poetic persona of “New Tables,”
other hand, lacks the will to create. He prefers to remain “poor and pow-
erless” in an exaltation of the earth and allow Dionysian impressions ©
engulf him rather than astempr ta restrict the enengy to a superimposed
Apollonian order (“New: Tables” line 33). While this speaker’s conscious
selection of an “unproductive” yet ecstatic experience over an opportu-
nity to create diverges from Nietzsche’s conceprion of “the good.” it nev-
ertheless represents an individual interpretation of relativistic cthics and
is therefore—from one relativistic perspective—even more viruous, His
capacity to adopt a Nietzschean ethical p phy in order unt
absolutism and then reject this system when it opposed his persoazl

values signifies that he has attained the ideal of autonomy. In contrast,
the speaker of “For Mao Tse-Tung” is as enslaved by relativistic moral-
ity as he was beneath absolutism, for although he has overcome many
abstacles, his indiscriminate cmployment of brute force violates both
Nietzschean and Judco-Christian morality and is merely a product of his
superiority complex.

The stranger in the poem “Still Life” has likewise misconstrued
the concept of sublimation and assumed that the “aspect of Overcoming
in which the destructive impulses of man are made ereative and beauti-
ful® s an invitation to commit violence (Van Wile 23). He asserts that
his spontancous murder of the linnet is a refinement of man’s destruc-
tive compulsions into “an exciting composition” of modem art, yet his
“composition” is arguably a mere reditection of these violent tenden-
cies rather than a refinement of them, for the manner in which he kills
the bird is an indisputable expression of brute force (Layton, “Still Life”
line 23). Although the motive behind the stranger’s aggression—the
desire for an interesting cxperience—differs from the source of aggres-
sion for the speaker of “For Mao Tse-Tung—the desire to externalize
angst—both personae, amid similar conditions, embrace the perception
that brute force can be ethically justified. Like the speaker of “For Mao
Tse-Tung." the stranger has already overcome many of the obstacles that
impede one’s attainment of the Ubermenscii (most notably the senti-
ment of pity) and may have even become a “superior human,” but ke
is nevertheless frustrated and impatient as a result of a plateau in his
process of overcoming, */God, nature, man, / we've cxhausted them each
i turn.” he declares listlessly, for after overcoming the enslavement of
religion, the inscrutability of nature,and the homogeneity of the masses,
he is only interested in innovative experiences that challenge the con-
victions of the individual (lincs 4-5). Only a person who has overzome
pity but not discontent, such as the stranger or the speaker of “For Mao
Tse-Tung,” would be capable of willing injudicious vilence against the
immocent in this manner (as the Obermensch would readily perceive the
futility of enacting violence upon another in order to fullimlf one’s
wn spiritual growth), yet perhaps experimentation with aggression =4
crucial stcp one must overcome before one can refine ONE's destICHE
impulscs. #E
“The stranger's nonchalance throughout *Still Lifer” 25 well a8
the speaker’s observation that the stanger crushed the bxrfi‘ As _nf ! ©
had done this / many times before,” encourages the reader 10 identify the
stranger's actions as fruitlcss (because self-overcoming entails that ‘f’;;‘
established values be perturbed) and, consequentls, ‘mﬂm:" (!":"* =
11). The poem’s absence of finality demands that the reader integrate
the Dionysian energy and chacs of the violence within 3 (]mmr:‘\ o
Apollonian rationali thereby m-aluming_whﬂ_rm or nol‘ the : ; :Sims
“composition” consitates art; however, ifl SPItS of “"‘cix:; i
regarding the acsthetic nature of the “stll ez Ly catees LI
nearly impassible to perceive the stranger’s actiorn &0 DofY

i 0 very absolute
onc approaches the poem from the perspective of .\!:n i C
PP e the stranger's actions would be consideree £F
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due to the purposelessness of the murder, while if one approaches the
poem from the perspective of @ relativistic moral system, the failure of
the bird's death to exert any positive influence on any of the characters
would render the stranger’s actions similarly condemnable.  Further-
more, in contrast to “For Mao Tse-Tung” (in which “’kings” [...] must
deal with the many {the ‘lies’) for the common good [while] the many
stubbornly remain passive rather than sctive sufferers [and] never learn
... to take joy ins life™), the linnet is portrayed as “wiping its beak / on the
fallen leaves and grass, / joyfully ignoring both of us” shortly before the
stranger crushes it. In the former poem, Layton desired that the reader
dentify with the kings and their apathy toward the flies (which therefore
obliges the reader to resolve the inner tension between his loyalties to
the principles of both absolute and relativistic morality), yet in the later
poem, Layton desired that the reader uncenditionally sympathize with
the linnet (Layron and His Works 43; “Still Life” lines 7-9). This de-
sign could have had two potential objectives: either Layton intended the
reader to witness the “still life” from the same perspective as the speaker
and to cxperience the same reaction he did (for perhaps the stranger’s
“composition” was not meant to facilitate his own overcoming but to
penturb the speaker and, by extension, the reader) or clse Layton intend-
&d to emphasize the discrepancy between the individualist cthics of the
stranger and the ideal of the U ‘The first of these conj

is eotirely plausible, yet the second is certain, for why else would the
stranger imprint an animal with any expression of human will in order
re,” while the personae of “For Mao Tse-Tung” and “New
rm {and arc ablc to appreciatc) that the intrinsic aestheticism
of nature s superior to the creations of man?

Man’s potential for creation is inextricably bound to his ob-
ligation to desteoy, and thus self-overcoming is a continual process of
destruction and creation, a continual sublimation of the Dionysian into
the Apallanian. “The Cold Green Element” is a poetic representation
of this perpetual process: it portrays a world in which “[a]ll permanence
| is mere allegory” and *[c]reating [...] is the great redemption from
sufforing” (nevertheless, in order “that the creator may be, [his life] it-
sclf requires suffering and much transformation [...] much bitter dying”)
(Nietzsche 74). The poem itself is thoroughly Dionysian, and, although
it is constrained within a visually structured arrangement, the poet per-
sona’s stream of consciousness ofien spills from one stanza into the next
and proceeds along a fluid association of sensations and images rather
than within a deliberate construction of meaning.  Unfortunately, the
averwhelmingly chaotic nature of this rechnique regularly obscures the
speaker’s will and the precise naturc of his suffering (though he evidently
fears mortality despite his recurrent self-desteuctions). ssible
that the reason the speaker never exercises a will to power is because he
vo longer intentionally sclf-overcomes, as indicated by his lack of ethical
motivation:

At the end of the garden walk
the wind and its satellite wait for me;

their meaning | will not know
until 1 go there (Layton, “Cold-Green Element”
lines 1-4

The speaker appears to surrender his will and allow himself to
float along the poem’s unrestrained Dionysian energy until he s “misled
by the cries of young boys” and unintentionally becomes once again “a
breathless swimmer in that cold green element” (lines 38, 40). While
one cannot conclude that the “cold green clement” is a representation
of the process of self-overcoming, the deduction that the character with
“murdered selves” is “in his element” (albeit a cold, unsettling one) when
be is forced to overcome his present state seems logical, Curiously, the
speaker, unlike the personae of the other threc pocms, docs not describe
sclf-overcoming as an ethical good; in fact, his depiction of his “mur-
dered selves” as “hanging from ancient twigs” implies that he laments
the destruction of these aspects of himself and therefore preserves them.
perhaps to anchor his identity (lines 29, 28). Consequently, he conveys
the notion that overcoming to an excessive extent can be a disorienting
and alienating experience.

The characters who inbabit the world of this poem all appear
to embody a mode of Nictzschean cthics—the crowds do not pity the
hanging poet although he fascinates them, the speaker “embracels] like 2
lover { the trunk of a tree” when he is compelled to verify his own carthli-
ness, and even the worm sings “for an hour in the throat of a robin”
order to celebrate the positivity of process before he is consumed—yet
nane of them appear to be particularly bappy o to have found mean-
ingfulniess in their lives (lines 16-17, 37). Although they have overcome
each of Nietzsche's ethical and sociocultural obstacles (and may have
even attained the idcal of the Ubermensch), they exist in a state of indif-
ferent detachment, solely awarc of their confinement within processes
that they fear but cannot articulate. The speaker (possibly a poet him-
self) experiences anxiety when hie contemplates the fate of the dead poct,
becomes “breathless” when he considers the worm (for the worm $ig-

ing in the robin's throat cvokes a cyclicalty of processes—the worm that
s consumed and the worm that will consume the speaker when he dics).
and envisions himsclf in a condition of elderly infirmity whenever he
secs old women: however, he s unable to express these fears lucidly, and
the fact that the crowds beneath the city’s gates respond to the dead poct
“with grimaces and incomprehension” suggests that the inanticulateness
of this city's inhabitants is a consequence of inadequate srl'—.z;::lr:“n::
rather than an inadequacy of language (lines 40, 12). These fl 5";\4 5
may have overcome the enslavement of absolute mora ,-n)l" peRien
comparably enslaved by the kinetic inertia of its r(pl:;(l"ch oI s
ethical stance of this pocm s therefore not that of the ChaseEs S
Tmpli 1 is illustrating that the ideal of the
that of the implicd author: Layzon s illustrating that FEEER oy
Chermensch s as flawed as any other ethical system A LI Pl
cments absent from the society of “The Cold Green Eleicn JE00 i
this system strengih—self-awareness the fresuent R CEURTE oy
accepted cthical convictions, personal autonomye
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I the wake of Niczsche's declaration of “‘the death of God'
and ‘the advent of nihilism,"” mankind was confronted with “a great ab-
sence and crapriness of values and yet [...] a remarkable abundance of
es” (Berman 21). The overcoming of the previously incontest-
able regirme of Judeo-Christian morality afforded individuals the oppor-
tunity 1o devclop their own ethical

and thus the widespread emerg

possibi

f . Nevertheless, onc need not maintain an unconditional
segregation of these two ethical models: one need not consider the ad-
inorant and dispensable “flics,” nor judge the
advocates of relativism as morally superior, s A
most fundamental level, a religion s merely a prepa
cal and moral codes, prudently sclected for casy digestion, yet the mas
iy of these morals does not inevitably entail their incompat-
with the vast majority of individualized moral systems. It is now
the irreconcilability of absolutism and relativism—Layton’s moment of
ion and ion on the i ble stairway to the Uber-
mensch—that must be overcome, for only a moral system that ¢
the individualism of relativism with the cgalitariani rianism
will provide the greatest freedom and contentment for all. What the
i needs now is ancther ranscension: beyond Layton and on towand
‘ntious relativism.

WORKS CITED Engagements: The Prose of Ie-
ving Layton. Ed. Seymour Maytie.

McClelland and Stewart,

Berman, Marshall. “Introduction:
rlay,  Today
" All That is Solid
ir: The Experience of

Modernity. New York:
Schuster, 1982.

(sc-Tung: A Medita-
ies and Kings.” A Wild Pe-
culiar Joy 69-70.

Francis, Wynne. Irving Layton and New Tables.” A Wild Peculiar
His Warks, Toronto: ECW Press,  Joy 9-10.
1984.

“Still Life.” A Wild Peculiar Joy

6.

-, “Layton and Nietzsche.” Ca-

nadian Literature 67 (1976): 39-

52, Nictzsche, Friedrich. Thus Speke
Zarathustra, ‘Trans. Graham Parkes

Lagton, [rving. A Wild Peculiar New York: Oxford University Press

Joy: The Selected Poems. Toronto:  Inc., 2005.

McClelland and Stewart, 2004.

Van Wilt, Kurt. “Layton, Nietzsche
“The Cold Green Element.” A and Overcom s on Cana-
Wild Peculiar Joy 34-35, dian Writing 10 (197¢

Falstaff’s Family Tree: Exploring

Falstaff's Genealogies
AARON GOLISH

This essay is an excerpe from a longer research project that
explores the mythical and classical character genealogies of
Shakespeare’s Falstaff.

genres, have a certain vitality, and while a cata-
,

Characters, as g
logue is certainly an important first step and resource for cri
there is only so much value in an inventory of dead bugs pinned to a
wall in a museum. There is a kind of death in this sort of categorical
analysis that would ‘lynchpin’ characters to a constant inflexible state
or definc them solely by a unitary function. Pechaps it is well that so
many characters escape such critical murder by continuing to animate
and oscillate in a way that escapes critical reductionism. Fowler speaks
to this vital cffect in her discussion of the many social persons within
the figure of the Knight from Chaucer’s Canterbury Tales:

The riding figure holds together the entire portrait,
but it vacillates before us through many models
of the person . . . The process of vacillation itself
develops the character—neither a crusader nor a
pilgrim, alone, but something made of the alterna-
tions, like a flip-page book or a film that we per-
ceive as integral, though it comes of many distinct
still frames racing by our eyes.

and the animation of the flipbook is,
1 fecl, an apt one for describing how a character resists immobiliza:
tion. No single frame can encompass the whole of the animaticn and
Jikewise movement makes characters slippery. What better example
of this slippery animation is there in a character than Falstaff, whose
sprawling genealogics defy reduction? Indecd by this account to ban
st plamp Jack” would truly be to ‘banish all the world" (7 Henty v
2.4.467). R

4 ‘Hiscorically Falstaft is associated with the Lollard knight Sie
John Oldeastle, made into a protestant martyr by John Bale and whose
mme he initially bore. His name was changed (o Falstalf followiog &
B ecrar with, Oldcastle’s descendent the powerful Henry Brooke.
OO thiam. While this s the most obvious gencalogy for Fal-
staff it quickly proves profitless in revealing anythiog of Falstaff’s ra-
Hire. Oside of a vague friendship with Henry V. Falstafl sharcs &
characteristics or dramatic function terations of the
Oldcastle, neither in the polemical Brief

The image of vacillation

with previous i

Chironycle by John Bale, the
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protestant martyrology Acts and Monuments by Joha Foxc, nor in his
carlier appearance in the anonymously authored play Famous Vicro-
vies of Henry V. The lack of correspondence between the two figures
ias suggested to some that Shakespeare used Falstaff to satirize ci-
ther the figure of Oldcastle, Cobham himself, or perhaps other figures.
More recently Stephen Greenblate has argued that Falstaf's character

was based off the pamphleteer and rival playwright Robert Greene.
This conjecture remains atteactive especially considering that Greene
swas notorious for his corpulent character and his claims to have spent
time amongst London thigves and con-artists. Nevertheless this re-
mains mere conjecture and these historical sources do not account for
how Falstaff functions within the plot of Henry IV.

MILES GLORIOSUS & PARASITI : EURIPIDES’ CYCLOPS

Although, Frye categorizes Falstalf as a bomolochoi, or buf-
foon, “whose function it is 1o increase the mood of festivity rather than
to contribute ta the plot,” we might also find Falstaff fits the model
of the parasiti - the parasite who flatters constantly to ensure his next
meal - and the miles gloriosus, the braggart that convention dictates
“must be exposed, ridiculed, swindled, and beaten.” The miles glorio-
susis one of the carliest and most common genealogies attributed 1o
Falstaff. The archetypal characters of the miles gloriosus and the para-
siti come from the Roman Comedy of Terrence and Plautus, which
Shakespeare and most Elizabethan playgoers would certainly have
been familiar with. Morcover, the miles glorfosus survives through the
tradition of Commedia deli‘Arte and the characters of 1 Capitano and

and their many The miles gloriosts and
parasiti, however, actually descend first from ancient Greece. Plautus”
Roman comedics and the traditions they began were largely imita-
tions and translations of now lost warks of Greek New Comedy by the
likes of Diphius and Mcnander. Roman comedy inhierits not only its
plots but alsa its typed characters, which, like in Commedia dell’Arte.
would have been assigned the same mask in cach appearance, We can,
hawever, trace the miles gloriosus and parasiti back further than this
to the Athenian Satyr-play.

In ancient Athens, tragedies were written and performed in &
retralogy, traditionally followed by a Satyr-play, which functioned t©
relicve the tragic pathos of the three preceding tragedics. A Satyr-play
always featured a chorus of bawdy and wanton Satyrs lead by their
father and patriarch Silenus. The Satyrs and Silenus are proverbially
braggants, parasites and cowards — as followers of Dionysus they for-
cver seek the instant gratification of wine and sex. In a Sagyr-play the
Satyrs would stand as comic antithesis to tragic or epic heroes such as
Odysseus. They subvert the high iambie action of heroes with theit
licentious and indecent behaviour. Since there was one Satyr-play it
cvery tetralogy, Silenus would have been the most popular and reac
curring character on the Athenian stage. In fact, since.the stock char-
acter types of New and Middle Comedy could not have grown out f
Old Comedy alone, which favourcd the satirizing of political figures

and topical events over stack plots or characters, Silenus and the Sa-
tyr-play are the most logical place to look for the origin of the stock
characters of New Comedy. Finally, Satyr-plays began disappearing in
Greeee around the same time that New Comedy emerges.

The humour of the Satyr-play derived from Silenus and his
retinuc’s escape from some new predicament, often through some
form of dishonesty, and much like the delight found in Falstaft’s witty
sidesteps. In Euripides’ Gyclops for example, Silenus and the Satyrs
find themsclyes enslaved to the Cyclops Polyphemus. In his abscnce
Silenus sells the hero Odysscus the monster’s cheese and goats when
Odysseus lands his ship nearby. When the Cyclops shows g, Silenus
betrays the hero pretending o have been beaten and tells Polyphe-
mus that the hera was trying to steal the cheesc and goats. The Satyrs
initially agree to help Odysseus in his plan to blind the Cyclops but
when the time for action comes cach comes up with an excuse to avoid
participation. Despite this betcayal, Silenus and his sons are permitted
to eseape the Cyclops with Odysscus after he has blinded Polyphemus
in concordance with the myth. Thus they are parasites o the heroic
action of Odysseus, like Falstaff to Hal in the slaying of Howspur and
in his constant debt.

Much like Falstaff, Silenus

Iso a proverbial braggart. Cy-
clops begins immediately with a prologue where he proclaims to the
absent Dionysus to have served in a battle with the Gigantes: ™l took
my stand protecting your flank with my shicld and, steiking Encela-
dus with my spear 1n the centre of his targe, killed him” (Bur. Cycl.
5.7), though anyone listening familiar with the myth would know he
did ot kill any of the Giants. In fact, as the myth gocs, Silenus and
Hephaestus rode towards the battlc on donkeys, whose braying inci-
dentally scared the Giants into retreat, not knowing what they were
hearing, Thus just as in 2 Henry [V/4.2. Falstaff inadvertently captures
Colexille on account of his false reputation for the slaying of Hotspur
Silenus inadvertently helps defeat the giants on account of his bray~
ing donkey and the giants ignorance. Both figures enjoy an unEsIny
goad fortune that they cxploit to aggrandize themselvcs. Though, just
o Falstaff cannot manage his funds and is perpetually in debr, Sile-
nus cpisodically find himsclf enslayed to a diffcrent monster OF 4

hom he always cscapes, ustially not by any heroic action on his ov:
part, and often only to find himself once more enslaved.

FOLLY, STULTITIA, AND THE FOOL
Falstaff shares many affinitics wit :
since he is known largely by his wit and plain speech. Many ;5“";::
have confused this blunt speech with Ylicensed speech: ":“l d:ﬁs 5
tion, however, is important. The Fool's'sp:cxﬁt‘?ulspvl}‘lflf: alclvws hin;
dependent on his privileged relationship 10 8 K08 £ AT
the exclusive license ta criticize the otherwise uncnu:lzfa‘ r;;’“u e
o the othet has no King =hc only has a Princeanid (heTER SHey
un essentially different relacionship with authorit EPRRS Ll one
Sion 1o the throne, Falstaff assumes an indecorous &%
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when speaking to his King and is silenced: “Reply to me not with a
fool-born jest” (2 Hen IV 5.5.55). It is important to note that Ilal's in-
famous rejection speech oceurs in respanse to Falstafl’s presumptive
nse. Falstaff addresses Henry V in a familiar and diminutive pos-
sessive language: “Gad save thy Grace, King Hall my Royal Hall” and
“God save thee, my sweet boy mphasis mine.) Falstaf
cannot be 2 Shakespearean Fool because though he is plainspoken, he
does not hold the license for plainness that he believes his relationship
with Hal should afford him.

In Praisers of Folly, Walter Kaiscr, drawing on the lengthy me-
dieval teadition discusses the difference between the ‘natural” foal, the
person deprived of wit or reason, and the artificial fool such as the
court jester who we see in the figure of Feste from Tivelfth Nigh. Kai-
ser suggests that the artificial fool derives his license from the ‘natural”
fool. Since the natural fool, he says, "docs not comprehend the con-
ventions of society, the natural fool is invariably irreverent of those
conventions, not out of any motive of iconoclasm but simply because
he does not know any better.” Furthermore, the medieval ‘idiot” was
considered 10 be under the special protection of God. Therefore, if
and when the idiot’s rambling madness condensed into a coherent
comment that pierced the veils of convention, then it was believ
that God had possessed the fool briefly with the simplicity of truth.
We can see this belief in Hal's comment that “wisdom cries out in the
streets and no man regards it” (1 Henry IV 1.2.85). Onc can imagine
here a figure like Edgar’s Poor Tom who wanders the strect speaking
nonsense within which there is still hidden reason. Thus we arrive
at the ical and particularly i concept of the wise
fool, a figure who "embodies these paradoxes and capitalizes upon the
equirocation in the word wir. He manages, that is, to present truth by
means of comedy.” Consider this notion of paradoxical incongru
that arc the stuff of ‘wit’ when intelligently explicated through com
edy. Perhaps Maurice Morgann articulates it best in his description of
Falstaft’s wits

_For what is humour in the humourist, but incongru-
ity, whether of sentiment, conduct, or manners?
What in the man of humour, but a quick discern-
ment, and keen sensibility of these incongruities?
And‘what is wit itself, without presuming however
to give a complete definition where so many have
fqlled. but a talent, for the most part, of marking
with force and vicacity unexpected points of like-
ness in things supposed incongruous.

% \.\"u is often found in a character’ quick ability to paint out
incongruities in an ironic manner. Incongruities, particularly in char-
acter, have been a recurring topic for us here, and most eritics dis-
<ussing Falstaff will at one point or another comment on his unen-
compassablencss duc the various and often incongruous aspects of

his personality. But if we're going to discuss his incongruities, let us
consider first his role as a ‘misleader of youths.”

BEASTLY PEDEGOGUES AND DEERE SACRIFICES

Douglas J. Stewart in his article Faistaff the Centaur, makes
the interesting argument that Falstaff's role in his tutelage of Hal, not
merely as a misleaders of youths, is analogous to the mythic educ:
tions of Greek heroes by the centaur Chiron. “Why a centaur?” sa
Stewart, “Like other man-beast composites of Greek myth ~Pan, Pro-
teus, satyrs, Silenus, and the Cyclopes, centaurs are notable for ex-
treme wildness and extreme self-indulgence, and by definition a coun-
ter-force to civilization. Yet they often have ncar-divine powers and
are frequently repositories of “wisdom™. In these mythic tradition:
the hero’s early and exceptional education appears essential to their
later greatness as military leaders. For Hal this invelves his learning
of tongues amongst the rabble of Eastcheap, finding Chiron’s cave in
the Boar's Head tavern. With this mythic approach in mind, Falstaff
ceases to perform the role of the misleading Vice figure and instead
becomes  hermetic Merlin, or rather a beastly Chiron. Like a centauc
that is at once man and beast, foolish and wise, Falstaff's incongruiti
give him animation. His characterization fits no type because he oscil
lates between contradictory ideas. The fool is a fool, but Falstaffis also
aknight. He is a braggart but also a philosopher, and since he is always
moving, he is impossible to pin down.

And yet there is another important pedagogue from the clas-
sical period that a number of scholars have associated with Falstaft.
Noting the similaritics between Mistress’s Qu discussion of
Falstafl's death and the description of Socrates” death in Plato’s P
edo, these scholars have begun comparing other nuanced similaritics
between the two misleaders of youth. The two figures also share an
important structural similarity in that they both represent what Frye
would call a pharmakos, or scapegoat. In Greek pharmakos means
both the sacrificial victim, or individual ostracized from secicty as well
as a drug that is administered as a cure. Like Socrates, Falstaff is os-
tracized from Henry Vs society and dies shorily after, but pechaps
more importantly, both Socrates and Falstaff wcor military genr;:ls.
Socrates’ primarily literary pupil is the young ﬁﬂ"ml"“_‘b‘“d;;]“uz:
afl's ‘pupil’ is young Hal. Amongst North's translation 087 F/0
¢h's Lives, which Shakespeare used for his Roman plays, is of :; uc &
Plutarch’s Life of Alcibiades, the companion piece to the Life s
riolamus. More importantly, however, Erasmus explicated ‘!‘;’ o
of Alcibiadcs and his Socralic teacher in both The Praise of Folly

e i Jlenty of other remarkable
The Sileni of Alcibiades. While, there are plenty of of ks
en Falstafl and Socrates, the figure Erasmus s
es should bring us full circle:

i ilenus fig-
First of all, it's well knowtr;] _tnhati;‘llrl:s r;:ﬁ ,Sa‘fl?airs nfs
ure of Alcibiades, everything what on the face

two aspects totally unalike. So -

similarities betwe
in these two passag




proves to be life - and conversely, what looks like
life proves to be death. What looks beautiful is ugly
within; what looks rich is abjectly poor; what looks
disreputable is prestigious; what looks learned is
ignorant; what looks study is feeble; what looks
noble is base; what looks glad is sorrowful; what
looks favourable is adverse; what looks friendly is
unfriendly; what looks beneficial is injurious - in
short, when you open the Silenus, you will find ev-
erything reversed.

This passage from Erasmus’s Praisc of Folly once again draws
upon the theme of fncongruities, and in the context of the Praise of
Follyitalso sheds light on the early modern conception of wisdom. In
Praise of Folly, Erastus is demonstrating that the only man who is not
afoal is the one who knows he is a fool. Much like Socrates’ wisdom
in knawing he knows nothing, Erasmus completes the reversal, the
fool is wise, the wiseman foolish. Picked up from Plato’s Symposium,
Erasmus, as well as other writers such as Rabelias adopt Alcibiades”
iption of Socrates as the lenus. Erasmus in his short text
Sileni of Alcibiades discusses Silenus similarly:

5 'if you open up this Silenus, who is outwardly
so ridiculous, you find within someone who is closer
to being a god than a man, a great and lofty spirit,
the epitome of a true philosopher. He de-
spised all those things for which other mortals
strive and sail the seas, sweat and go to court,
even go to war. He was untouched by insults, and
Rglﬂ;esr good fortune nor bad had any impact on
im..

This description, though of an entirely different character,
appears to be a nearly perfect description of Falstaff himself. This pas-
sage also llustrates Kaiser's description of the Renaissance fool as an
unassuming ugly vessel that could contain penctrating wisdom and
truth. Falstaff 100 has moments. of such life atfirming philosophy29
especially where his disregard for heroic ambition marks him as all
too commonly human. Oddly there is something satyric in this “life-

The satyric, like the satyr-play, is opposed to the epic
0 mimetic tragedy, though there is always a cyclical
tragic element or danger in satyr that threatens to reveal itself should
the danger become 100 real.

Frye describes his theory of modes as circular, the ironic
) th in the serics, begins to resemble in its own simplicity
the primal qualitics of the first mythic mode. “Irony descends from the
fow mimetic:" the forth mode, “it begins in realism and dispassionate
obsersation. But as it does 5o, it moves steadily towards myth, and dic

seriousness of higl

mode, his

as they say, is death, when you look inside, outlines of s: tuals and dying gods begin to reappear in it.”

but

The stark pathetic realism of a dying animal is therefore ‘ironic,
it becomes mythic when that dying animal dies for no other reason
than as a sacrifice. Satyr, which always has an ironic element, like-
\ise bears a similar cyclical nature to tragedy. Falstaff is, throughout
Henzy IVand Merry Wives, frequently associated with stags, goats and
other horned animals of the hunt and sacrifice. In Merry Wives he
jokingly describes himself as a prize stag to be divided and consumed
between the two women. This joke plays dangerously close to the idea
of ritual di an ption. Although Si-
lenus never appears 10 be the object of sacrifice, he is the tuter of the
fertility god Dionysus. As a fertility god, Dionysus is a god of death
and rencwal. Consequendly in his festivities after his celcbration he is
situally torn ta picces and caten. This is preciscly the sacrificial phar-
makos that Frye refers to. It is an archetypal rolc that is both arbitrary
and necessary, and it is also an essential to herald in spring fest

CARNIVAL : SATURNAL : BACCHANAL

The final genealogy we will discuss is Falstaff’s debt to the
Carnival Lord of Misrule. Since Bahktin identified the camivalesque
in Rabelais and his World, many critics bave cagerly discussed car-
nivalesque elements in Shakespeare and Falstaff in particular. Often
drawing comparisons between Falstaff and the fat figure of Carnival

in Bruegel’s painting Combat of Carnival and Lent. cii sugges;
that Falstaff comes from the Feast of Fool's tradition of the Lord o
1 of social

Misrule, This carnival king represents an cphemeral reversa
order and has been identificd particularly with the tavern scene where
Falstaff burlesques Henry IV before Hal, donning a comic pillow l'o;'
2 crown, only to be ‘deposed” by Hal. Falstaff is dethroned a secons
and final time when he is banished by Hal on his coronation day. This
fits with the dethroning of the mock king of carnival as the real king
emerges as monarch. i
crgﬂ%::::: ré:mi 1 is associated with the Christian r_c]:l»'r.':gt
of Lent its practices originate in antiquity, and easily traced to 5
Roman Satunalia. “The Saturnalia, which has the most affinitics 12
medieval rites of misrule, began with an clection of @ Rex Safurnarss
a mock monarch, wha was literally or symbolically drsm‘u:\rcdd T
end.” Similarly the Lord of Misrule is often symbalically Lul;s. ot
the very lcast depased. Slaves were given complete lrz;:lom‘i&:m E;ﬂw
and other aspects of social order were reverscd for the durion O/ 0 -
festivities, usually held between December 1 7th ;?d r:rga'un‘nli; b
and centering around the Winter solstice. The Romas SO0 R 7
likewise intimatcly related to the Greek festivals or DIOmSE® 5
ens, the rural Dionysia occurred sometime around t {D‘j:n sl
which was followed three months later by the |c£|h=‘Chri I
the spring equinox, These dates are important inw e
nivals fall on the same two times of year the «Bsﬁn' b fng celebra-
carnival is determined by the spring equinox. Bk P
tion, the City Dionysia represented rencw? %




sp.ird.nm),m sacrifice of Dionysus, represented by a bull, and a drunk-
en procession through the streets. The daily festivities concluded fa-
mously with the dramatic performances, which culminated with the

i
Dionysus, Silenus is almost al
pushed along by followers. Carn

Satye-play. In images of Bacchanalia, processional celebrations of
s present riding a donkey and being

traditions also featured a chaotic

procession and a “mock king appears in emblems and other visual im-

ages as riding backwards on a donk

We can sec these parallels to

the figure of Carnival in Breugel’s painting and elsewhere.
The birhideath dichotomy and renewal of these festivities is
also an essential aspect of Falstafl’s connection fo the Carnival tradi-

aspect of ephemerality

1 have already di

wival, the celebrations and feasting always contained an
nce they were followed by Ash Wednesday,
the fasting of Lent and the reminder of Chris

sed @ similar ephemerality in the character of

sc
Falstaff, In 1 Henry IV, e is langely unstoppable and easily escapes
d cath, but by 2 Henry IV he is keenly aware his mortality. Whr"‘ Dell

rsheet suggests he prepare for-the grave he rejects the advice:
eace, good Doll, do not speak like a death’s / head, do not bid me

remember mine end” (2 Heary [V, 2.4.231-2).
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The good, the bad and the sucker;

or how the Zapruder film and Warhol's
Blow Jobillustrate the contradictions
and illusions of the age of mechanical
reproduction (and make a sucker out of

anyhody who tries to interpret them)
THEO LEPAGE-RICHER

Andy Warhol and John F. Kennedy figure among the most
important personas of the 1960's. Both of them can be considered
representative of this cra: one being the standard bearer of a new un-
derground aesthetic interested in “the factuality and mareriality of
everyday life in a modern urban consumer society” (Lubin, 31) and
the other the first president to be specially packaged for the screen
culture of an emergent late capitalist consumer society. In that sense.
cacht of thiem is inseparable from the media scene of the 60's charac-
terized by instant reproducibility and omnipreseat, bodiless images.
Two antifacts embody these 60°s symbols” inseparability from their
media context, the first one being “the 7 3
fall is as vivid as his rise in the collective consciousness, it is pro!
ably because of Abrabam Zapruder's recording of his assassination.
The second work is one of Warhol's most well known films, Blow.Job,
showing a young man from the shoulders up supposedly recciving the
act designated by the title. The Zapruder film documents the death of
Kennedy in a context of cultural anxiety with regards o total, nuclear
destruction and Blow Job teases its viewer with a promise of showing
a sexually explicit act in a historical context defined by sexual contain-
ment and frequent censorship in the cinema. This essay will rcﬂ_u:
upon this promise of revelation as specific 1o “the age of mechanich
reproduction” and discuss how thesc representative artifacts acta v
disavow their revelatory power through the technological limitations
and cpistemological crisis they cmbody. [ do not intend to acsthericize
Uhe assassination of Kennedy by presenting it as an artwork, HOWen
by the way in which the film foregrounds pre-existing anxietics 4504%

Knowledge, intcrrogates the nature of cinema and its relation 19 €487
temporary questions of materiality and factuality it scetns 10 SHE Y
Warhol's pop art asthetic. Thereby, it can be considered 53
jecs € v Job.
s l(a:ix’:,::\j;l’ww how these two contemporanicous artifacts €n
<s-communication that enriches the meaning o
portant insights into an era
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that marks the advent of late capitalistic culture and its promises. I will
argue that, when considered in the context of their medium, their ma-
teriality, as well as Benjamin's and Baudrillard’s visions on mechanical
reproduction, these works of art embady America’s faith in film's reve-
latory power and its fear of meaninglessness. Taken together, the two.
films permit us to rearticulate Benjamin’s vision of the aura in the late
capitalist context as a resistance to closure and illusory immediacy.

Abraham Zapruder was shooting the president on November
22, 1963, with a home movie camera loaded with 8-mm color film.
His film is a single take, lasts twenty-six seconds and its only camera
movement is a pan 1o the right taken from an elevated vantage point.
It shows a limousine, arriving with the Kennedys, John disappearing
bricfly behind a road sign, emerging as he holds his throat, his head
being blown off by a bullet, the car speeding up with his wife Jac-
queline climbing on its back and finally disappearing under a bridge.
Blow Job, directed by Andy Warhol, was filmed a few months later in
January 1964, The film is thirty-six minutes long and displays the face
and neck of a young man against a stonc wall. The young man looks
up and down, ta the right and to the lefe. His movements make his
face sometimes partially disappear from the frame and it is often over-
exposed in the light, disappearing in the obscurity of the dack back-
ground. Despite the fact that the viewer is never privvy to this explicit
act, the man seems ta react to an off-screen blowjob. Blow Job shares
with the Zapruder film a home-movic style of cinematogeaphy , with
black and white film and no sound in a single, long take.

In his book Skooting Kennedy, David M. Lubin underlines the
classical Hollywood-like structure of the Zapruder film: “a relatively
Drief opening act concludes with a sudden dramatic turn of events,
leading to & comparatively long middle act that climaxes in a third and
final act” (4). This analogy directly ensues from the dominance of nar-
rative-driven film during this era, but interpreting these films in terms
of their narrative might be misleading as the spectatorial pleasure that
they trigger does not ensue primarily from their story steucture, but
from the event they depict. In his article “Cinema of Ataction[s]",
Tom Gunning theorizes an alternative approach to cinema based on
the -t Vs i films, whose interest
was based on their “ability to show something” (382) and on “directly
solicit[ing] spectator attention, inciting visual curiosity, and supplying
pleasure through an exciting spectacle - a unique event |...] that is of
interest in itself” (384), This demonstrates an exhibitionist rather than
a voyeuristic approach fo cinema, Gunning also explains that this acs-
thetic, which he calls “cinema of attractions”, “does not disappear with
the dominance of narrative, but rather goes underground, both into
certain avant-garde practices and as a component of narrative fil”
(382). While this aesthetic is indeed visible in Blow Job, whose sexual
explicitness corresponds to the literal definition of cxhibitionism, the
Zapruder file also shares in this impulse with its obscene staging of
physical violence, loss of bodily control and death. These two films
embody the acsthetic of the spectacle by the way in which Blow fob

covently depicts a sexual act whose underlying homoeroticism openly
challenges cultural repressiveness toward ambiguous sexuality and the
Zapruder film stages a spectacle of death illuminated by its unrepeat-
ability. The spectatorial pleasure of these films ensues more from the
capacity of mechanical reproduction to depict a spectacle defined by
s uniqueness and unrepcatability, than from the pleasure of follow-
ing any closed, coherent narrat : i
" In that scnse, the structure of both films relies on the cin-
ema of attractions’ rhetoric of display and represcntation. That being,
<aid, this reproductive aspeet is not proper to this particular aesthetic
and is inseparable from the process of mechanical reproduction in
ceneral. The "cinema of ateractions” relays a more explicit account
o cinema as a revelatory medium. In the 60's, mechanical reproduc-
tion was confirming its central role in America’s cultural life, both
on the home front by way of Hollywood's cinematic production and
s the home per se with the video camera and the television entering
thie domestic space. In his seminal 1936 essay “The Work of Art in
the Age of Mechanical Reproduction,” Walter Benjamin argues that
the means of mechanical reproduction has destroyed the “aura” of
artworks, Benjamin puts considerable emphasis on what he consid-
ers the fundamental lack of the instantly reproduccable vork of art:
its lack of a specific “presence in time and space, its unique existence
at the place where it happens to be” (222). Benjamin's understand-
ing of an artwork's aura is associated with its authority to impose the
terms of its spectatorship, both spatial and remporal. In that sense,
mechanical reproduction removes art from any physical preserve and
rather than the spectator having to come at the artwark, it s now
coming at them. By reproducible art, Benjamin mainly refers to pho-
tography and cinema, Through these medi, images have managed to
break free from their formal materiality. Benjamin presents this new
relation to art as ensuing from “the desice of contemporary Masses Lo
bring things “closer” spatially and humanly, which is just as ardent 25
their bent toward overcoming the uniqueness of every reality by .ac-
cepting its reproduction” (225). In this regard. the work of art loses its
authority by the way it is now designed and consumed for its repro-
Aucibility, The new idealized viewer is a consumer, concerned with 2
constant {mmediacy through possession, In short, Benjamin defines
aura as “the unique phenomenon of a distance, however close 1t 112V
ber (224) and this new acsthetic of representatioit-as-feproduc
or even representation-as-possesslon, s onc aver which the arers
itself has no authority. According to Benjamin, photography and €¢

ema are thereby aura-less. y - {

Jean illard’s 1983 book 207 i = T
famin's in that it updates his ideas

spect to be a :l‘::c:‘::t?m of Benjamin pliEhEsE

the example of twin sisters in a pornographic mm.;];‘:‘c‘:h;iﬁ 11_:5
charnel realiy of their bodies is erased by the resemblanter Fo 0
regard can go only from one to the other; all visiop 18 LI (0
this coming-and-going” (144). In that sense, he underiae y
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by which reproduction creates an illusion of immediacy, of non-me-
diation, to the extent that the “contradiction between the real and the
i is effaced. The unreal is [...] a hallucinatory resemblance of
the real with ftself” (142). This idea of representation for representa-
tion's sake triggers a sensc of imminent immediacy, of “objective” and
indexical inscparability. Such confusion between reality and its repre-
sentation occludes the distancing effect necessary to give any form of
authority to a specific artwork, since its images are replaceable, frec
from materiality, always available and thereby valueless.

It is precisely in this theoretical tradition that Blow Job and
the Zapruder film warrant critical attention. They are—in their aes-
thetic, their structure and their themes—representative anifacts of
their era. As stated earlier, their deployment of a home-movie aesthetic
and their promise of revelation with regards ta their staged anxiet-
ies toward ambiguous sexuality and sudden destruction are insepa-
rable from the 1960°s and the emergens democratization of mechani-
cal reproduction technologics. However, on the conerary, these films
gained their mythological status by the way they refuse such hyperreal
approaches and play on Western culture’s anxicties towards mean-
In his book Andy Warhol's Blow Job, Roy
Grundmana explains how Blow Job emerged in the cultural context

of “a vigorous leap into a certain postmodern sensibility that oscil-
lated between self-consciousness and disaffection” (11). These twa
films channel such epistemological anxicty by emphasizing in their
narrative the mediation they conduct and not meeting the revelatory
expectations related to their medium. It is precisely in the way that
they integrate in their own narratives and aesthetics their temporal
and spatial absence and failure as supposedly transparent and objec-
tive media that they emerge as nuancing Benjamin’s and Baudrillard's
visions on reproducible art, They rearticulate a concept of the sura for
the age of mechanical reproduction and postmodernism, but nonethe-
less present it as an exception rather than a rule by rejecting reproduc-
ible art’s common tropes. Since Benjamin emphasizes the emporal
and physical restrictions of an engagement with pre-industrial art, the
Zapruder film and Blow fob will be considered in terms of the rela-
tions of distance and delayed temporality that they embody

Given their staging of physical distance, it is relevant to con-
sider these films as part of the body genre. In her article, *Film Bod-
ies: Gender, Genre, and Excess”, Linda Williams articulates one of the
main featurcs of this genre as being “the spectacle of a body caught
in the grip of intense sensation or emotion [...], of the body "beside
itsell” with sexual pleasure, fear and terror, or overpowering sadness”
(4). In that sensc, if the uncontrollable body becomes the signifier of
the genre and qualifics its subdivisions in terms of the nawre of this
loss of control, Blow Job appears 1o be a porno and the Zapruder il
amelodrama. That being said, they become problematic in the context
of this genre by their effects on their audience. Williams writes: “the
success of these genres if often measured by the degree to which the
audience sensation mimics what is scen on the screen” (4). In this

regard, the body genre is paradigmatic of the rrpmd_um}l;mm'::?) g
- way it integrates as a fundamental part of its rhetoric the notion of
physical immediacy and of hyperreality in the way that the spectators
reactions mimic the characters’ as their intradiegetic substitutes.
However, the most impertant aspect of Williams” argument is
that the body genre presents the visible as an extension of the Isp-{c(a-
tor's physical body. In his article “Video Pornography, Visual I rasxf;c.
and the Rewurn of the Sublime”, Franklin Melendez explores the rela-
lion between physical immediacy and the gaze and emphasizes the
contradiction of visual pleasure in pomography by "conceptualizlingl
how a viewer experiences a video pornegraphy as & medisted image
of undeniable fmmediacy” (403) by giving the example of the “varying
angles of genital activity intereut with close-ups [ that tfmrighll:l
structural repetition that creates the fiction of immediacy” ($08). In
that sensc, immediacy emerges as a fiction that is paradoxically cre-
ated by the visible traces of mediation, The Zapruder film and ﬁ/o;«
Job emphasize their mediation, but not in a way that perpetuates such
an illusion. Instead, the long takes that compose them give a more
clinical and distanced point of view that seems more interested in the
physical reactions of their protagonists (the young man’s head hnm::
the right, Kennedy's head shoots backward) than in closing the na
rative as they refuse 10 give the reverse-shot that would show the an-
ists, the fellator or the killer(s)- :
“sm“s‘sl‘-’::nh:rmmc. the idea of absence is essential in understanding
these films, both in terms of spectatorship and of their actual absence
in the cultural scene of the sixties. While the Zapruder film ‘wa:r}l
available o the public until 1975, many people were well aware ob_us
existence because stlls of it were published in Life magazine (Lubin.
166). Outside the Warren Commission on Keanedy's nssalss:n:l;lt::\-,
the only way to have access to it in the 1960's vias through 787 ©/0
gal copy or capy of copy made from the original® and Ihrsc“ cnunﬁ
dupes [...] were projected in private homes, dormitory m:n i
basements” (Lubin 36). These projections were illegal and o }k he
down in a similar way 10 the exhibition of avant-garde films Il) LT
Job, which were engaging in a “cat-and-mouse game” with :i‘:leP:The
because of their explicit content (Grundman, 9). In luf a;{ S
Zapruder Film", Art Simon emphasizes how the absrm:r‘r T
from the public sphere has been “a structuring a}).;c:x:‘ Sl
avant-garde” (35) and it is interesting to note how Sl
as forced absence became a structuring theme in the history
ratives of avant-garde film. j 3 o
In Bluwsjnb, the absence of un«_ genital space f:.:;:,ﬂl‘;:\ ; :;ng
Lo interpret the face as the site of erotic pleasure. it

i sterweil that “Blow
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Job transforms what is most of asidersd perphers 1 e
expericnce into the sexual spectacle itself” (838). “WHEELE
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driving the narrative itself, Grundmann writes that Blow Jobs sclf-
censorship “must be understoad as the discursive production of what
it purparts 1o suppress [... and that] [rJeading and interpreting the film
require reading into it, and these modes of reading and hypothesizing
say more about the reader’s psychosexual and cultural mind-set than
about the film itself” (9). In that sense, Blow Job rclics on the specta-
for's projection of an off-screen other, which is reduced to nothing
more than an extension of one’s own desires. Despite an impression
of immediacy ensuing from its minimalist cinematography, the absent
other becomes central. The external, off-screen site is thus where the
mundane and the pornographic converge through the spectators” ac-
tive projection triggered by the fellatio to which they may feel entitled
by the title of the film. In "Andy’s Hand-jobs”, Tony Rayns articulates
this idea as an act of subjective editing by underlying “the tendency
[of the spectators] (o mentally edit or re-dircct movies, to take fram
them what's interesting, exciting or sexy and to repress or ignore the.
rest” (84).

For its part, the Zapruder film plays on a similar thetoric by
being an uaresolved case. The film shows what happened, but does
net provide a coherent narrative of the events in question. In his ar-
ticle “Identity, Identification and Desire”, Mike Reynolds notes the
following about the obscssive stories around Kennedy: “the disruptive
performances of narrative desice demand an active identifying” (87)
and *[t]ke whole subject is produced at the site of some absence” (39).
Reynolds emphasizes the way the passive spectator becomes an active.
subject through such absence and this need to complete the disrupted
narrative is palpable in the work of many conspiracy theorists. Ant
Simon gives the cxample of Gerald Posner who analyzes Kennedy’s
tmovements thusly: “He looked to his right toward the crowd, and then
back to his left to Jacqueline, as if to be reassured that everything was
alright”. But Simon retorts that the film “does appear to show Kenne-
dy moving his head toward the left, but it does not reveal him looking
for reassurance” (52). The attribution of internal reflection rather than
factual interpretation illustrates the way in which the gap of the struc-
turing absence tends to trigger projection from the viewer and how a

ven fact can support antagonistic interpretations. In that sense, the
Zapruder film illustrates how such subjective projection and forced
coherence can in fact emphasize the artifact’s resistance to closure.
Such subjective proactivity alters the vision of a hyperreality—of pure
indexical immediacy—by emphasizing the interpretable absence. The
immedizcy of the body genre is defused by an active intorpretation of
and projection in the open-cnded films.

Furthermore, as written by Osterweil regarding Blow job, *[t]
here is both a missed space in the filtn (the space of the supposed fel-
latio) and a missed time (by the time the cigarette is lit, “it” is already
over)” (436). Likewise, Benjamin emphasizes the temporal presence of
the object, and assents that the aforementioned epistemological cri-
sis—based on a rupture of the visible as extension of the body and 01
the off-screen action—is amplified by the disrupted inner temporal-

ity of the work. Their home-movie aesthetic, characterized by un'cd-r
ited linearity, indeed gives the impression of temporal |mmed|a(’yl, of
an inner time following the spectator’s clock-time. Nonctheless, they
break from such immediacy by establishing two particular relations
ta time. The first onc is a sort af Proustian approach to time, but not
in terms of remembrance,. Blow Job has a lengthy running-time con-
sidering the simplicity of its cinematogeaphy and its minimal action.
The Zapruder film is quite the opposite: short in time and maximum
in action. Both of them play on a high contrast between clock time
and action that pus the emphasis on questions of duration and the
spectator’s capacity to endure it. In that sensc, as written by Lubin nn
the Zapruder film, this Proustian quality is in fact based on the e
*it compels viewers to experience the passage of time” (33) and, duc
1o its Jength and by, Blow Job scems self-reflectiy b
such experiencing. Blow Job asks the viewer to endure time, to suffer
it even, through the diluted nature of ifs narrative. Benjamin presents
the spectatorship under reproducible art as one of pure affect where
contemplation and introspection are inhibited by the fact that “lnlo
sooner has his [the spectator’s] eye grasped a scene than it is already
changed” (240). Blow Job refutes this idea through its static framing,
relative eventlessness and its similarities with the tradition of portraits.
It requires the spectator Lo contemplate not only the film, but al's:
their own cxperiencing of it, inflating onc’s perception of time wit
self-consciousness. In comparison, the Zapruder film is indeed less
contemplative, but proposes another approach to the CTEEET u.f
time by amounting to a memento mori, a symbalic reminder of the i
eritability of death. Through the presentation of such a dramatic an 4
graphic death, the film’s narrative is saturated with a self-awaren 2
one’s own finitude. Both films trigger a spectatorship inseparable from
such intense self-consciousness. :
s m“l\rzxreovcr. the second relation is somewhat similar to the one
normally assaciated with home movies which, “no matter [how] jor-
ful in subject or lighthearted in tone, ultimately suffuse their w:m;
with sadness” (Lubin 2). They emphasize that the recorded e
won't come back and trigger a feeling of instant pastness znr'_wx:;.
in the visible decaying of the celluloid. But, if the home movie 877
firms that it is too late, the two films engage in sufh_rhc:nn:l o
heart of their narrative in a way that cxmpo}ms this "":12: ‘;; .m_
explained by Osterweil, in Blow Job, m.—.;hm.n; f‘{, “:;:.)rc'sumablv
gasm, is only “signaled belatedly and ambiguously by the pr e
post-fellatio smoking of a cigarette” (436). In that s:le,e.“ S
can only recognize the occurrence of what he had el e
retrospectively. In the Zapruder lm, the spectator s in a S s C0
ation. Indeed, they see the assassination itsell, :(fm." e
that Kennedy disappears behind the road sign T
bricf second, holding his throat,it s already (oo late. It 3600 B
e first still of the film, the assassination is already OTETHE Sl
the murderer(s) ifare i place. In both siwations, ane €48 FEEEE 0
film again in order to look for evidence earlicr in

73




can look for specific facial gestures, inspect the crowd to see if people

are reacting to an unscen, earlier gunshot or scan the young man's
aceelerating movements, but these are only traces of the event. There
are only ambiguous, non-symbolic signs of what the spectator is look-
ing for. Osterweil writes that “by projecting the film at silent speed,
Warhal recuperates those details ordinarily traversed rapidly in the
parnographic presentation of pleasure” (438) and this speaks to the
way the film acknowledges in its narrative the spectator's investigating
activity. Simon also emphasizes the way decelerated versions of the
Zapruder fil trigger similar scrutinizing effects by giving the example
of how he himself started wondering if the ten-year-old girl running
along the limousine turned her head at frame 160 because she heard
a gunshor (52). Nonctheless, even the act of slowing down the film in
order to give oneself more time to scrutinize it doesn not yicld satis-
factory conclusions. It is too late. The signs of the gjaculation are too
confused and when the first shot s fired, even the hypothetical one at
frame 160, it is already 100 late. In that sensc, the two films articulate
a temporal universe in which it is always too late. If both films refuse
immediacy with the spectator as mentioned earlier, they also refuse
immediacy with the reality they depict by denying the myth of instant
cpistemological coherence through their emphasis on their represens
tational lag and their instant pastness.

All these interpretative impasses and ambiguities become es-
pecially problematic considering the popular faith in cinema as the
medium of revelation par excellence. During the Warren Commis-
sion, the Zapruder film was the most analyzed and discussed picce
of evidence. John Connally, the governor of Texas wounded during
the assassination, said at the Commission that “of all the witnesses
10 the tragedy, the only unimpeachable one is the §-mm movic cam-
era of Abraham Zapruder [... and] by studying its individual frames,
one can se¢ what happened at every instant and measure preciscly
the intervals between events” (gtd. in Siman 42). Simon writes that
such cmphasis on the "objectivity” of the film “positions it outside its
specific conditions of praduction |... and] the representation becomes.
indistinguishable from the original evene” (42). However, such faith is
problematic in two main ways with regards to the medium. Not only’
does it overlook the mediative intervention of the camera, and more
particulaly the subjective aspects of the long take, it also disregards
the paradox between the intended nature of film projection and the
way the Zapruder filim was serutin

Connally’s account illustrates a credulous faith in the legibil-
ity of film's representation of a non-symbolic language of actions (gun
shots, the head tilts fo the right, a woman screams.). In “Observations
of the Long Take”, hawever, filmmaker Pier Paolo Pasalini contradicts
the idea of the camera as an objective translator of the language of
reality. He first emphasizes that it “is impossible to perceive reality a5
it happens if not from a single point of view, and this point of view is
always that of a perceiving subject” (34). He adds that that *fals long
as such actions remain unrelated [...] they are fragmentary and in-

complete languages” (85) and the incapacity of Zapruder's camera 10
reveal anything but its own limits as a single point of view forccloses
any possible claims to objectivily. Pasolini explains that meaning can-
ot be extracted from this language of actions as long as it remains in
potentia and objectivity can only be achicved through the coordina-
ton of different, complementary subjectivities (86). As mentioned by
Grundmann, Blow Job plays on the same tropes by encouraging the
viewer to interpret the poser’s face: work that relies on prelinguistic,
non-symbolic facial expressions (30). Despite the straightforwardness
of such language of actions, the cinematography acknowledges the
subjectivity and incompleteness of its point of view by playing on the
ambiguity of *[t]he signification of sex itsclf [that] is constandly threat-
encd to be subsumed under the possibility of heightened nonsexual
cxtremes, such as pain and psychological anguish” (Grundmann, 33).
The fact that such non-symbolic signs arc presented as being impos-
sible to actually interpret can be considered as an intradiegetic meta-
phor for the film's impenetrability despite the indexical nature of its
medium, Taken alone or incompletely associated with other subjec-
tivitics, the given point of view of a camera cannot aspire (o objectivity
despite its supposedly objective, mechanical apparatus. )
Similarly, the Zapruder film has mostly been scrutinized
through magnifications and distortions in scale, as well as decelara-
tions in projection (Simon, 52). Such physical and temporal altera-
tions underline an interesting contradiction by the ways in which
they articulate an acsthetic of the film that requires it at once to be
film and to stop being film. On one hand, to interpret the Zapruder
film, it must be slowed down, divided in stills, cmphasizing that the
uwenty-four frames per sccond move too fast, and thereby exposing
the medium’s inherent opacity. On the other hand, the measurements
of time and space in the Zapruder film arc based on the mediun's
ability to simulate movement and require the film 1o be played at nor-
mal speed. In “Stillness in the Moving Image”, Laura Muley explores
this incompatibility between cinema and photography by compar:
ing respectively the two media in these terms: “[o]n one side, there i
movement, the present, presence; on the other, immobilty, the past
2 certain absence” (136). In fact, the twa films play on the bord:r:
the photography/cinema binary, but also between the prescot 4ad
past tense. As mentioned earlicr, Blow Job plays on immebility 39
both films share the quality of an instant pastness. Nonethcless, at 115
same time, they both ambiguously stay in the present tensc through
(heir resistance to closure and their openness 10 new ||)lcr£mlazlu:|;’
and projection. Complete pastness can only emerge “;]‘anln:::ali\rx
more potentiality when evenuts are converted into totalizing RAEEETT
o that sense, they seem to acknowledge and trigger CON! PR
forms of spectatorship playing on their own (empory il
ambiguicies. Furthermore, the Zapruder ilm physicaly S0, g
problem of its own alicration and denaturation as fim, B8 S5
by Siton, the few copies that were made were Subjeciet 18 S0l Lo
terations [that] they frequently lose their recognisabitty
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varying degrees of abstraction. [...] A human body becomes patterns
of lines, forms and light and dark” (46). Such material limits of the
medium are also present in the Warhol film, but integrated into its
< lines the way “the film's highly
conerete image tilts over at times into semi-abstract segments, shovi-
ing the young maa’s head shrouded in darkness or bathed in light”
(3). This abstraction ensues from the medium’s limits: an excessive
amount of light burns the pellicle and an insufficient amount of light
does not activate the chemicals on the pellicle. In this regard, through
such empliasis on their materiality, the two films acknowledge their
descent from photography. Such an emphasis on restituting the im-
ages into their material support reaffirms theie physical presence. Both
filims not only emphasize the limits of mechanical reproduction, but
also deny the immediacy and truth-revealing capacity of cinema by
questioning its ontological status. :

In conclusion, I do not want to reject Benjarin’s and Baudril-
fard's vision, but rather illustrate how this vision is inscparable from
Western culture’s faith in the objectivity of mechanical reproduction
and meaningfulness in general, as well as from its dream of non-me-
diation, pure representation and bodiless images. Benjamin’s vision
is not only applicable to the majority of the arsifacts of the 1960's
in terms of their representation: session acsthetic and the way
they cultivate the fiction of immediacy, but also has prabably neser
been more applicable than in the contemporary moment, in which
images have become digitally free from materiality and reproducible
without any alteration. The context of the 60's is particularly relevant
a5 an historical turning point between the advent of mechanical repro-
duction and perfect reproducibility in the way it laid the groundwork
for re-articulations of a vision of the aura based on a self-conscio
rejection of the fiction of pure representation and a resistance to clo-
sure in the service of an embracement of i porentia and narrative
openness. The Zapruder film and Blow Job deny the fiction of im-

diacy and hyperreality by emphasizing their distance both from the
spectator (by refusing the visiblc as extension of the body) and from
the reality it depicts (through the temporal gap between the event,
jts representation and its conversion into meaning,) In this regard.
such limitations of the medium give authority back to these artifacts
by the way they imposc their physical and temporal terms through
their narrative content rather than through their materiality. The wvo
films underline their own epistemological impasses, and in sa doing,
they both promise and reject the teuth-revealing capacity of cinema-
Such an approach marks the 60 as a transitional moment, leading
towards a postmodern aesthetic scnsibility of self-consciousness and
plagful contradiction. Ultimately, through the films’ foregrounding ef
the limits of filmic recording and reproduction, the feeling of presence
assaciated with the aura of pre-industrial artwork can be re-imagined
for a new historical context.
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