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Hayes, Dawn Marie. Body and Sacred Place in Medieval Europe, 11001398. Studies in Medieval History and Culture, 18. New York and London:
Routledge, 2003. Pp. xxiii, 193. 11 illustr. US $70.00 hard cover.
Jacqueline Murray, University of Guelph
Most people have had the experience of entering a place that has rendered them silent
and left them awestruck. For some this might have been one of Europe’s great cathedrals or perhaps the ruins of antiquity such as Pompeii or the Parthenon. The great
ancient architect Vitruvius and the indefatigable medieval builder Suger each had
theories about why and how a space could affect the mind and soul of those who
entered. For others the silence and awe might be less spatial and linked to memories
or the people or events associated with a place, for example, Napoleon’s tomb or Juno
Beach. For medieval people, the sacredness of space was similarly linked to form and
function or to the presence of holy people or their relics. This examination of places
and spaces in the high Middle Ages sheds light on why some places were perceived to
be sacred and what made them so.
Too often we moderns look at the places that survive from the Middle Ages and
see them as they are now: dimly lit, empty buildings, fi lled with mysterious images
belonging to a distant past. We forget that these silent witnesses were once familiar,
fi lled with people and voices and activity. It is these buildings, fi lled with life, both
sacred and profane, that Dawn Marie Hayes conjures for us in her study of Body
and Sacred Place. The book focuses on northwestern Europe in the twelft h through
fourteenth centuries. It is the story of the cathedral of Chartres and the murder of
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Thomas Becket and how each can illustrate the dynamic relationship between bodies,
spaces and the sacred.
Medieval people inherited two different notions of the sacred. The first was spatial: the temple or church was a sacred space, the second was metaphorical: the body
was a temple of God. Thus the very foundations of ideas about the sacred linked the
body and space into ideas of how the sacred was manifested in this world. The main
purpose of a sacred space, for example a consecrated church, was to facilitate communication with God. This could be enhanced through the presence of relics, the
material remains of holy people who were known to have been specially blessed or
chosen by God. Their presence assisted in communication with God and enhanced
the sacredness of the space. But sacredness as not a quality that was present or absent.
There were degrees of sacredness in a church that were, in part, defined by which
bodies could be in certain areas or perform certain activities. Hence, for much of the
Middle Ages, an ordained priest could celebrate the eucharist at the altar, but a men429
struating woman was prohibited from entering that area of the church.
But churches were not simply places of worship. They were dynamic buildings,
fi lled with all manner of people, day and night. Church officers and guards slept in
the choir while the ill, and those who prayed with and attended them, added to the
general activity. During wars, the church would be filled with refugees, their household goods, and their animals. Because churches were exempt from secular taxes
goods were often bought and sold there. They were also places to meet, socialize, play
games, and flirt. A church could be polluted by the emission of semen, a real eventuality given the presence of sleeping priests and couples, married and unmarried.
While the sanctuary may have remained the preserve of the clergy, it was not until
the middle of the fourteenth century that churches, like that of Chartres, excluded
laity from the cloister. By this period, the distinction between sacred and profane was
more rigidly demarcated.
The monks at Chartres had worked to distinguish their church from others by the
presence of the robe that the Virgin Mary wore while giving birth to Jesus, a relic
doubly infused with power because it had been touched by both the virgin and the
saviour. At Chartres, Mary was presented as a conduit to God because she had been
chosen by him. The presence of her relics rendered Chartres a particularly powerful and sacred place and the site of many miracles of healing. In a similar way, the
blood of the murdered Thomas Becket consecrated the cathedral at Canterbury and
extended its reputation as a sacred place. The accounts of Becket’s murder also indicate the varying degrees of sacredness that accrued to different parts of the cathedral
precinct. Becket’s retainers kept urging him into the sanctuary of the church, certain
that murderers would not dare to shed blood there. Subsequently, after the murder,
the three areas of the cathedral which had had the greatest contact with the martyr
also had the greatest power for miracles. These were the actual site of the murder, the
high altar where Becket’s body had rested, and the spot where he was buried. Thus
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Canterbury became a national shrine and pilgrimage site because of the presence of
the martyr’s blood and body.
This study brings sacred space alive. It puts people and the life of the world back into
buildings we moderns too often visualize as empty. It shows people buying, selling,
laughing and crying, living and dying, in places that leave us silent and awestruck.
Some bodies, those of priests, martyrs and saints, helped to render space sacred.
Others, those of murderers, fornicators, and men who emitted semen, polluted and
desecrated that same space. Thus people and their bodies were in a dynamic relationship with the spaces around them. It was not until the end of the Middle Ages that
the use of space became so differentiated that religious and secular could clearly be
distinguished.
Hayes provides a thoughtful but somewhat troubling epilogue to this study, relating these medieval notions of the relationship between bodies and sacred spaces to the
destruction and death of September 11th. She theorizes that just as medieval spaces
430 were made holy by consecration and the presence of relics, so the World Trade Centre
has been made sacred by the death of some 3000 people. The recovery of human
remains is related to the relics treasured by medieval people. This epilogue raises a
variety of questions about scholarship in the United States in a post-9/11 world. The
study itself, a revised doctoral thesis, was some years in the making and clearly developed long before these events but something compelled Hayes to link her work with
the attack on the World Trade Centre. The epilogue and its use of medieval notions
of sacredness to interpret and understand the trauma of terrorism is worrying and
perhaps anachronistic. This is a study of intrinsic merit and one that could stand on
its own and without this homage to contemporary events.

Bandiera, Laura, and Diego Saglia, eds. British Romanticism and
Italian Literature. Translating, Reviewing, Rewriting. Series: Internationale
Forschungen zur Allgemeinen und Vergleichenden Literaturwissenschaft
92. Amsterdam and New York, 2005. Pp. 218. US $81.00 paper.
Stephen Minta, University of York
Every conference topic creates its own challenges. Identify the subject too broadly
and the risk is lack of focus, too narrowly—and the danger is overindulgence in
the microscopic. The papers published here derive from a conference held at the
University of Parma in October 2003 and, from the title, it might appear that the
scope is alarmingly wide-ranging. However, the aim of the conference was in fact to
address a much more precise field than “Romanticismo inglese e letteratura italiana”
suggests. Participants were invited to explore Romantic period scholarship about
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Italian literature, history, and culture, and the result is a series of sixteen papers,
together with an introduction by the general editors.
It is refreshing to have access to recent Italian scholarship in this area and the best
of the essays offer a great deal of interest. With so many contributions, it is impossible to summarise or comment on each one, and in what follows I will concentrate
on those aspects that seem to me to demonstrate the strengths (and, very briefly, the
weaknesses) of the volume overall.
The importance of Italian culture for the Romantic period in Britain does not
need to be argued. The introductory essay is, nevertheless, a wide-ranging and useful
survey, particularly for the non-specialist. As Byron passionately affirms in Childe
Harold’s Pilgrimage, “Thou [Italy] art the garden of the world, the home/Of all Art
yields, and Nature can decree” (IV, 228-29). The editors view the increasing interest in Italy during the eighteenth century as part of a wider movement in Britain
to undermine the hegemony of neo-classical aesthetics. Italy was reconstructed as
a counterweight to French aesthetic values, with the aim of revitalising a sense of
an English national tradition: “[U]nbiased approval of Italian poetical works would
simultaneously promote unreserved appreciation of past English authors” (11).
Byron, as ever, has the appropriate comment in this context. He wrote to Hunt in
1814: “I have always thought the Italians the only poetical moderns:—our Milton and
Spenser and Shakespeare…are very Tuscan and surely it is far superior to the French
School.”
The rediscovery of the Italian past was also a means of empowering contemporary
women writers. Madame de Staël’s Corinne, ou l’Italie of 1807 does much to establish an Italy of sensual possibility, while the rediscovery of Petrarch’s language of
love “allowed women to experiment with the language of passion and eroticism well
beyond conventions on female propriety” (21). More generally, Italy offers to British
observers the outlines of a counter-culture, “unconventional, overtly sensual, and
politically disaffected” (18).
The essays which follow take up some of the implications of these contextual arguments, though the notion of “scholarship” is used in the very widest sense. Some of the
liveliest writing is in the area of theatre. Lilla Maria Crisafulli notes, in her “Theatre
and Theatricality in British Romantic Constructions of Italy”: “The Italian stage and
the theatricality of Italian everyday culture are crucial features in Romantic-period
descriptions and evaluations of Italy” (149); while the role of theatre in the creation of
national identity was a crucial element in the political discourse of the period.
Crisafulli finds the right balance between breadth of theme and avoidance of generalisation. She looks at two travellers in Italy, Leigh Hunt and Lady Morgan. Hunt’s
four articles on his Italian experience were published as “Letters from Abroad” in
The Liberal, while Lady Morgan’s Italy of 1821 became a European best-seller and
was widely influential. Crisafulli seeks to analyse the way Italian theatre looked to
outsiders in the late eighteenth and early nineteenth centuries and how Italian theatre “mattered not so much for the artistic quality of what was offered on stage, but
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rather as spaces on to which intellectuals could project their own preconceptions and
preoccupations” (149).
Diego Saglia’s essay on “British Views of Contemporary Italian Drama, 18201830” is another thoughtful piece. It observes the linkage between a renewed critical
interest in Italian drama in Britain and the outbreak of Italian revolutionary fervour. Insurrections “seemed to indicate the resurgence of patriotism and the return
to a more deeply national and traditional literature” (237). He traces the reception of Italian theatre in the influential periodicals of the time (Edinburgh Review,
Blackwood’s Magazine, Quarterly Review) and shows the range of response: “from
a celebration of the Italians’ return to a form of patriotic, libertarian, and ‘liberal’
writing, to pessimistic conclusions about their inability to achieve political or artistic
independence.” Thinking critically about Italian theatre in late Romantic Britain was
also a way of reflecting on the status of theatre within a culture that was conscious of
its own failure to live up to its Shakespearean inheritance. The question of why it was
432 that Italy, so artistically precocious in so many ways, had never produced a tradition
of “regular” theatre was felt to be fascinatingly relevant to the British experience.
Writing about Italian theatre was also a means of addressing the clash of liberal and
conservative discourses that characterise early nineteenth-century Britain.
Full of interest, too, is Gioia Angeletti’s essay on “Byron, Improvisation, and
Romantic Poetics,” which examines the importance of the improvvisatori in Byron’s
poetical theory and practice. Historically, the practice of improvisation is intimately
connected with Italian culture from at least as early as the thirteenth century. It flourished in the time of the commedia dell’arte in the sixteenth and early seventeenth
centuries, reaching its apogee in Italy in the eighteenth and nineteenth centuries.
Byron’s response to the Italian improvvisatori was notably ambiguous—much more
so than Shelley’s. He met the famous, or notorious, Tommaso Sgricci at Ravenna in
1820. He had first heard him in 1816, though he confessed that his Italian was not
up to understanding much of what was said. Angeletti’s essay has some interesting
things to say about the relationship between improvisation and the “careless style” of
Byron’s mature work.
Closely related to this essay is Serena Baiesi’s piece on the the influence of the
Italian improvvisatrici [female improvisators] on British Romantic women writers.
The improvvisatrici, she argues, “embodied female freedom of expression in art and
life” (181). They were well known throughout literary circles and salons and one of
the most famous of them, Corilla Olimpica, was crowned on the Capitol in 1776. She
was the inspiration for Madame de Staël’s Corinne. The value of such improvvisatrici
to British women writers was as example, whether of personal freedom, or else of
creative genius, publicly expressed and acknowledged.
As far as poetry is concerned, the group of essays on Petrarch is well worth reading. Silvia Bordoni’s piece looks at the importance of Petrarch in the Romantic revival
of the sonnet, notably in connection with the emergence of women’s poetry: “[T]he
Petrarchan tradition undergoes an important process of eroticization and feminiza-
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tion in late eighteenth-century British culture” (81). Luca Manini has an essay which
looks at Charlotte Smith, one of the earliest Romantic translators of Petrarch; while
Edoardo Zuccato looks at Romantic biographers of Petrarch, from Susanna Dobson
(The Life of Petrarch, 1775) to Alexander Fraser Tytler (Essay on the Life and Character
of Petrarch, 1784, revised 1810), and reconstructs the contemporary debate about the
nature of Petrarchan love, as either refined or adulterous.
Of the remaining essays, Cecilia Pietropoli offers an interesting comparison
between Mary Mitford’s Foscari and Byron’s The Two Foscari, both plays dating from
1821. She examines them in relation to their sources, seeking to understand why the
two playwrights retold this well-known tale from the late Italian Middle Ages to such
different purposes. Other essays in the collection are, perhaps, a little less successful.
William Spaggiari’s “The Canon of the Classics” looks at the publication of anthologies of Italian literature in England during the Romantic period, but the focus is
rather narrow and the interest for non-Italian readers limited. While Gian Mario
Anselmi’s piece on “Shelley and the Italian Lyrical Tradition” is a maze of names and 433
dates that only occasionally illuminates the significance of Italy for Shelley. Laura
Bandiera’s “Wordsworth’s Ariosto: Translation as Metatext and Misreading,” on the
other hand, does its best with fundamentally unpromising material (“On the whole,
there is little in Wordsworth’s inadequate Ariostesque translation that provides evidence of his great technical, expressive skills,” 137).
The quality of the English translation of this collection is a little uneven and a
number of the essays retain clear traces of their Italian origin. While there are few
basic errors (like the classic “ignores” for “is ignorant of,” 16, or “permanence” for
“residence,” 150), the ear sometimes picks up the melismata characteristic of a certain kind of Italian academic prose. Long, thickly textured sentences, a fondness for
what often seems to an Anglo-Saxon reader like excessive abstraction, the scattergun
effect of proliferating adjectives: these features do not always sit well in a volume
aimed at an English-speaking audience. There also appears to have been no clear
editorial policy on the translation of those Italian passages that remain in the text,
some contributors providing an English version, and others not.
That is, however, an issue of minor importance. While all conference publications
have a tendency towards unevenness, the best of these pieces have a great deal to
offer, not least because they are so clearly written from within the culture they seek
to evaluate.
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Rocheleau, Alain-Michel. Bertolt Brecht et la nouvelle communication.
Éditions Nota bene, 2001. Pp. 319. EURO €26.70.
Andre Furlani, Concordia University
Bertolt Brecht came twice to California: first as a refugee from Nazi Germany and
later, according to Alain-Michel Rocheleau in Bertolt Brecht et la nouvelle communication, as a doctrinal precursor to the Palo Alto school of communication theory.
As an émigré he coached the actor Charles Laughton to squeeze alienation effects out
of Galileo; as a theorist he anticipated the anthropologists Gregory Bateson, Jurgen
Reusch and Edward T. Hall, the psychiatrists Paul Watzlawick, Janet Beavin and
Don Jackson, as well as the sociologist Erving Goff man on practical communication:
“cette démarche du dramaturge, tout en s’appuyant sur une vision ‘marxiste’ de la
réalité et en s’actualisant, dans la pratique, par mise en forme de gestus et de procédé
434 de distanciation, rejoindra, au plan des principes, plusieurs notations dévelopées, dès
les années 1950, par les chercheurs de l’École de Palo Alto.”
That behaviour is synonymous with communication, that context and process
rather than content and result define it, that the message affects not only its receptor
but its emitter, that systems of continuous interaction are circular in nature, etc. are
doctrines in accord with Brechtian precept. To prove it Rocheleau, Assistant Professor
in the Department of French, Hispanic and Italian Studies at the University of British
Columbia, applies Palo Alto communication theory to the 1926 play Mann Ist Mann:
“toutes les répliques analysées s’inscrivent dans un vaste processus communicationnel, auquel tous les interlocuteurs d’Homme pour homme participent, et que celui-ci
prend la forme de ‘structures circulaires d’interactions,’ dont le fonctionnement
répond aux cinq propriétés des systèmes ouverts: la ‘non-sommativité,’ la totalité, la
circularité, la rétrocation (positive ou négative), et l’équifinalité.”
Rocheleau argues that the principle modes of communication in Brecht’s play
combine to maintain social classes in a static equilibrium, alienating, dehumanizing,
and profitless to all but the capitalist oppressor. A ninety-page chapter summarizing and interpreting every scene of Mann Ist Mann, followed by a fift y-page chapter
examining what Rocheleau calls the play’s nine “propositions pédagogiques” (e.g., “la
technologie, mise au service des puissants, agit généralement comme une instrument
de coercition normative”), provide a comprehensive confirmation of the received
view that the play concerns the verbal structures of alienation.
Rocheleau reiterates that Brecht “matérialisera, au théâtre, certains principes” of
the Palo Alto school, but of course the writer was not inspired by it. Nor, despite
Brecht’s international profile in the 1950s, was the school evidently influenced by
Brecht, not even after the Berliner Ensemble’s legendary American tour undertaken
shortly after its founder’s death in 1956. If there was cross-fertilization Rocheleau
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declines to investigate, for the book is not a source study. The theme may be com
munication but any signals between the Berliner Ensemble and Stanford University
are not intercepted.
Brecht presides rather as an occult influence, anticipating theoretical insights. So
the doctrine of gestus corresponds to those of digital and analogue communication;
alienation effect corresponds to Watzlawick’s concept of reframing (recadrage); what
Brecht terms the unpredetermined nature of human relations corresponds to the
theorist’s idea of equifinalité, the self-regulating property of relational structures in
an “open system” of communication. This prompts an exhaustive reading of Mann
Ist Mann in light of cybernetics. La nouvelle communication, it turns out, is just that
vieille.
Rocheleau delights in the logothetic passion of Brecht and the Palo Alto school.
With an acolyte’s ardour he elaborates the numerous “laws,” “axioms” and “propositions” of the playwright and the social scientists. An eighteen page table synthesizes,
page by page, the play’s “types de relations,” “rétroactions,” “ jeux de pouvoir,” and 435
“communication paradoxale,” each of which have subheadings. He exposes neither
Brecht nor the communication theorists to critical scrutiny. An account of Brecht’s
theorization of epic theatre, which dominates much of the book’s first 120 pages,
raises no objections or reservations. The book consequently often reads as an uncritical introduction to ideas that have had wide currency for over more than half a
century. Brecht’s ignorant libels of “classical” drama are presented as clairvoyant
edicts (“démarche mystificante du théâtre illusioniste”). Rocheleau observes no contradiction when on the one hand he praises the didactic mandate of epic theatre and
on the other its “dialogic” nature.
Nor does he attempt to reconcile Brecht’s historicism with the synchronic principles of Palo Alto communication theory. Adapting cybernetics to social science,
the school applies to communication transcendent categories prior to history, language and identity—for Brecht a mischievous imposition. In the1931 essay “Modern
Theatre is Epic Theatre,” Brecht asserts that epic theatre exhibits human nature as
mutable and social relations as the determinant of interiority. Rocheleau does not
attempt to address, much less to settle, this primary tension inherent in his basic
premises.
The book’s scholarship reinforces this attitude to temporality. Though he gives an
unnecessarily detailed summary of Brecht’s theories, Rocheleau almost never identifies the title, let alone the date and place of original publication, of Brecht’s essays (he
simply cites the Arche edition of the Écrits). Chief terms are never indicated in the
original German or English, much less scrutinized. Distanciation is for instance the
regrettably conventional French for Brecht’s Formalist concept of Verfremdung, i.e.
alienation. Brecht aspires not to make the familiar remote—an object merely shrinks
when viewed from afar—but to make it strange, right before one’s eyes). The historical background of Weimar Germany is perfunctorily sketched, and the postwar
American context of communication theory never treated.
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For some it may be sufficient simply to read of certain affinities between a communication theory and a body of theatrical writings, painstakingly applied to a single
play. Few however will welcome a book which does so in an uncritical spirit of adulation. The subject is too contentious for such deference. Brecht has a poem, “Lob des
Zweifels” (“In Praise of Doubt”), which his devotees would do well to remember. It
begins:
Gelobt sei der Zweifel! Ich rate euch, begrüßt mir
Heiter und mit Achtung den
Der euer Wort wie einen schlechten Pfennig prüft!
Ich wollte, ihr wäret weise und gäbt
Euer Wort nicht allzu zuversichtlich.

“Praised be doubt! I urge you, greet for me/ cheerfully and respectfully him/ who
tests your word like a counterfeit penny!/ I’d want you to be wise and give/ your word
436 none too confidently.” Brecht was usually unable to heed his own advice. In him
truculence was a kind of virtue. But what Brecht scholar can afford to ignore it?

Bohata, Kirst. Postcolonialism Revisited: Writing Wales in English. Cardiff:
U of Wales P, 2004. Pp. 209. US $30.00 paper.
Emily Johansen, McMaster University
In his keynote address at the 2007 Association of Commonwealth Literature and
Language Studies conference, Stephen Slemon used the analogy of climbing Mt.
Everest to consider the current state of postcolonial studies. He suggested that
postcolonial studies has achieved the summit and it is now time to manoeuvre the
descent. This phase of descent, for Slemon, is not one of increasing obsolescence but
one which requires careful thought and planning—indeed, this is the stage where
most climbers die when climbing Everest. The descent has room for and demands
new ways of thinking—making it a potentially productive and rejuvenating journey.
All this is to say, that, as postcolonial scholars, we must think through new and different ways of approaching postcoloniality; that postcolonial studies is not the same
thing it was when it was enshrined in university literary departments throughout
the world. Kirsti Bohata’s Postcolonialism Revisited: Writing Wales in English takes
part in this project of mapping out the descent, as she imagines postcolonialism in a
context outside of those which currently predominate: She suggests the importance
of considering postcolonialisms closer to the metropolitan centre of the (formerly)
colonized world. By focussing on Welsh literature as postcolonial, Bohata usefully
complicates a depiction of British colonizers as British rather than English—revealing
the internal colonialisms that shaped England’s external colonial presence. At the
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same time, she implicitly critiques a similar view of a monolithic “Europe”—pointing
to the colonialisms that existed on the continent simultaneous to the colonial conquest of Africa and Asia.
Early in the introduction to Postcolonialism Revisited, Bohata states that “extricating Britain from hegemonic Anglocentricity is part of a larger project which,
in postcolonial terms, might be described as the ‘dehomogenization of whiteness,’
where the category of ‘Europe’ constructed by postcolonial discourses is enlarged
and complicated, a project to which this book contributes” (7; emphasis added). This
relatively recent project—of “whiteness studies”—is where Bohata’s book makes
the most useful and important intervention. Scholars have been discussing Ireland
as postcolonial for some time, but Wales, as Bohata implies throughout, has not
received the same academic attention outside of Wales. However, Bohata makes a
compelling argument for both considering Wales as postcolonial (even as it is still
colonized) and for the implication of this for understanding English colonization
of Scotland, Ireland and Wales. Unlike Scotland or Ireland, Wales has a much less
violently fraught relationship with England—which is not to suggest that Wales has
been harmoniously integrated into the English nation. As well, given Wales’ small
population and size, it has not had the same impact on postcolonial studies as Irish
and Scottish literatures; indeed, as “one of the oldest ‘colonies’ of Europe,” it has “a
still-young literature in English” (Bohata 28). Further, Bohata suggests a connection
between the Welsh situation and European countries such as the Czech Republic and
other former colonized parts of the Austro-Hungarian empire, suggesting a form of
European post-colonialism that is frequently ignored because of the racial and ethnic
similarities between the groups involved.
The absence of Welsh literature from most postcolonial studies suggests the timeliness of Bohata’s book as well as its intriguing intervention into whiteness studies.
Bohata, for instance, points to the way that narratives of Welsh racial alterity are
deployed by Welsh writers in English at the turn of the nineteenth century to suggest an uneasy relationship to Anglocentric portrayals of Britishness; “there are clear
parallels between these ‘domestic’ constructions of otherness and those orientalizing discourses which produced the binary others of the wider Empire” (36). As well,
Bohata argues that a similar ambiguity about Welshness and its relationship to both
Englishness and Britishness appears in the context of Welsh writing about empire:
“Wales could be constructed simultaneously as central to the imperial project, with
a special contribution to make to the ‘progressive’ civilizing mission of the British
Empire, but also, arguably, as subject to a variety of internal imperialism which hampered as much as it benefited Welsh culture” (59).
These are compelling and important arguments that help to add nuance to our
understanding of English and British imperialism by suggesting how this imperial
project worked both at home and in some of its adjacent colonies. Given the histori-
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cal distance from the moment of Welsh colonization, Postcolonialism Revisted offers
a reading, then, of what colonialism looks like now. This is part of Slemon’s argument about postcolonial “literature in the age of descent”: not only has postcolonial
studies been institutionalized but the rush of national independence movements that
first gave postcolonial studies its energy have more or less finished—with somewhat
disappointing results. Postcolonial studies now must, almost inevitably, think what
it means to be “postcolonial” in a world that is, arguably, post-postcolonial. This
might mean turning our attention more specifically to the lingering legacy of the
postcolonial but also to people who are still colonized—people such as Aboriginal
North Americans and Australians, and the Welsh. In this context, Bohata points
to the uncertain status of these people who have been colonized for hundreds of
years and, therefore, may have conflicting views about where and how they relate to
the past and the present. While the stakes are clearly different for Aboriginal North
Americans and Australians, on the one hand, and the Welsh, on the other, these
438
groups are differently post-colonial than those in African nations or India: “the use
of postcolonial paradigms to inform a study of Welsh writing in English, however,
does not in fact rest upon proving that Wales is ‘post-colonial’ in the same way that
India or Zimbabwe are ‘post-colonial’” (Bohata 8). Bohata suggests the ambiguity
of the nationalist movement in Wales; indeed, she criticizes the ways that the Welsh
nationalist movement employs highly gendered and classed language to envision the
Welsh nation. Independence, in and of itself, is not, then, what Bohata focuses on
here or suggests as the priority of Welsh writers.
However, despite her assertions that Wales is not post-colonial in the same way
as African nations, Bohata relies heavily on Albert Memmi and, less so, Frantz
Fanon—theorists who focus specifically on the experience of colonialism in Africa.
While Memmi and Fanon can both speak to contexts outside of Africa, it seems
problematic to rely on them exclusively when discussing European experiences of
colonialism. This echoes a similar problem throughout Postcolonialim Revisted: an
unclear positioning in the field. For instance, Bohata never explicitly explains her
decision to focus on Welsh writing in English (and, in fact, shifts focus to Welsh
writing in Welsh without explanation in Chapter 4). This decision seems to echo a
problematic trend in postcolonial studies of focussing only on national literatures
written in English or some other European language. Nonetheless, a persuasive
argument could no doubt be made about the importance of examining Welsh literature in English—the argument just needed to be spelled out more explicitly. This
missing argument points to an overriding anxiety in the book: is the book about
postcolonialism, using Welsh examples, or is it a book about Welsh literature, using
postcolonial theory? For instance, while in the introduction, Bohata explicitly links
her project with that of postcolonial whiteness studies and with other European
examples of post-colonialism—a link that raises, as I suggested above, intriguing
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questions for contemporary postcolonial theory—this is a link that is never addressed
again. Indeed, all the postcolonial theory Bohata refers to points away from this connection to Europe and whiteness studies.
Overall, Postcolonialism Revisted offers an important intervention into studies of
contemporary British literature by pointing out ways in which it is not (and should
not) be synonymous with Anglocentric writing. As well, Bohata addresses some
of the central questions that postcolonial theory must address in its descent. This
book will thus be of interest to anyone who studies postcolonial literature. However,
this book will be of more specific interest to those who study non-Anglocentric (i.e.
Scottish, Irish or Welsh) writing over the last one hundred years.
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Ascari, Maurizio, and Adriana Corrado, eds. Sites of Exchange:
European Crossroads and Faultlines. Amsterdam and New York: Rodopi,
2006. Pp. 296. US $75.00.
C. W. R. D. Moseley, University of Cambridge
This book offers, as the editors say, a “closer look at the themes” of the September
2004 conference “Sites of Exchange: Cities, Borders, Rivers, Seas” at the Università
degli Studi Suor Orsola Benincasa di Napoli. The coverage is vast: from the mythic
geography of Protestant Ulster to Pynchon’s novel V, from the Lisbon Earthquake
to Rose Macaulay’s fabled shores, from Vesuvius as perceived in nineteenth century
France to Macaulay’s New Zealander looking at the ruins of London and Dumont
D’Urville voyaging to the Antipodes. The editors stress that “writers from all over
Europe” have contributed: it might not be simply a cavil to suggest that it would
have been interesting to have had also the views of scholars from outside European
traditions on what are in large measure historically European preoccupations and
imaginative templates. Yet such a perspective might itself inevitably oversimplify and
construct another interpretative myth—an endless Borgesian regress? Indeed, many
of the contributors seem to be aware of the methodological problems involved in
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what they are doing: as difficult as trying to pick up a handful of water, since by definition one is dealing with the implied, the assumed, the common view as well as with
the defined and de-temporalised terms of text, or art or architecture.
The 22 essays are grouped in four sections. The first addresses issues and perceptions
related to the “The Grand Tour and the Mediterranean.” The word “Mediterranean”
itself reminds us that “between the lands” can stand for a space of exchange, contact and challenge, and that ever-changing sea can stand as a good metaphor for a
globalising culture. The constant movement and uncertainty of the sea, and rivers,
exerts a powerful hold on imaginative templates. Water has brought people into contact at least as much as it has separated them, and rivers and seas historically have
had much to do with perceptions of identity—some of the themes raised in the five
essays in the second section, “Water and Cultural Memory.” Third, “Literature and
Cityscapes”: the City is par excellence a place for people of common aspiration and
ideology. Finally, “Borders and Conflicts”: what are borders, how do they become
440 what they are, and how is it that instead of interchange, too often their demarcating
leads to conflict?
If there is a single theme, it might be the exploration of place as a mediator of cultural memory—which clearly affects identity and thus engagement with the Other.
Psychogeography matters.1 Concepts of micro- and macro-space function very differently, and very powerfully (cf. Harrison). A common narrative of a past (bound
to be selective if not fictitious) is a powerful means of establishing community: narratives make nations. It is entirely proper, nay more, it is the duty of the clerisy, to
explore these issues: in a word, to think about how we think and, having thought,
how are acts are affected. The insights, and the efforts from which they result, may be
sometimes uncomfortable. But the difficulty lies in making the policy makers and an
increasingly ill- or mis-informed public aware, in the stridency of modern politics, of
how actions and attitudes are conditioned, even conceptualised, by myths, of which
we may not be conscious, to which we ought to direct critical attention. Without that
dialogue, the outlook may be bleak.
So I think this is an important study, with a sound historical perspective, of issues
that increasingly press on us as globalisation proceeds, and in a Western culture
where ready identification with place, via nation and culture, is newly compromised
not only by greater physical mobility and immigration but also by the facility of
internet contact and communication. For a member of one community may, through
frequent (often electronic or virtual) contact with another, far distant ideologically
as well as spatially, feel more identified with it/them than with the one physically
inhabited—with negative effects with which we are all recently too familiar as s/he
increasingly lives a myth that determines choices of action and attitude. Ideologies
and cultures are no longer linked to place or nation—indeed, the idea of the territorial nation is to all intents and purposes a construct of the nineteenth century.
Ironically, one recalls the Greek idea of the oecumene, or mediaeval Christendom,
“transnational” avant la lettre. More positively, the electronic, cultural and commer-
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cial openness with which we now live as a consequence of our (perhaps temporary)
affluence may indeed lead to “creative interplay” between cultures—though where
that is itself leading is anybody’s guess. But what is new is that whereas the oecumene,
or mediaeval Christendom, had a core of common templates of understanding, our
favoured visions seem to be postmodern kaleidoscopes of relativised values.
A proper willingness to examine the determining elements in the history of how
Europeans have imaginatively engaged with, found conceptual frameworks for, the
non-European, the Other, in the brief period of European economic and political
dominance (wholly-disproportionate to its population and extent) of the globe, can
too readily lead the incautious to a thinly disguised and glib moral disapproval of
anything European. When Columbus described his vision of Hispaniola as “like
Andalucia in Spring” he was not imposing on it a “colonial” vision, whatever happened
later: he was struggling to find metaphor and words to express a wholly new experience—and for the same reason he deploys in his description of the Caribbean in his
Letter to Santangel the clichés of the accounts of the East he had read in Mandeville’s 441
Travels. E. H. Gombrich in his important discussion of the psychology of recognition
in Art and Illusion illustrated how the unknown can only be grasped by matching it
to what we recognise, by projecting onto it, often unconsciously, the known. But as we
look back on what they said they saw, we can ourselves be trapped in an interpretative model that pre-empts our conclusions. Such models develop a dangerous inertia
which, the more they are used and cited, acquires a consensual authority, yet may
be at bottom flawed, and as suspect as the myths they seek to deconstruct. A good
example might be the enormous clout enjoyed by Said’s Orientalism (1978), despite
the convincing demonstration of the selective and subjective nature of his evidence
and the weaknesses of his argument and rhetoric by (for example) D. M. Varisco’s
Reading Orientalism: Said and the Unsaid (University of Washingtom Press, 2007)
and Ibn Warraq’s Defending the West: a Critique of Said’s “Orientalism” (Amherst,
NY: Prometheus, 2007). Indeed, the work of Gerald Maclean (see, for example, his
Re-Orienting the Renaissance) and others has shown both that boundaries (cultural
religious and economic) were far more permeable and that European attitudes were
far more open than we sometimes suppose in the earlier modern period. My own
work on mediaeval conceptions of the Other and the Distant in travel writing and
early maps has shown them to be far more complex, subtle and questioning of the
familiar than we are regularly encouraged to believe.2
Many of the cities and marts of Asia and eastern Europe—Istanbul,Odessa, Bokhara,
even Venice, for example—like the cities of early mediaeval Spain were for centuries
genuinely multicultural spaces, places of exchange and ambivalence intellectual as
well as economic. The current work of Caroline Humphrey in Cambridge (see also
Mandel and Humphrey) is drawing attention to how these places are being turned,
so to speak, monochrome: emigration of ethnic and religious groups is leaving the
newly homogeneous community with a physical record of remembered multiculturality with which it is not always comfortable: exactly as William Dalrymple showed
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in From the Holy Mountain (1998), history is uncomfortable to the new ideologues,
and physical remains are being destroyed to support the airbrushing out of diversity
of religion and community from the official historical memory.
Even the most diligent critic and historian cannot help but oversimplify, however
eloquently. No one account can compass the massive changes in ideologies and preoccupations over time, and. It is the old, old problem of the map. Lewis Carroll puts
it well in Sylvie and Bruno Concluded (1893), Chapter 11:

442

Mein Herr looked so thoroughly bewildered that I thought it best to change the subject.
“What a useful thing a pocket-map is!” I remarked.
“That’s another thing we’ve learned from your Nation,” said Mein Herr, “map-making.
But we’ve carried it much further than you. What do you consider the largest map that
would be really useful?”
“About six inches to the mile.”
“Only six inches!” exclaimed Mein Herr. “We very soon got to six yards to the mile.
Then we tried a hundred yards to the mile. And then came the grandest idea of all! We
actually made a map of the country, on the scale of a mile to the mile!”
“Have you used it much?” I enquired.
“It has never been spread out, yet,” said Mein Herr: “the farmers objected: they said it
would cover the whole country, and shut out the sunlight! So we now use the country
itself, as its own map, and I assure you it does nearly as well.”

The editors contribute an introduction, and Professor Corrado achieves the nearimpossible of an overview in a page or so of concluding remarks. Those pages remind
us that behind the disciplines and discourses of scholarship, and in the end served
by them, is the urgent business of being human on this small planet. Inevitably, in so
wide a collection of collection of essays, one will have one’s own favourites, and there
is bound to be some unevenness; one or two essays, indeed, obscure a good case by
over-egging the pudding with not always relevant or precise allusions or references.
(One did notice the odd slip, for example, like Walter de la Mare being blamed for a
poem by John Masefield.) But the competence of any reviewer is put sorely to the test
in responding to so wide a field. This one humbly says he learned a lot, was excited by
several papers, and was challenged to rethink what he thought he knew by many.
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Valdés, Mario J., and Djelal Kadir, eds. Literary Cultures of Latin
America: A Comparative History. 3 vols. Oxford: Oxford UP, 2004.
Pp.xxv+667, pp. xix+716, pp. xix+753. US $475.00 hard cover.
Richard Young, University of Alberta
Literary Cultures of Latin America is a monumental work in several ways. It is the
443
product of a major collaborative enterprise that has engaged close to 250 scholars
from Europe and the Americas who have given us 2000-plus pages in three largeformat volumes containing 176 chapters, as well as introductory essays both to each
volume and to every part and section of each volume. But it is not just the scale of the
undertaking that claims attention. There have, after all, been other projects in literary
history and criticism of comparable dimensions. What makes these volumes differ in
particular from other, recent English-language collaborative endeavours, such as The
Cambridge History of Latin American Literature (1996) or Routledge’s Encyclopedia
of Latin American and Caribbean Literature, 1900-2003 (2004), is that they eschew
both an encyclopedic coverage and a conventional approach to historical narrative.
The objectives of Literary Cultures of Latin America are to give an account of literature in Latin America and to do so by placing it in its linguistic, social, and cultural
contexts and by framing it within a critical understanding of history. Against this
background, the work also sets out to discover the place that literature is perceived to
hold in Latin America in our times and to propose a way of apprehending the nature
of that place.
With these objectives in mind, the primacy of the term “literary culture” in the
title of the work is more readily discernible. The term is used, as Valdés defines it in
his general introduction, “to designate an interactive network of sociolinguistic factors that make possible the communication and circulation of images, stories, beliefs,
and other imaginative forms by which a community identifies itself” (I, xx). His definition highlights an intention not just to record the presence and evolution of literary
phenomena in Latin America but to use literature as a window through which to
access an understanding of the region. Such an approach also requires the adoption
of a particular kind of reading, as Valdés goes on to explain: “By considering literary
culture as a field of production of the community’s imaginary, we are compelled to
follow a form of reading that examines texts according to the role they play in the
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constitution of the social and aesthetic identity of the community, the nation or, in
our case, the entire continent we call Latin America” (I, xx). There is no attempt,
however, to seek out a uniform, homogenized view either of literary activity or Latin
American identity. The title speaks of literary cultures, recognizing in this plural
form not just the many nations of the region, but also the diversity arising from the
differences in language, race, ethnicity, religion, class, economics, and cultural practices found within each Latin American country.
This recognition of the broader cultural dimensions of literature and a more
holistic approach to literary study draws Literary Cultures of Latin America into
the orbit of culture-driven scholarship in language and literature now flourishing
in academia. Where once literature occupied primacy of place, it is now shares its
ground more commonly with a much wider array of cultural and social phenomena: cinema, music, art, architecture, journalism, popular culture, gender, race, and
ethnicity. With its academic monopoly no longer what it was, literature may well
444
have come to be seen in some quarters as just one among a variety of cultural phenomena and not necessarily the most prominent, especially in view of the recent
advances and spread of technologies in the visual arts and communications that have
changed attitudes towards the written word. As one among many, the re-defined
location of literature is clearly visible in single-volume surveys of Latin America such
as The Companion to Latin American Studies edited by Philip Swanson (2003) and
The Cambridge Companion to Modern Latin American Culture edited by John King
(2004). This is not to say, however, that either of these two volumes has the same
objectives with respect to their presentation of literature as Latin American Literary
Cultures, or that the latter is driven by a “cultural” (not to say “cultural studies”)
agenda. On the contrary, among the underpinnings of the volumes edited by Valdés
and Kadir is a philosophy of reading, as mentioned above, and a view of history,
specially literary history, involving a reconsideration of the character and function
of historical narrative.
The subordinate position of history in the title of the Latin American Literary
Cultures, where it figures in a subtitle, A Comparative History, is commensurate
with the broader cultural emphasis of the work, but should not be taken to mean
that history is of diminished significance to the project. The first volume is preceded by no less than three introductions, “Beyond Literary History” by Mario
Valdés, “Rethinking Literary History—Comparatively” by Mario Valdés and Linda
Hutcheon, and “History after History” by Djelal Kadir. Each has a particular take on
history and literary history and they amount collectively to a common reconsideration of issues concerning historical discourse that have surfaced in recent decades, of
the kind addressed, for example, in essays in The Postmodern History Reader (1995)
compiled by Keith Jenkins. Of these issues, the most central is perhaps the realization of the “situatedness” of the historian whereby history is always a narrative of the
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past told in an ever changing present, with as many narratives as there are narrators
and as many objects of narration as the narrating subjects choose to illuminate.
As befits such a conceptualization of history, Literary Cultures of Latin America
is a product of many voices and embraces literary expression in all its forms, from
the popular and the mass mediated to the canonically institutionalized, the esoteric
and the marginalized. It is also a “comparative” undertaking that may be grouped
with James Arnold’s 3-volume comparative literary history of the Caribbean (19942001) and a forthcoming history of literary cultures in East-Central Europe. As a
comparative project, Literary Cultures is concerned primarily with the literary phenomena of a region, although sub-regions (the Southern Cone or Andean Region, for
example), national entities, and their internal divisions are not by any means overlooked. The result is that the history of literatures in Brazil and Spanish America
are fully integrated, a startling consequence in some respects given the nature of
literary historiography in Latin America where the common practice is to treat Brazil 445
separately, as in the aforementioned Cambridge history. Equally startling, perhaps, is
the participation of social scientists (geographers, sociologists, linguists) in the project, emphasizing that the comparative approach that transcends national frontiers
in pursuit of a regional study also broadens socio-cultural perspectives on literary
phenomena by crossing disciplinary borders.
In a work with the scope and objectives of Literary Cultures of Latin America there
is perhaps no other way to organize it except in a series of broad topics, each developed
through a series of parts and chapters, much like a series of anthologies of essays, each
focused around a central theme. Given that the summary of the content of all three
volumes covers ten pages at the beginning of the first volume (I, vii-xvi), it is clearly
no easy task to provide in just a few sentences a comprehensive idea of the diversity of
content contained in the book as a whole or the thematic variation in each of its three
volumes. Volume I, “Configurations of Literary Culture,” identifies the territory and
establishes in particular the inclusivity of literature as a cultural phenomenon. It
opens with discussions of relations between culture and geography in Latin America,
the demography of the region and its linguistic diversity, but the notion of inclusivity
is developed especially in the parts of the volume devoted to marginality and plurality. The former touches on a number of the areas (socio-economic, racial and ethnic
alterity, gender and sexual orientation) that have these days come to be dealt with
quite commonly in explorations of literature in relation to culture. The latter takes
us into territories often less familiar to readers of literature by venturing into the
discourses of politics, science, and religion and the diversity of theatrical discourse.
It also covers orality and literature, popular culture, and cinema.
If the first volume establishes the parameters, in terms of the range and diversity
of what might be taken up in a consideration of literary cultures, the second considers the ways in which they are embedded in Latin America cultural structures.
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Volume II, “Institutional Modes and Cultural Modalities” begins with essays on the
book and the reader in Latin America, on cultural institutions, and cultural journalism. These are followed by essays on the formation and transformation of literary
genres (poetry, self-writing, the essay and the novel) and the last part of the volume
consists of a series of chapters (26 in total) on the cultural centres of Latin America,
grouped by region and also including a chapter each on New York and Paris. If the
reader of Literary Cultures of Latin America were looking for some kind of histories
of the national literatures of Latin America, it is in these accounts of the cultural
centres of the continent (Caracas, Lima, Bogotá, Quito, and La Paz, for example) that
something most approximating national histories might be found. They are, however, narratives of literary history and cultures framed within the terms of reference
already established: the identification of literary and cultural activities within a local
environment and consideration for the contingent factors that contribute to their
presence and development.
446
After the focus on the cultural centres of Latin America, Volume III, “Latin
American Literary Culture: Subject to History,” broadens our attention to the region
as a whole, but without losing sight of national territories entirely. The first two parts
of the volume are generally concerned with the pre-twentieth-century literary world.
Although some are loosely clustered around literary or historical periodizations such
as the Baroque, the Conquest or Colonial Eras, the main organizing principles have
more to do with cultural formations and transformations following the Conquest,
Colonization, and eventual Independence. The history of literary culture is thus
viewed in terms of local events, movements and changes, in particular the foundation, consolidation and modernization of new communities and nations. The second
two parts of the volume are then concerned with the twentieth century, first with
Amerindian literary cultures and Hispanic cultures in the United States and lastly
with some of the major movements in politics, economics, demography, aesthetics,
and social change that have had a significanct impact on Latin American twentieth-century culture. These are represented in clusters of essays grouped around
prominent themes: exile and diaspora and the politics that produced them; modernity and modernisms; and ideologies and imaginaries.
Looking back over this vast content, it is clear that Latin American Literary Cultures
consists not of one but of multiple overlapping and intersecting histories that come
together in kaleidoscopic fashion. As in a kaleidoscope, many of its pieces are bright
and luminous. A great number of the essays are by contributors whose work is recognized as among the best in their field and, in this respect, these three volumes speak
with authority. Nevertheless, no claim to absolute authority is made for the work as a
whole, especially with respect to the configuration of literary history. Every kaleidoscope is unique. One twist and the pieces are differently combined, brought into play
differently. In other words, there are also other ways in which to produce, juxtapose,
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overlap and intersect the multiple narratives told in these pages. To say as much, however, is not to undermine the work of the editors or contributors to Literary Cultures
of Latin America but to acknowledge the character of a project that is as much about
literary history and how literary history is configured as it is a comparative literary
history of a particular region assembled in light of the narratives that have been collected. Readers who use Literary Cultures of Latin America principally as a reference
tool in order to become informed about particular cultural/literary phenomena will
likely find their interests satisfied, given the comprehensiveness of its coverage. Those
who read the work as a single comprehensive narrative, however, as Valdés indeed
invites them to do in his general introduction (I, xxiii-xxiv), will also encounter a
unique web of intersecting texts that collectively endeavour to tell a story in a manner
that embraces the multiplicity of perspectives we would expect of a history of literature and literary culture in tune with the epistemology of our times.
447

McKenzie, Stephanie. Before the Country: Native Renaissance, Canadian
Mythology. Toronto: U of Toronto P, 2007. Pp. 224. CDN $27.95 paper.
Jeanne Perreault, University of Calgary
Stephanie McKenzie is an intrepid relatively new scholar teaching at Sir Wilfred
Grenfell College, Memorial University. She has co-edited a trilogy of anthologies combining the poetry of Ireland, Newfoundland, and Labrador, with Native,
Francophone, and other cross Canada offerings in the last volume. She has also published a volume of poetry, “Cutting My Mother’s Hair,” based on Dante’s Inferno that
tracks the relationship of a mother and daughter through the hell of mental illness.
She has now undertaken another delicate task. Her monograph, Before the Country:
Native Renaissance, Canadian Mythology, rereads (non-Native) constructions of
Canadian literary history/mythology as generations attempt to grasp and shape the
elusive “Canadian” self and nation in the context of Indigenous writing, primarily of
the 1960s and 70s. As I read, I kept thinking, this study is long overdue. And then I
realize that this work could not have been done before now. It is only now, with some
critical distance and a critical mass of Aboriginal writing and theory, could a scholarly reconfiguration of Canadian literature take place. J. Edward Chamberlin, on the
jacket blurb calls this “an important book.” I agree.
McKenzie has placed national mythologies alongside each other and examines
them as narratives parallel with Aboriginal stories, mythologies, and histories.
McKenzie contends, persuasively, that the Native “renaissance” of the 1960s and 70s
played a key role in the shift away from “romantic nationalism” to another mode
of Canadian self-knowing and self-conceptualizing. The explosion of political and
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literary awareness that occurred along with the activism of the American Indian
Movement focussed attention on Aboriginal issues, and on the place of non-Native
Canadians, in new ways. She offers insightful re-readings of Northrup Frye, Robert
Kroetsch, and Margaret Atwood, among others, and sees not only their tenuous
reaching towards a way to grasp Canada with Indigenous realities in place, but also
the deeper significance of their gestures. When she turns towards Native writers,
Chief Dan George, for example, or Basil Johnson, McKenzie’s critical perspective is
hugely helpful. Her knowledge of poetic form and pattern teaches academic readers
how to understand what is happening in those texts in ways that are new to me. She
does not shy away from the most difficult issues of voice, aesthetics, or authority.
The work isn’t flawless, but the weakest section, the first chapter, performs a necessary function. Because this section relies so heavily on Jon Kertzer’s influential
Worrying the Nation: Imagining a National Literature in English Canada (1998), it
seems to lack freshness as McKenzie re-examines the myths on which the early lit448 erature relied—the empty land, the vanishing Indian, and so forth. But she is more
independent when she reviews Frye’s structural criticism, arguing that Frye’s perspective offers much to readers of Native literatures. The rise of Aboriginal literatures
challenges national mythologies, and halts its trajectory with its alternate claims to
mytho/historical authority. Frye’s approach helps to expose, she says, how “this [traditional nationalist] narrative destroys itself on its own terms” (8). McKenzie draws
on Linda Hutcheon’s analysis of Canadian post-modernism as marking the disruptive
and resistive energies that characterize Native works; she claims, and demonstrates
that the voices “so many, and too strong to ignore” were poised to make revolution
(53).
McKenzie returns to Frye’s critical methods observing that academic fashion may
have discarded something of real value when it left Frye’s approach to large structures
behind. She shows how the codes and patterns Frye identifies in world literatures
offer insights into Aboriginal writing. She provides a careful demonstration of how
she reads, indeed, how it is possible to read, specific texts using these principles.
Structural formalities and rhetorical patterns are detailed along with interpretation
of images and ideas. The specificity here balances the large claims that run through
the text.
McKenzie’s focus on non-Native writers works in similar ways. She reads with
sharp attention to voice, and (mercifully) avoids either accusation or abjection in her
treatment of white on Native texts. George Bowering and George Ryga are shown
to prepare the way for a more honest, less romanticized, mythology; and when she
analyses Kroetsch’s Badlands she is unsparing and generous. She notes how Kroetsch
sails very near the wind in his representation of Anna Yellowbird, but with her subtle
discussion of Kroetsch’s narrative voice, looks to the hunger, a spiritual hunger she
calls it, for the land, that marks the best of non-Native writing and that shows the
blurring of Native consciousness into non-Native Canadian literature. I am not able
here to do more than mention the fact that she discusses Leonard Cohen, Sky Lee,

BOOK REVIEWS

Maria Campbell, Lee Maracle, and many others, but her treatment of each is subtle
and fresh.
Her scholarship is careful, and she addresses the central issues and texts that have
dominated discussions of national literature and Native literatures and their porous
mythologies over the last hundred years.
The book’s six chapters are densely written. It is not a quick read, but her substance,
insight, and perspective make the pace just right. By concentrating on the Native
renaissance of the 1960s and 70s, McKenzie shapes her argument without limiting it.
Allow me to conclude with a typically sharp assertion, one that, I believe conveys the
flavour of this necessary work: “Uncomfortable with the extrinsically shaped nature
of Canadian mythology, writers and critics posed sharp divides between history and
mythology, Canadian and Aboriginal nations, respectively. These were false divides,
reductive and stereotypical” (181). Stephanie McKenzie undoes these false divides
and puts into motion a more fluid, engaging, and even hopeful way to restory our
449
complicated country.

Müller-Zettelmann, Eva, and Margarete Rubik, eds. Theory into
Poetry: New Approaches to the Lyric. Amsterdam and New York: Rodopi,
2005. Pp. 375. US $113 paper.
Andrew Michael Roberts, University of Dundee
This collection of essays has a strong agenda, followed by most of the contributors. That
agenda is to ground the study of lyric poetry in a structuralist methodology, developing elaborate typologies and hierarchies of categories. More specifically, it seeks to
base such a theory of poetry on narratology, either transferring terms from the study
of narrative fiction to the study of poetry, or finding equivalents. The introduction
and some of the chapters make strong claims about the inadequacy of existing poetry
criticism, on the grounds that it lacks both “a generally accepted and comprehensive
definition [of the lyric]” and “a differentiated toolkit for analysis” (7). Exaggerated
and rather out-of-date claims are made about the dominance of formalist or “emotional” approaches to poetry (8); this was true twenty years ago, but there exists now
a large body of diverse theoretically-informed poetry criticism, much of which goes
largely unnoticed here, perhaps because it draws on theories such as postmodernism,
ideology theory, post-structuralism, post-colonialism, philosophical aesthetics and
ethical theory, rather than on structuralist narratology or genre theory. There are
chapters in this volume which use psychoanalytical theory (Angelica Michelis) and
aesthetics (Peter V. Zima), but the introduction and some of the more structuralist
chapters (including those by the editors) tend to invent a poetry criticism scene bereft
of rigorous theory by defining theory in a very narrow way.
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The chapters which attempt to remedy this alleged lack of rigour in the study of the
lyric are diligent in their pursuit of categorisation, but the results are only moderately
interesting, and are unlikely to gain general acceptance for the proposed “toolkit”.
Two of the chapters will be useful as points of reference and teaching resources,
without offering anything startlingly new. Werner Wolf’s opening chapter on the
problems of defining the lyric offers a clear and systematic summary of the problems in this area. Wolf takes a “cognitive and prototypical approach” (37), treading
a middle path between essentialist definitions of the lyric on one hand, and Stanley
Fish’s reductive resort to an “interpretive community” on the other. Wolf proposes
a definition of the lyric “as a historically and culturally flexible cognitive frame for
both poets and recipients,” with a range of characteristic traits, varying historically
in their salience, and possessed to varying degrees by individual poems. His account
does not accommodate experimental or postmodernist poems to any great extent.
For example in considering his sixth prototypical lyric trait, “the existence of a seem450 ingly unmediated consciousness” (27), he does not allude to the systematic assault
upon this notion in postmodernist theory and poetic practice. His specific allusions
to experimental poetry don’t go much beyond e.e. cummings and “found poetry,”
though he claims that his mode of definition would be “a good tool for describing experimentalism”(37), because it is flexible enough to admit both central and
marginal cases. This observation brings one up against the limits of an essentially
descriptive/ analytical approach to such issues. Being non-political and indeed largely
non-evaluative, such an approach has little to say about poetry or theory committed
to a critique of the whole idea of lyric centrality. Norbert Bachleitner’s chapter on
digital poetry surveys a relatively new field. Bachleitner uses a taxonomy (hyperpoems/ visual and kinetic poems/ poetry generators) borrowed (with acknowledgment)
from Loss Pequeño Glazier’s 2002 book Digital Poetics, but adds some refinements.
The chapter describes a range of digital works and draws some provisional conclusions on matters such as ambiguity, discontinuity and interactivity. The conclusions
are somewhat tentative and uncontentious, and comments on particular works can
also seem a little flat: for example Bachleitner writes of a spam poem that “on the
whole the poem lacks coherence” (326).
In other chapters the emphasis on typology leads to disappointing results. Eva
Müller-Zettelmann’s piece on “Auto-Reflexivity in the Lyric” begins by selectively
patronising other critics who have mentioned reflexivity in poetry, and advertising
her own book as “a state-of-the-art typology of the lyric” (127, n. 15), before going
on to elaborate a typology of reflexive lyrics, a process which constantly forces her to
impose unsustainable distinctions, and then try to work round them. For example,
she “provisionally” defines the metalyric as “an aesthetically self-referential lyric
metadiscourse which does not refer to extra-linguistic or extra-literary reality, but has
as its object literature of the lyric genre in all its facets” (132). Yet very few poems are
exclusively self-referential (I’m not sure it is even possible in principle), and the most
interesting forms of reflexivity characteristically imbricate reference to themselves, to
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the aesthetic more generally, and to other aspects of experience. In her desire to create
discrete “categories,” Müller-Zettelmann has marginalised what is most interesting
about her topic. Noticing the problems of maintaining this definition, she shifts from
the criteria of absence of extra-linguistic reality in the text to a criteria of whether
“the made-ness of the text” is fi xed “in the reader’s consciousness”(133)—a very different matter, and one that is indeterminable because it will vary between readers,
readings and circumstances. The problems with this line of argument come to a head
in a short discussion of Jackson MacLow’s “Call me Ishmael”. Müller-Zettelmann is
puzzled by this example of a linguistically-innovative poem (which contrasts sharply
with her rather tame examples from McGough and Duff y), and claims that is has
“an (almost) completely ‘emptied’ level of lyric content [without any] … heteroreferential element that might arouse the reader’s interest” (139). Th is misses one of
the key effects of such poetry, the way in which it evokes ideas of reference without
ordering them by conventional syntax, so inviting the reader to generate a range of
possible “heteroreferential” meanings (alongside reflexive interpretations). Sabine 451
Coelsch-Foisner’s “The Mental Context of Poetry” seeks to “integrate the issue of
experience” into discussion of the lyric “without falling back either on psycho-biographical interpretation techniques or on post-Romantic expressive theories of the
self” (58). She first reviews a range of philosophical and psychological theories of the
self, before going on to a three-level typology, followed by a close reading of a poem.
However, the three parts of the chapter don’t seem very integrated. The theoretical
section draws particularly on Daniel C. Dennett’s idea of “heterophenomenology”
(“the phenomenology of another, not oneself”), but her application of this to poetry
leads to the rather conventional assertion that “[a]s a speech act, the poem—like any
other speech act—refers us to a mind, a consciousness” (70). This ignores the poem
as written text and as work of art. Similarly, the conclusions she draws from a discussion of Taylor and others, that “the self in fiction is as fictional (or constructed) as the
self outside fiction” (69) and the concept of “narrative selfhood” (70) are only slightly
new versions of postmodern truisms, rather than being, as Coelsch-Foisner seems to
imagine, an aspect of a “shift from an autonomous to a narrative consciousness” (69)
which has been neglected by literary theory.
A weakness of the book is its tendency to assume or assert uncritically the value of
its own structuralist project. The only auto-critique (and that only an implicit one)
is found in Angelica Michelis’s chapter, which uses psychoanalytical theory to link
poetry and eating. She interprets New Critical genre theory in Kleinian terms as
“anxiously fending off potential danger of annihilation by contamination” (85). This
sceptical view of the motivations for “splitting and dividing” casts a somewhat ironic
light on the relentlessly categorising work of some of her fellow contributors. Michelis
works through to effective readings of “Goblin Market” and a Lorna Goodison poem,
“The Mango of Poetry”. At times, though, the links seem generalised and a bit tenuous: “food and poetry are both in the business of articulating subjectivities” (83), but
then, what isn’t? In an age when we are constantly told, not only that we are what we
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eat, but that we are what we watch, drive, wear, buy, listen to and so on, articulating
subjectivities is big businesses.
The best chapters are those least engaged with the agenda of building taxonomies.
Brian McHale’s “Poetry under Erasure” offers a closely-argued and rich interpretation of a range of poetry, from Celan to Bernstein, as forms of erasure, a postmodern
concern which he roots in the fact of the Shoah and in the prospect of future mass
destruction. The chapter develops from his well-known theory of postmodernist fiction, by applying the idea of ontological instability or multiple worlds, to poetry. At
certain points one might argue that he stretches the idea of erasure close to breakingpoint, but this chapter (which expands on material from a 1987 article in Poetics
Today), is characteristically fluent, engaging and informative in its handling of theory
and poetry. Peter V. Zima offers a rich account of negativity as a modernist aesthetic
value, the resistance to ideological and commercial language, and the resultant confrontation of the lyric poet with silence and the sublime, spanning the poetry of Poe
452 and Mallarmé and the aesthetics of Valéry, Adorno and Lyotard.
Eva Müller-Zettelmann’s concluding essay on “Poetry, Cultural Memory and the
English Lyric Tradition” is the most problematic in the collection, because it makes
sweeping polemical claims which are incorrect. She asserts that “[c]ommitted to
the real, the social and the easily comprehensible, British poetry since the 1950s has
largely ignored the lure of the signifier and looks back to Wordsworth and Hardy
rather than to T.S. Eliot as its source of inspiration” (360) and that “contemporary
British poetry has uniformly shied away from the challenges of postmodernist poetic
tenets” (15). Even as a statements about so-called “mainstream” poetry in Britain
these are considerable exaggerations, but worse they completely ignore the existence
of a vibrant avant-garde and experimental poetry movement in Britain since the
1960s, involving Tom Raworth, Veronica Forrest-Thompson, Ian Hamilton Finlay,
Gael Turnbull, Denise Riley, Robert Sheppard, J.H. Prynne, Bob Cobbing, Allen
Fisher, Maggie O’Sullivan, Bill Griffiths, Chris Cheek, Geraldine Monk, Tony Lopez
and others too numerous to mention. Twenty years ago it was possible to be unaware
of this movement, since much of it took place in upper rooms of pubs, in small magazines, and via local or specialist networks (though it was anthologised as early as
Poetry of the Underground in Britain (Penguin, 1969) and The New British Poetry
(Paladin, 1988)). But nowadays there are numerous books, articles and conferences
on such poetry, the regular Cambridge Conference of Contemporary Poetry has
been running for over 15 years, the Buffalo web site (http://epc.buffalo.edu/) includes
many British experimental poets, and their work has been represented in substantial
new anthologies such as Keith Tuma’s Anthology of Twentieth-Century British and
Irish Poetry (Oxford, 2001) and Caddel and Quartermain’s Other (Wesleyan, 1999).
Müller-Zettelmann’s account also fails to take account of a wide range of other British
poetry which fails to fit her description: Roy Fisher, the great English modernist poet,
still writing and performing; Edwin Morgan, the experimental and cosmopolitan
makar (poet laureate) of Scotland (mentioned by Brian McHale, 277, as an inaugural
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poet of postmodernism); Geoff rey Hill, perhaps the finest English-language poet of
his time, deeply indebted to Eliot and modernism (Hill’s worst enemies have never
described him as “easily comprehensible”); even Paul Muldoon, mainstream in his
publishing outlets but significantly postmodernist in his strategies. One also wonders what dub poets such as Linton Kwesi Johnson or performance poets such as
Patience Agbabi would make of Müller-Zettelmann’s claims that, for the British (or
does she mean the English?—it is not clear), “poems provid[e] textual focal points
for the construction of a homogeneous tribal identity” (366). (I doubt too whether
Heaney would see himself as the champion of English or British “tribal identity”).
The problem is all the more acute because Müller-Zettelmann goes on to some dubious and sweeping claims about British culture’s conservative “transcendental vision
of nationhood” (369). Her cultural points of reference are too few and too simplistic,
reflecting her own fantasy of Englishness: she cites the conservatism of the poets
on a single Oxford University lecture list for 2003, but a glance at the websites of
Universities such as Cambridge, Edge Hill, Dundee, London or Plymouth would have 453
told a different story. There is a debate to be had about the place of poetry in British
life and the fate of modernism, but it is not one which can be addressed in ignorance of the alternative British poetry, and it has been going on for years in articles,
books and reviews which are unmentioned here. Indeed, Müller-Zettelmann actively
asserts that all this critical work does not exist, claiming that “[w]hile European literary theory had evolved into a complex interdisciplinary subject which perceived the
fictional text as historically conditioned artefact and self-reflexively turns inward to
examine its own epistemological tenets, English poetry criticism has remained curiously faithful to its name … What it seeks to unearth in its unashamedly evaluative
analyses is the timelessly valid and the universally human—untouched by aesthetic
evolution, linguistic determination or social change” (359). This “English poetry
criticism” is a fantasy of Müller-Zettelmann’s own devising, maintained by limiting
her critical references to one or two out of date critical sources, which were distinctly
conservative even when first written (mostly D.J. Enright and Anthony Thwaite). The
“timelessly valid and the universally human” have been profoundly unfashionable
ideas in the Anglophone academy for 30 years or more. One does not know whether
to object first to the dogmatic scientism of her sneering at “unashamedly evaluative analyses” or to the sheer inaccuracy of the statement. On the first point, one
might quote her own words from later in the essay against her: “Far from challenging
‘naturalism,’ familiarising poetry seeks to reconcile its readers with the prefabricated
and the stereotypically given” (365). Is that not “unashamedly evaluative”? I would
refer her to Steven Connor’s book Theory and Cultural Value, which demonstrates
the inevitability of value-judgments in criticism. On the second point, a list of theoretically-informed poetry criticism would take up too much space, but might start
with Easthope and Thomson’s Contemporary Poetry Meets Modern Theory (1991) and
Hampson and Barry’s The New British Poetries, 1970-1990: The Scope of the Possible
(1993).
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In summary, this is a very inconsistent collection, useful in parts, occasionally
fascinating, but often infuriatingly limited in its outlook. Many elements of it seem
symptomatic of a lack of communication between Anglophone and European literary criticism, which is surprising in the current age, but which would make an
interesting study in the sociology of institutions.

Lauterbach, Burkhart. Beatles, Sportclubs, Landschaftsparks. Britischdeutscher Kulturtransfer. Würzburg: Königshausen and Neumann Press,
2004. Pp. 229. EURO €19.80.
Jonathan Grix, University of Birmingham
454 Lauterbach’s volume is concerned with tracing the influence of British—in effect

predominantly English—cultural transfer to Germany. Just as American culture has
visibly influenced Germany with the introduction of sky scrapers, children’s clothes,
baseball caps and fast food to name but a few, British culture has influenced German
culture in a more subtle way, namely through providing specific types of parks, tea,
sports disciplines, clubs and associations, clothes and music et cetera. The book is not
a chronological take on the topic, but rather a thematic one with a focus on “everyday
life” as opposed to elites and institutions.
Prior to the thematic chapters we are offered a brief conceptual and methodological section which is a little thin on the ground. This makes for better reading, but
does leave many questions open as to what exactly “cultural transfer” is and how it
operates. The author returns to methodological themes in the final chapter of the
book only to loose himself and the reader in a barrage of impenetrable jargon. For
example, we are told that
cultural studies research is concerned with producing a clear economic, social and
politico-historical or economic, sociological and political scientific profound cultural
analysis of plural, poly or multicultural societies or of parts of these societies, which
exist in a particular place at a particular time and are developing. (196)

Back to the bulk of the book, the ten thematic chapters are of variable quality and
size and are based on a wide range of secondary sources. The first short chapter on
how English gardens have influenced German park culture historically gives us
a sense of what cultural transfer may be: a trend in the mid-1800s away from the
functional French gardens, with its straight lines, towards a more natural type of
garden emanated from England and was taken on in Germany. The Germans, however, made their parks accessible to the public, indicating early their attitude towards
social responsibility that still holds today. After gardens we turn to garden cities in
a chapter once again focussed heavily on the Munich area. Here one does not have
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a sense of quite how English garden cities influenced German developments in this
area. In his discussion of English garden cities Lauterbach makes no mention of the
people who live in them; there is no mention of class, which has very different connotations in England and Germany; no mention too of how certain urban estates are
stigmatised. In the chapter on tourism the author touches on a very interesting point
of how technological knowledge is transferred predominantly via personal networks
and contacts and letters. This point could have been brought out much more and
underscored by some concrete examples. A confusing chapter on education, focusing
on public schools and the translation of Enid Blyton’s works into German, doesn’t
appear to add much to the argument of cultural transfer beyond the fact that many
Germans like sending their children to English boarding schools.
The next topic to be scrutinised for British-German cultural transfer is sport: given
that the British invented and codified many popular sports it is not surprising that
they were transferred to Germany—and a great deal of other countries besides. In
this section we are treated to a potted history of sport in Britain—with no references 455
to leading scholars in this field incidentally—before we are told that in Germany
football was taken up by white collar workers, because, inter alia, a certain financial
expenditure was needed to play it (98). This off course is very different to Britain,
where modern-day football developed from street football, a rough game involving
regular punch-ups. Lauterbach fails to make this point, but instead goes on to cherry
pick concepts out of the blue that have no links to cultural transfer or the author’s
“approach” per se. For example, Lauterbach spends one paragraph on the complex
concept of “Bürgerlichkeit” (“middle class mentality or way of life”) to try to explain
why the middle class took up football in Germany. The book is full of such diversions
and as such is a conceptual minefield.
Other chapters include one on clubs and associations, which starts well and stops
just as it becomes interesting—it could have went on to discuss the notion of civil
society in British society and how the Germans became a nation of clubs and associations. In a chapter on consumption the author is very critical of empirical studies
on the consumption of coffee, but interestingly does not offer any new empirical evidence himself, a fact that runs throughout the volume. An unconvincing chapter
on fashion, most notably Barbour jackets, lacks more explicit examples and close
tracing of how aristocratic clothes came to influence the choice of jackets of everyday Germans. Two final chapters on language and music finish this tour de force
of British-German cultural transfer. The author misses a trick when discussing languages and the influence of “foreign” words and phrases on them, especially given
the dynamic and evolving nature of language; what about the effect of recent German
history on the use of language? Modern Germans are at home in a wider Europe;
they are much more receptive to foreign cultures than Brits are ever likely to be. You
only have to look at foreign language acquisition. Interesting, too, would have been a
discussion of the use of English words and phrases by east Germans, many of whom
had little exposure to the influence of English cultural transfer prior to 1989.
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The final chapter on music offers an interesting discussion on the Beatles, but adds
little to the author’s main theme of cultural transfer. Despite being by far the largest
chapter, this section seems self-contained and fails to discuss the impact that English
music has had on German music and Germans in general. The closing chapter is
dense and contains further critique of others’ work—sometimes to good effect—but
it does beg the question of whether this book has set out to achieve what the author
intended. As this intention in not entirely clear, it is left to the age-old academic criteria of whether this book delivers us new empirical evidence on cultural transfer or
a new theoretical approach/or new interpretation? I would have to conclude that this
work does not meet either, but it does offer a synthesis of other authors’ work on some
of the key areas in which cultural transfer takes place. I would have liked to have seen
an attempt to very clearly set out what is meant by cultural transfer—with as little
jargon as possible—as this is an area of study of particular value in a world in which
we need to understand, and learn from, cultures other than our own.
456

Dilley, Whitney Crothers. The Cinema of Ang Lee: The Other Side of the
Screen. London: Wallflower Press, 2007. Pp. 203. US $25.00 paper, US $80.00
cloth.
Dalbir S. Sehmby, Kaunas, Lithuania
. . . never the twain shall meet
Rudyard Kipling

If east is east and west is west, then Ang Lee is both and neither, according to
Whitney Crothers Dilley’s groundbreaking The Cinema of Ang Lee: The Other Side of
the Screen, an engaging glimpse into the complicated artistry of one of international
cinema’s most important fi lmmakers, a literal and figurative journey into the other/
Other side of the screen. Literally, as the title states, Prof. Dilly takes us behind the
screen, to meet the auteur, who is hidden behind both the diversity of his work and
the graceful subtlety of his fi lmic signature. If there is a stamp on an auteur’s work,
then, unlike the identifiable boldness of some others, Ang Lee’s imprint is more of an
elusive watermark, a faded imprint, visible only if you tilt the page the right way—
Prof. Dilley helps us hold Lee’s pages to the light. Shih Hsin University’s Whitney
Crothers Dilley’s previous work includes co-editing Feminism/Femininity in Chinese
Literature. With a doctorate in Comparative Literature and educational experience
in both North America and Asia, Dilley brings a necessary academic sensitivity to
intercultural cinema studies, effectively articulating the east/west dialectic that Ang
Lee and his work embody.
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Transnational and cross-cultural are part of a pantheon of overused buzz words
today, but only a handful of big-name international directors so explicitly and genuinely embody the “East meets West” sensibility as Ang Lee (John Woo, Wayne Wang,
Gurinder Chadha, Mira Nair, and Shekhar Kapur also come to mind). Indeed, as
Dilley presents him, Ang Lee is the very personification of transnational identity
(Taiwanese and American). In this way, Dilley aligns her study with the work of
Sheldon Hsiao-Peng Lu, who, in Transnational Chinese Cinemas, asks, “Are Ang
Lee and his fi lms Taiwanese? Chinese? American? Taiwanese American? Chinese
American? . . . The lack of a clear answer to such questions indicates the very nature of
transnational Chinese cinema” (18). As a bridge between Taiwanese and Hollywood
cinema, adding Ang Lee to the Directors’ Cuts collection is an important step towards
expanding the series outside of its initial core of European and North American
directors. Ang Lee also enhances the Wallflower series, because he represents a quieter style of fi lmmaking (in the tradition of Japan’s Yasujirō Ozu and France’s Robert
Bresson), which relies upon cinema’s often under-utilized (as compared to story and 457
spectacle) capacity for mood and tone.
Remaining true to the original mission of Wallflower’s Directors’ Cuts series, to
enlighten readers about the creative energies fueling contemporary cinema, Whitney
Crothers Dilley skillfully presents the first book-length analysis of the art of Ang Lee,
the visionary behind works as varied as Eat Drink Man Woman, Sense and Sensibility,
The Ice Storm, Ride With the Devil, Crouching Tiger, Hidden Dragon, Brokeback
Mountain, and his recent fi lm, notorious for its NC-17 rating, Lust, Caution—which
earned Ang Lee his second Golden Lion, the top award from the Venice Film Festival.
Because Lee’s latest went through theatres during the fall of 2007, Dilley’s work stops
at his first Golden Lion, Brokeback, but Dilley does include analyses of every one of
his nine major fi lms, dating back to his first feature, Pushing Hands, and she groups
them chronologically, in three sets of three. Because Lee’s first three fi lms (Pushing
Hands, The Wedding Banquet, and Eat Drink Man Woman) were a thematic trilogy
of sorts, Dilley’s first grouping works most smoothly; nevertheless, the chronological
placement coincides well with the underlying charting and analysis of Lee’s artistic
development.
Readers will be pleased by the glimpse into Lee’s own story, which is noteworthy,
because he began his career relatively late, at the age of thirty-seven. Despite the slow
start, and maybe because of it, as Dilley implies, Ang Lee’s life experience is visible
in the mature richness of his work. The use of Lee’s autobiographical details, as well
as interviews and accounts with others about him, help Dilley articulate the creative
dynamics informing Lee’s fi lms.
Those dynamics are unified figuratively by the title, The Other Side of the Screen;
that is, Dilley associates Lee’s underlying artistic philosophy with the Other, a dialectical tension involving the exploration, deconstruction, and re-creation of identity
—both social and psychological. Dilley believes Ang Lee’s East/West “duality—this
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unresolved tension—is his trademark” (20). Amongst other elements, such tension
feeds the drama of Lee’s art, providing subtle flavours in characterization, and ensuring the lingering cross-cultural taste of his fi lms, which, regardless of their underlying
ingredients, provide audiences and scholars with a remarkably diverse banquet.
For Dilley, Lee’s work is noteworthy for at least three staple ingredients, the acting,
the use of nature, and the employment of silence. To compare, some directors have
almost instantly identifiable styles; for instance, from as early as the opening credits
or even the fi lm trailer, in some cases, you sense that you are watching a Quentin
Tarantino or a Tim Burton fi lm. In contrast, Lee pushes acting, nature, and even
silence to the foreground, while he, as a guiding collaborative force, remains hidden,
on the other side of the screen, if you will. A policy molded by Truffaut, Bazin, and
Sarris, the moniker of auteur is granted when a director’s style is identified as a
consistent signature across a series of often similar fi lms. Perhaps, this is why some
directors aim to be so glaring in terms of their style and consistent in terms of their
458 topics. Almost the opposite seems to be the case with Ang Lee, where his fi lms are
bigger than his persona or his signature as an auteur; yet, for Dilley, Ang Lee is an
important creative force, with a strength built by nuance, atmosphere, and informed
subtlety.
Herein resides the value of The Cinema of Ang Lee: The Other Side of the Screen.
Scholars will welcome the samplings of Taoist philosophy, the glimpse into Chinese
culture, and the affinities between East and West, articulated by both Ang Lee and
Prof. Dilley. Dilley does not rest on any one film too long, providing readers with
a series of engaging insights; for instance, Dilley offers differing, but equally valid,
eastern (qigong) and western explanations of a character’s gesture in The Wedding
Banquet, Dilley identifies the relation between Austen’s Sense and Sensibility and the
yin and yang concept, and Dilley explores the tension between repressed individual
passion and the fear of violent social judgment in Brokeback Mountain. Throughout
its pages, The Cinema of Ang Lee also provides an interesting scattering of background
information and inspirational facts, which help illuminate the way fi lms move from
idea to image. Concluding the work with the Ben Jonson poem, “The Dreame,” just
as Ang Lee did with his 2002 Chinese autobiography, Dilley reminds us that the East
and West divide is more suitable for the political imagination, then the creative energies of a quality international director. Ultimately, The Cinema of Ang Lee is the story
of Ang Lee’s artistry, identifiable through the analysis of his films to date.
The Cinema of Ang Lee should appeal to the casual Ang Lee enthusiast, as well as
those interested in diasporic fi lmmaking, the sensibilities of art cinema, auteur studies, Chinese transnational cinema, and cross-cultural studies. If there is any weakness
in the book, it is only that the reader longs for more—a testimony to Dilley’s writing.
Readers would welcome expanded analyses of Lee’s work from Prof. Dilley in other
works or in subsequent editions of this text. If there is a future edition of this book,
it would be enhanced by the inclusion of a preface and some expanded analyses,
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but, otherwise, the book is complete, as an initial survey into the creativity informing a director’s main body of work. For what it aims to do then, as part of the wider
Directors’ Cuts series, The Cinema of Ang Lee: The Other Side of the Screen is a successful text.
On that note, for focusing on Ang Lee, Walllflower Press needs to be commended
for publishing the first book-length analysis of the Taiwanese artist, whose art gracefully embodies the dialectic that Kipling feared would never meet, but through
Dilley’s The Cinema of Ang Lee, most certainly do.
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LaCapra, Dominick. History in Transit: Experience, Identity, Critical
Theory. Ithaca and London: Cornell UP, 2004. Pp. 274. US $52.50 cloth, US
$19.95 paper.
Jonathan Boulter, University of Western Ontario
There is no disputing the fact that Dominick LaCapra is an important figure in contemporary critical thought. His theorizing of the relation between memory, history,
and what he terms “limit events” (the Holocaust being the primary event of interest)
has contributed massively to our understanding of the various economies of trauma.
The centrality of his major works—Writing History, Writing Trauma; History and
Memory after Auschwitz; Representing the Holocaust: History, Theory, Trauma—is
simply beyond question, offering as they do considered, lucid, and at times breathtakingly intelligent readings of the way trauma is worked through a variety of cultural
sites, from theoretical works (Felman and Laub’s Testimony), to historical and even
popular texts (Goldhagen’s Hitler’s Willing Executioners; Spiegelman’s Maus).
History in Transit will not, I think, be remembered as a central work in the LaCapra
oeuvre. What characterizes LaCapra’s work to this point—its rational mobilization
of psychoanalytical reading strategies; its calm, reasoned critique of theoretical
stances he deems dubious or suspect (I think of his reading of Felman and Laub’s
Testimony)—is missing here, replaced by a at times shrill hostility (his reading of
Agamben’s Remnants of Auschwitz) and what appears to be a kind of critical irrationality: his suggestion, via a critique of Bill Reading’s The University in Ruins, that a
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position of open indeterminacy on political or theoretical matters leads inevitably to
an authoritative if not fascist response (224) seems to me particularly startling.
One of the first things one notices about History in Transit is that, unlike his previous work, there is no real theoretical through-line uniting the various chapters (there
are five). Instead the text feels like a grab-bag of assorted essays, some previous published, some new to this collection. The subtitle of the work, Experience, Identity,
Critical Theory, gestures to a totalized focus, but what we have here is essentially a
series of discrete mediations on a variety of topics presently of concern to LaCapra.
Thus Chapter One maps out the complex relation between experience and identity
via an elaborate taxonomy of the idea (and definition) of experience as such. This
chapter works toward the suggestion that the varieties of possible experience (commodified, traumatic, virtual) vitiate a totalized notion of identity: the subject—if
this word can still be used with any confidence—must be viewed as essentially fluid,
dialogic: thus LaCapra writes, “Identity formation might even be defined in nonessen460 tialized terms as a problematic attempt to configure and, in certain ways, coordinate
subject positions-in-process” (59-60: italics in original).
Chapter Two sees LaCapra working to justify the use of psychoanalytical tropes—
especially his favorites: working through and transference—in readings of history
and the historiography of trauma. This chapter thus forms itself essentially as an
extended review of the theoretical positions of (especially) Ruth Leys (Trauma: A
Genealogy) and Peter Novick (The Holocaust in American Life). LaCapra’s critique of
Leys is formed around his sense that she fails to see her own transferential role in her
explicitly, and for LaCapra thus problematized, non-psychoanalytical reading of the
history of trauma. Transference, as LaCapra defines it in History, Theory, Trauma,
is “the way in which problems and processes active in the texts or artifacts we study
are restated in displaced and often disguised or distorted form in our very accounts
of them” (111). Leys’ failure to see her own transferential economy leads her to draw
conclusions about trauma studies based on theories (in this case psychoanalysis) she
seemingly repudiates. Leys thus is caught in a transferential aporia that, for LaCapra,
seriously threatens the authority of the work.
Chapter Three would at one level seem to be LaCapra’s response to Leys’ own genealogy of trauma studies. Here LaCapra reviews the place of trauma in “certain areas of
the humanities and social science” (106) and works to offer his views on the complex
representational logics of trauma itself. Readers of LaCapra may be mildly surprised
by this chapter given that it is essentially a review of key terms in trauma theory,
terms one would assume are in current circulation and which to an extent LaCapra
has mobilized before: working-through; postmemory, limit event. The chapter, however, resolves itself into a useful account of how trauma defies and delimits its own
representation: trauma as limit event defies representation but may be approachable
through the various processes of imagined empathy, precisely, a non-appropriative or
reductive empathy with the victim, her trauma, her history.
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Chapter Four truly represents the core of LaCapra’s book. I would refine this further and suggest that History in Transit as a whole really is a pretext for this chapter
on Agamben’s Remnants of Auschwitz. All that leads up to this chapter, and all that
follows, seems only a preparation for, or a kind of falling off from, his struggle, his
theoretical combat, with Agamben’s text. His critique of Bill Reading’s The University
in Ruins, the final chapter of History in Transit, for instance, seems almost a afterthought; certainly the energy of the book is expended in the previous chapter and
thus his engagement with Reading’s main provocation—that the university is becoming increasingly corporatized—seems lackluster, an afterthought. While LaCapra’s
criticism of Readings is sound—Readings only offers one model of the university,
as corporation, and thus excludes other working models—and while LaCapra notes
Readings’ unconscious sympathy with neo-conservative critiques of the university
(particularly that of Allan Bloom), this chapter engages an argument verging on the
dated (is Reading’s text really still that crucial?).
In History and Memory After Auschwitz, LaCapra writes “Recently the concern 461
with the problem of memory has become so widespread and intense that one is
tempted to take a suspicious view and refer to fi xation” (8). With just a slight modification of this sentence—replacing “memory” with “Agamben” and tracing this
generalized “concern” directly to LaCapra himself—we arrive at one crucial strand
in History in Transit: LaCapra’s deep, even violent, suspicion of Agamben’s Remnants
of Auschwitz. Indeed, references to Agamben appear throughout History in Transit
serving to remind the reader that Agamben’s provocative work is indeed LaCapra’s
major point of interest, if not of fi xation.
And LaCapra’s response to Agamben is complicated. In his Introduction, for
instance, he mentions an aspect of Remnants of Auschwitz that obviously bothers him—Agamben’s refusal to disclose his racial heritage (is he Jewish or not?), a
refusal that for LaCapra is symptomatic of the way important questions of identity
are “bracketed or suspended in widespread conceptions of philosophy or theory”
(12)—but he does not ever return to this issue in the chapter devoted to his critique.
So if it is not Agamben’s refusal to disclose his identity that bothers LaCapra, what
precisely is it that troubles him?
LaCapra’s critique begins in his Introduction where he suggests that there is an
absence in the academy: towering figures in theory such as Derrida, de Man, or
Foucault, are gone and thus Agamben (and, curiously, Readings) have fi lled in crucial
lacunae; LaCapra archly adds that these latter-day theorists “may be more remarkable today then they would have been in the heyday of the great theory wars of ten or
twenty years ago” (14). I am not certain if LaCapra is registering a kind of envy here,
but certainly the ferocity of his response to Agamben’s Remnants of Auschwitz (only
one text in Agamben’s oeuvre, it should be noted) suggests some unconscious economy of anger at work, beyond a (justifiable I hasten to add) displeasure at Agamben’s
sloppy history. And this is LaCapra’s major complaint: Agamben offers ahistorical
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readings of the trauma of the Shoah. For Agamben the Holocaust is a limit event
marking a place and a time where and when culture has found its apocalyptic end:
Indeed he even see Auschwitz (a metonym he employs and apparently fi nds unproblematic) as radically undermining or delegitimating all preexisting ethics and all postwar
discourses relying on traditional notions of ethics as well as any and every ethics related
to dignity and conformity to a norm (158).

Agamben’s apocalyptic reading of Auschwitz and the post-Holocaust leads him to
generalize and ahistoricize events and affect (his tendency to allow Auschwitz to
remain as metonym is a symptom of this ahistoricizing tendency): “Often Agamben
seems to subsume Auschwitz as a complex historical phenomenon in a theoreticist
or high-altitude discourse that eliminates its specifity” (159). Further, Agamben’s
extended analysis of the Muselmann, “the ultimate victim and instance of abjection”
(161) is similarly ahistorical and generalizing: “Agamben takes the Muselmann in isolation from his or her context—the historical conditions of emergence, which cannot
462
be seen only in terms of a homogenous idea of Auschwitz or a few restricted references to the SS” (162). LaCapra’s critique is trenchant: “One difficulty in treating the
Muselmann as an object trouve is that Agamben offers no sustained inquiry into the
ideology and practice of perpetrators in the creation of the historical state of affairs
that brought the Muselmann into being” (162).
Here thus is LaCapra’s most explicit and powerful criticism: if Remnants of
Auschwitz is read as history proper, it fails. If, however, one reads Agamben’s text
from another perspective—as extended, fragmented, traumatized meditation on
trauma itself, an attempt, perhaps affectively, to represent what perhaps is beyond
representation and thus beyond historical analysis—we may be willing to let a poetic
response take precedence over history as such. LaCapra, however, is not. Agamben’s
ahistoricizing, his postapocalyptic vision of events after Auschwitz, his tendency
to read the state of exception as the rule in contemporary politics lead him, fatally
for LaCapra, to see Auschwitz as “everywhere”: “Agamben sees this condition [the
state of exception] as generalized or rampant in the post-Auschwitz world, and this
allows him to assert that the camp is the prototype of modern life and that Auschwitz
is now everywhere” (166). Agamben’s move here naturally effaces the specificity
of Auschwitz but, worse, his theoretical stance leads him to what LaCapra sees as
among his worst offences: a tendency to hyperbole. Hyperbole creates a “breathlessly
ecstatic” (166) discourse (“‘the trace of that to which no one has borne witness, which
language believes itself to transcribe’” (166) which for LaCapra is “intricately straining (unsayable?)” (166).
It is Agamben’s tendency to hyperbole that leads LaCapra to make what, for me, is
one of his most incendiary—and transferentially hyperbolic—statements. LaCapra
has been describing how Agamben sees the Muselmann and Auschwitz as being
generalized to all contemporary experience: “Auschwitz and the Muselmann are the
fullest realization to date of this extreme and excessive state of affairs, which Agamben
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both severely criticizes and at times seems to approximate or even replicate, at least
in part, in his own all-or-nothing, insistently evacuating, postapocalyptic assumptions and assertions” (162-63). I am uncertain how a theoretical text replicates in any
real-world sense that state of exception and only wonder what Agamben would make
of such an extreme suggestion; I wonder also if LaCapra senses the extremity of his
remarks: his qualifiers— “at times seems to”; “at least in part”—testify to a kind of
trembling before the full implications of his own critique.
History in Transit ultimately disappoints. If one comes to it expecting LaCapra’s
typical reasoned criticism, one finds an uncharacteristically angry and unfocussed
tone; if one comes hoping for new discussions of trauma, one finds recycled genealogies; if one comes to it expecting a balanced engagement with a crucial contemporary
figure (Agamben) one finds a reading that ends up replicating a hyperbole LaCapra
himself severely criticizes. In some crucial, yet sadly fatal, ways History in Transit is
most strongly fascinating as a case study of LaCapra’s own definition of transference:
“the way in which problems and processes active in the texts or artifacts we study are 463
restated in displaced and often disguised or distorted form in our very accounts of
them.” I leave the reader to decide if this is enough to recommend LaCapra’s book.

SECTION ENDNOTES
1 And so travel writing—from Mandeville’s Travels if not before—becomes of extreme interest. One
might fruitfully compare the fourteenth-century writer with modern psychogeograhical writing in
(for example) W.G.Sebald, Will Self, and Iain Sinclair.
2 See the discussion, for example, in my introduction to The Travels of Sir John Mandeville (Harmdonsworth: Penguin, 2005)

