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From the Editor’s Desk

This issue starts with a bang. In “The Birth of Theory,” Daniel Ferreras 
contextualizes the abuses of post-modern theoretical discourse in a clear, logical 
fashion and denounces the constant erasure of meaning implied by its various 
manipulative strategies. After the damage caused by postmodern criticism upon 
literary studies, this insightful and highly documented essay aims to warn 
against the Empire of Theory, as postmodern discourse attempts to take over 
Popular Culture Studies. As Ferreras makes clear in his first salvo, our field does 
not have to accept the supremacy of over-conceptualized, ultimately self-serving 
inquiries.

Dennis Rohatyn follows with his lyrical meditation “Einstein on the Strip: 
A Meditation on Fame, Fate, and Laws of (Meta) Physics.” Einstein, he tells us, 
is “Everywhere and everywhen. He has metamorphosed: he’s a phantasmagoria, 
a kaleidoscope with soundtrack” and goes on to prove it with a breadth of 
references and clarity that are as captivating as they are intellectually satisfying, 
reverberating in our minds long after reading.

Further illustrating the breadth of Popular Culture Studies, for sports fans 
and others, we move to “The Simplification of NFL Team Logos: Television 
and Graphic Design in the 1950s and 1960s” in which Lawrence Mullen, 
Anthony Ferri, and Gregory Borchard explain how sports symbols act as 
symbolic byproducts of society, even following the fan to the grave and beyond. 
They examine how these symbols were affected by both the changing technical 
requirements of television and developments in the field of graphic design.

Joseph Ceccio and Erin Kelley separately brave the dark new world of 
vampires that seems to be permeating popular culture. Ceccio discusses Briggs’s 
dark urban fantasy series centered around Mercy Thompson, a series that offers, 
he says, “a fascinating twist on 21st century werewolf, vampire, and fae lore,” 
resulting in “a United Nations of preternatural creatures, happily at ease in the 
electronic age.” Erin Kelley examines obsession in Stephanie Meyer’s Twilight 
series. While the romance of Edward and Bella is, as she says, “a romance that 
transcends both human and supernatural worlds as well as a love that abounds 
eternity,” she questions, among other things, the sanity of a heroine who finds it 
necessary to put herself in peril for love and conjectures what would have 
happened had Edward met up with a strong, independent girl.

Speaking of popular lovers, star-crossed and otherwise, James Forse gives 
us a reading of Romeo and Juliet as a flawed comedy instead of a flawed 
tragedy, stressing the popular culture aspects.

Not to be missed are this issue’s book reviews, including Michael Green’s 
take on Nicole Huber and Ralph Stem’s Urbanizing the Mojave Desert: Las 
Vegas. Stem was the keynote speaker at the Far West Conference several years 
ago.
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Speaking of the conference, in 2010 we will be returning to the Palace 
Station Hotel for our 22nd conference. This year we have the entire conference 
floor with plenty of private meeting space. I hope you can make it.

Felicia F. Campbell
Professor of English
Editor, Popular Culture Review
felicia.campbell@unlv.edu
http://www.farwestpca.blogspot.com
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The Birth of Counter Theory

As Popular Culture Studies find their way into our university curricula as an 
accepted area of scholarly research and obtain some type of academic 
credibility, they also become an ideal target for the intellectual imperialism of 
Theory, which has already created a general climate of uncertainty as to the 
practice and future of Literary Studies.1 Post-modern criticism, whether openly 
ideologically oriented or not,2 has effectively hijacked the corpus of study itself, 
i.e., literature, and literary scholarship has dissolved into an over-conceptualized 
theoretical discourse with no clear orientation other than the expression of 
personal ideological agendas; as a result, literary texts are no longer 
contextualized nor interpreted but rather used as mere vehicles to promote a 
particular set of ideas and convictions reflecting specific political concerns, 
which, as justified and important as they might be, do not constitute a method of 
approach. Literary works are studied as pretexts, or pre-texts, rather than as 
texts and their individual significance tends to disappear behind a given 
theoretical inquiry, the object of which is often itself. It appears urgent today to 
prevent Theory from taking hold upon the field of Popular Culture by presenting 
the empirical reasons for its uncanny success in spite of its blatant logical 
abuses, and to propose possible alternatives to the study of narration in Popular 
Culture studies within the frame of a counter-theoretical approach.

The Rise of Theory
If Popular Culture might start to interest post-modern theory,4 it is mostly 

because it has achieved some type of academic recognition, for post-modern 
inquiries have, paradoxically enough, displayed a highly selective taste when 
choosing their subject of study, and have always been very much attuned to the 
canonical values held by the academic establishment. Derrida himself, rather 
than an esoteric, thought-provoking and vaguely threatening thinker, is today a 
recognized value in the academic discourse, sanctified by the university, 
universally quoted, although mostly in translation, and hence, Deconstruction 
has been easily and comfortably absorbed within the very structure it originally 
set out to deconstruct. Furthermore, it has been put to work by and for the 
establishment, and deconstructionist discursive attitudes and ideological 
positions have served a very defined and official purpose within the academic 
world: that of publishing. Naturally, as long as the powers that be frowned upon 
Popular Culture Studies and questioned their worthiness, they remained 
generally ignored by post-modern criticism, which for all its revolutionary, 
ruptural attitude, has curiously always been highly concerned with the 
establishment’s reception of its production. Popular Culture needed to become 
an academically accepted corpus of study before it could be of any interest to 
serious post-modern inquiries.
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The rise of Theory in our field finds its root in the need to publish at all 
costs that began to characterize the North American academic regime during the 
late 1970s and took firm hold through the 1980s. As the policy of “publish or 
perish” became the rule to access and retain tenured positions, an entire 
generation of university professors found themselves in the uneasy position of 
producing at least two revolutionary articles in their field per year to prove their 
worth as academic researchers, that is, to retain their position. The essentially 
unquantifiable, i.e., the qualities and merits of a faculty member, became 
quantifiable through the amount of publications he or she could generate, 
placing life depending decisions, such as that of awarding tenure or not, within a 
simplistic arithmetic based on the number of titles published during the pre 
tenure period.5

While there is not doubt than any professor of literature will come across 
several important interpretative discoveries during her or his career, which, once 
published, will represent meaningful contributions to her or his field, to expect 
every member of every literature and language department in every single 
university in the United State to produce several path-breaking essays on a 
yearly basis seems unrealistic at best. A meaningful contribution to a specific 
field in the Humanities represents a serious effort of intuition and research. By 
attempting to quantify intuition and research and turning this quantification into 
the most determining factor for professional survival, the policy of publish or 
perish has successfully stifled true intuition and honest research, simultaneously 
turning the contextualization and interpretation of literature in the classroom into 
a very secondary priority. Incidentally, the task of evaluating faculty’s published 
production in a qualitative manner has become increasingly difficult due to the 
sheer number of publications as well as to their exponentially expanding variety; 
when we consider, in addition, the heavy political slant which pervades today’s 
critical inquiries and their often impenetrable over-conceptualized discourse, the 
possibility for an objective, un-biased evaluation of any given essay seems more 
remote than ever.

Theorize or Agonize
Post-modern Theory, often merged with the figure of Jacques Derrida, was 

to provide professors of literature and languages with the tools for survival, and 
hence was very successfully imported into the United States.6 It permitted the 
satisfaction of the ever growing need for published production by offering an 
over-conceptualized language, the obscurity of which legitimized a never before 
seen flexibility in terms of actual content, as form triumphed and became its 
own meaning. In other words, since no one could really be sure to understand 
what was said, anything could be said and, more importantly, published, hence 
fortifying faculty curricula and careers across the land. Through the use of post 
modern discourse, “publish or perish” had become “theorize or agonize.”

The contextualization of the rise of theory is in itself very significant, for 
Jacques Derrida is above all and foremost a philosopher, and the appropriation 
of his work by literary studies is already somewhat suspicious. Although some
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philosophical apparatus might appear useful when studying certain literary texts, 
such as Jean-Paul Sartre’s Nausea, Albert Camus’s The Stranger, Robert 
Musil’s The Man Without Qualities, or even Bret Easton Ellis’s American 
Psycho, Philosophy has its own object of study and cannot be considered as an 
interpretative method of literary texts or narrations; if it were, there would 
simply be no need for English academic programs, nor for departments of 
Literature. To state the obvious, Philosophy and Literary Studies, in spite of 
sometimes intersecting, have to be deemed separate fields of the Humanities.7

The enthusiasm with which literary studies embraced deconstruction is to 
be explained in part by the very nature of Derrida’s writings, which are in the 
end much closer to poetry than they are to a rational, epistemological discourse. 
Derrida’s texts are polysemic in nature as they offer a variety of possible 
interpretations, very much as literary texts do. Indeed, the anti-logocentrist stand 
of deconstruction would imply that there is no such a thing as a “rational 
epistemological discourse” which is not based upon the metaphysics of 
logocentrism, and that any attempt to formulate a stable, monosemic relationship 
between signifier and signified is doomed to failure because of constant 
language displacement, that is the capacity of words to constantly refer to other 
words in order to create meaning. This position, which is at the center of 
deconstructionist practices appears untenable from a logical point of view, for it 
already includes the elements of its own negation: simply put, one must use 
meaning in order to express that he or she does not believe in meaning. In the 
long run, the only possible coherent stand of Deconstruction has to be total and 
absolute silence.

However, to the contrary, this implicit mistrust in meaning produced vast 
amounts of printed material, as literary professors busied themselves expressing 
the failure of their own discipline. Ironically, by denying any intrinsic value to 
critical research, post-modern Theory produced a great mass of scholarly 
publications, which emulated its discursive attitude and participated to the 
blurring of some key distinctions, fundamental to the survival of literary and 
cultural studies. One of the most important confusions promoted both in practice 
and in theory by post-modern discourse is the erasure of the difference between 
Literature and Criticism, which can be directly related to Derrida’s often quoted 
affirmation “// n y  a pas de hors-texte” (“There is no outside the text”). This 
provocative statement, so often invoked as some type of ultimate truth, is, for 
starters, impossible to translate exactly since the word “hors-texte” comes from 
the professional vocabulary of printing and refers specifically to an engraved 
plate included in a book; it is therefore used here as a stylistic effect modeled 
after other more common French expressions,9 and this effect disappears as soon 
as it undergoes translation. This declaration could easily be translated as “there 
are no illustrations” in order to retain the original meaning of the French word, 
or as “there is no out-text,” to attempt to restitute a stylistic effect based upon 
other English words with the same prefix, such as “outlaw” or “outhouse.” 
Neither of these possibilities is very convincing, nor succeeds in rendering the
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exact French meaning. However, the most commonly heard translation is “There 
is nothing outside the text,” which adds the word “nothing” to the original quote: 
we are therefore already constructing deconstruction in the English language for 
our own personal use.

From the point of view of its content, this quote purports the same 
confusion as it does from that of its English translation, for it implies negating 
the existence of a possible context; any given interpretation is part of a greater 
Text and does nothing more than participate to the general displacement of 
meaning. This particular conception of language and interpretation, 
notwithstanding its inner contradictions, is particularly well-served by Derrida’s 
fancy, highly conceptual language, which purposely multiplies its possible 
interpretations. Glas or La Carte postale, for instance, are to be considered as 
works of what we could call intellectual or conceptual poetry,10 and are 
obviously not intended to produce any type of clear message or meaning, except 
that there are no such things as a clear message or meaning. Since the position of 
the literary or cultural critic has to be external to the text she or he is studying, 
this statement simply eliminates any possibility of interpretation. As a direct 
consequence, post-modem theorists, from De Man to Culler11 have insisted upon 
the impossibility of truly distinguishing Criticism from Literature, refusing to 
define either of them, and Theory has insidiously replaced its own object of 
study.

The Purloined Corpus
This perverse substitution, which entails the erasure of the actual literary 

text behind Theory, is perfectly illustrated by the case of Poe’s “The Purloined 
Letter”: in his Seminaire, Jacques Lacan proposed a psychoanalytical reading of 
Poe’s short story, which motivated a deconstructive reading by Jacques Derrida 
in the second part of La Carte postale, which in turn became the object of a 
feminist inquiry by Barbara Johnson. None of these three inquiries deal with 
Poe’s text: Lacan is mostly interested in validating his theories through the 
analysis of selected cultural artifacts, Derrida in analyzing Lacan’s text, and 
Johnson in examining Derrida’s reading of Lacan’s interpretation; as to “The 
Purloined Letter,” it has indeed totally vanished.

The intentional confusion between creative and critical writing, reflected in 
Paul de Man’s assertion that the difference between Literature and Criticism is 
“delusive,” shows here all its consequences: a literary approach considered as a 
creative process itself annihilates both literature and theoretical writing by 
denying the existence of their essential differences. If we accept the merger of 
the object of study with the study itself, any literary essay then becomes 
susceptible to be read as literature, and each reading in turn offers a vast array of 
possible interpretations which will lead to a variety of new readings and so on. 
The near desperate search for rhetorical obscurity and stylistic feats at all costs, 
especially that of meaning, which pervades most post-modem criticism, can be 
seen as an attempt to turn a literary essay into a piece of literature, 
notwithstanding that without literature there would be no literary criticism, and
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that one seems to always come before the other. Poe’s short story does not need 
Lacan, Derrida, nor Johnson to produce meaning, while Lacan, Derrida, and 
Johnson do need Poe to validate their theories.12 And to establish the essential 
differences between Poe’s short story and the three aforementioned essays (that 
is to say, between fiction and criticism), the concepts of narrative authority and 
textual intention might be good places to start; the creation of a fictional 
universe and that of characters might come to mind as well. In the end, it seems 
that, in spite of De Man’s affirmation, no one will ever read Poe’s short story as 
a feminist essay on a deconstructive reading of a psychoanalytical interpretation. 
We could of course try to read Lacan’s, Derrida’s, and Johnson’s essays as short 
stories; they just wouldn’t be very entertaining.

A direct consequence of the confusion between the object of study and the 
study itself is the merging of the method with the object, the theme with the 
approach, and thus, political agendas have appeared as Theories, contributing to 
further erase the corpus of study behind ideological priorities. The challenges to 
absolute values brought forward by deconstruction, although doubtlessly 
beneficial to racial and sexual minorities in times of political correctness, have 
served to justify purely ideological readings, often accompanied by open, if not 
unfounded, theoretical declarations. Queer Studies, for instance, have efficiently 
fused an important theme of research, that of gay, lesbian, and transgendered 
voices in literature, with an actual method of interpretation. The same can be 
said of Area Studies, Border Studies, and Disability Studies, which are defined 
according to the object of their inquiry and do not constitute a set of 
interpretative principles but rather a very strict thematic orientation; if we are to 
accept Queer Studies as a method of interpretation, then any text or narration 
which does not exhibit at least traces of homosexual or transgendered tendencies 
is automatically excluded from the corpus. Furthermore, any other theme or 
narrative motif present in the text or the narration is openly ignored as 
interpretation is reduced to a simple ideological revindication.13

If the confusion between Literature and criticism, as well as the merging of 
the method with the object of study, have allowed for the production of vast 
amounts of printed material, which in turn helped in securing tenured university 
positions, they have also mined the very field in which they were used by 
legitimizing polysemia and subjectivity, and openly favoring obscurity over 
clarity in any type of critical inquiry. Theory has become a literary genre in 
itself, indistinguishable from Literature, which, rather than providing tools for 
the interpretation of literary texts, has simply taken their place.14

Counter Theory, Relative Synthesis, and Deconceptivism
We find ourselves in the difficult position of rejecting the last thirty-odd 

years of so-called “Critical Theory” which, rather than provide us with methods 
of textual and narrative interpretation, as Sociology or Structuralism did, has 
erected a massive wall of intimidating, over-conceptualized discourse between 
us and our object of study. In order to prevent further deterioration of our field 
of studies, the first priority of Counter Theory is to rescue the actual corpus of
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study from discursive and ideological manipulations; our object of research has 
to remain Edgar Allan Poe’s “The Purloined Letter” rather than Johnson’s study 
of Derrida’s reading of Lacan’s analysis of himself through “The Purloined 
Letter.” The sheer amount of theoretical writing, which in some cases is used 
mostly for territorial purposes,15 is enough to discourage any student of Literary 
or Cultural studies. Would the reading of De la Grammatologie or Glas help in 
understanding the meaning of Watchmen? Can Culler’s anti-definition of 
Literary Theory (“Any theory about anything under the sun”) provide any type 
of methodological orientation as to the interpretation of a text or a narration? By 
taking itself as its own object of inquiry and purposefully complicating both 
discourse and textual issues, post-modern Theory has yielded very little in terms 
of usefulness and has only succeeded in separating us from our true object of 
inquiry, which must remain Literature and Narration rather than Theory For 
Theory’s Sake.

Counter Theory must naturally reject the confusion between text and 
context. The act of interpretation consists in relating a text to a context, whether 
that of the author and his society, as in the case of historical and sociological 
studies, or that of the reader and his or her society in this particular moment in 
time, as in the case of structuralist or semiotic studies. One can begin from the 
context and relate it to the text, a process which would correspond to the 
historical/sociological approach, or on the contrary, start from the text and relate 
it to a context, whether social or linguistic, a process that would characterize 
structuralist and semiotic methods. Needless to say, both of these approaches 
imply the existence of a context. If the three basic elements at the core of any 
form of communication, that is the sender, the message, and the destinatary are 
fused into the wide, all-encompassing notion of text, a basic credo of post 
structuralism, then any interpretative act is rendered simply impossible.

The evolution of Literary Studies reveals a series of shifts between these 
three basic elements: traditional, historical inquiries based themselves upon the 
sender; formalist and structuralist analyses were mostly concerned about the 
message in itself; and modem, reader’s response oriented criticism has focused 
upon the destinatary, participating in no small way to the appropriation of the 
text by Theory. By applying Relative Synthesis, Counter Theory can focus upon 
one of these three constitutive elements in any given narration, without however 
losing sight of the basic communicative principle that includes all three in the 
analysis, hence assimilating the findings of past Literary Studies methods in a 
comprehensive and useful manner, and offering new angles for interpretation: 
one can look at the adventures of Sherlock Holmes from a historical point of 
view, analyzing the context of their creation and their literary antecedents, as 
well as their author’s society, hence following a historical, sociological 
approach, without necessarily discarding the analysis of their narrative structure 
in relationship to the Detective story genre, which would correspond to a 
structuralist approach. Both methods, rather than mutually exclusive, should be 
considered complimentary.
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Some works seem to lend themselves to a contextual analysis rather than to 
a textual one, while on the contrary, some others tend to call for a structural, 
semiotic reading: any of Emile Zola’s novels from the Rougon-Macquart series, 
which tell of the social hardship caused by the industrial revolution, would 
indeed offer a wealth of possibilities for contextual analysis; on the other hand, 
the novel A Rebours {Against the Grain), written by one of his contemporaries 
and former disciples, Joris-Karl Huysmans, appears to be entirely devoid of 
social considerations but presents a very unique use of the language, hence 
allowing for a revealing textual/semiotic analysis. However, relative synthesis 
will benefit overall interpretation by including a binary movement between 
context to text and text to context. For example, Spike Lee’s film, Malcolm X , 
openly calls for a rigorous historical and sociological contextualization, which 
would undeniably prove fruitful for it is first of all a historical narration. 
However, a close analysis of its structure will reveal different sides of the 
message which would not necessarily be shown by a straight historico- 
sociological approach, such as the inter-narrative relationship between the final 
images, which show many shots of different children exclaiming “I am Malcolm 
X,” and the well-known sequence from the film Spartacus, when the hero’s 
companions prefer to accuse themselves rather than to denounce him by stating 
one after the other: “I am Spartacus.” Beyond Malcolm A ŝ historically defined 
struggle, we perceive the traces of a more ancient and universal war between 
freedom and oppression, suggested by the narrative syntagm itself and which 
could elude a purely contextually based approach.

The practice of Counter Theory naturally opposes post-modern textual 
habits, which create polysemia through over-conceptualization and imply a loss 
of contact with empirical reality. A concept is already a type of generalization; 
generalizations of generalizations through over-conceptualization sooner or later 
asphyxiate meaning. In this, post-modern critics do practice what they preach 
and their lack of faith in meaning is faithfully restituted in their writings. The 
necessary deconceptivist stand of Counter Theory consists of rejecting any 
concept which does not have a clear, monosemic value and empirical reference, 
in a constant effort to distinguish the language of Criticism from that of 
Literature. Although some play between the words and their meaning is 
unavoidable, and this notion in itself is certainly not a novel idea,16 the language 
of criticism must remain essentially referential and avoid what we could call the 
temptation of “conceptual poetics,” which complicate rather than elucidate 
matters by cluttering discourse with polysemic signs; one simply cannot 
interpret a metaphor with another metaphor. Of course, this implies that the 
critic has a definite message to express about one given text or narration, other 
than that of his or her discourse in itself, and that he or she is not simply trying 
to advance through the academic gauntlet by producing yet another 
“provocative” essay written in a more or less incomprehensible conceptual 
jargon. The pressure put on faculty to publish at all costs is indeed not 
conducive to an honest, sincere evaluation of one’s contribution to the field, and
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the fear of having nothing to say has forced many to adopt modem Theory 
discursive practices in order to establish and preserve textual authority, letting 
post theoretical discourse speak for them in an endless self-referential dance of 
empty signifiers.17

In the end, the rise and empire of Theory are due, for the most part, to the 
elementary need to put food on the table; from publish or perish to theorize or 
agonize, an entire “school of thought” seems to have bom been out of sheer 
professional necessity. Our first priority today, as literary and cultural scholars, 
should be to clearly define our area of research and to differentiate it from the 
study itself, both conceptually and in practice, by using an essentially 
monosemic language. The definition of Popular Culture’s object of study and its 
limits is as problematic, if not more, than that of Literature, but remains 
nonetheless crucial in order to envision a coherent evolution of Cultural Studies, 
free from the intellectual colonization of Theory, which enslaves the corpus of 
study to its own agendas and preoccupations to the point of literally erasing it 
from the analysis. What is at stake here is the credibility of our profession, for a 
field of research which refuses to define its object of study and to distinguish it 
from its own critical production in order to serve disparate political agendas has 
very little future.

West Virginia University Daniel F. Ferreras

Notes
1 The general uneasiness of the profession vis-a-vis post-modern Theory is clearly 
illustrated throughout Theory’s Empire: An Anthology o f Dissent, a collection of essays 
by 47 scholars denouncing the abuses of post-modern theory.
2 Of course, within the post-modem discourse itself, it is taken for granted that every type 
of inquiry is politically motivated and contains its own ideological agenda within it. If 
this can be considered true in a very general sense—the choice of a topic, novel, or 
movie, is already politically meaningful—this unavoidable political statement cannot 
overshadow a rationally based methodology of literary interpretation, nor undermine its 
importance; I may betray my personal convictions when I choose to study novels or films 
such as A Clockwork Orange or Fight Club, however, my concerns do not constitute a 
critical approach, and their direct application to the corpus of study will not reveal 
anything other than my own preoccupations, ultimately eclipsing the novel or the film.
3 It cannot be said however that skepticism is a novel idea, nor that feminism or minority 
rights revindications were altogether absent from the intellectual debate before the arrival 
of post-modem theory.
4 For instance, a fairly recent publication within the field of Popular Culture Studies, such 
as the collective work Ian Fleming and the Politics o f 007 contains its share of post 
modern, highly conceptualized and politically manipulated essays; James Bond had 
already inspired a fairly over-conceptualized essay in 1987, Bennett and Woollacott’s 
Bond and Beyond, as Ian Fleming’s 007 represents, along with Conan Doyle’s Sherlock 
Holmes, a fairly safe subject in terms of academic canonical value.
5 We have assisted throughout the late eighties and the nineties to a shift in the publishing 
expectations that condition the evolution of any career in the field; what was expected
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from an assistant professor in terms of research is today a serious consideration for hiring 
at an entry level position, and the assistant professor must produce the same amount of 
research to become an associate professor that an associate professor had to in order to 
become a full professor.
6 Ironically enough, “French Criticism” seems to work much better in English for it has 
proven to be more successful in the United States than in France, and “deconstruction” is 
still to this day much more disseminated through the American university landscape than 
it is in Europe.
7 This confusion between Philosophy and Literary Studies has been pointed out on the 
philosophical front by Argentinean essayist, Juan Jose Sebreli, in his very convincing, 
albeit devastating critique of Post-modern philosophy, La perdida de la razon (The Loss 
o f Reason). French thinkers such as Georges Bataille, Pierre Klossovsky, Louis 
Althusser, or Michel Foucault revindicated and promoted irrationality, incorporating their 
interpretation of some literary texts in their inquiries; psychoanalyst Jacques Lacan 
brilliantly, if a little histrionically, exposed entire theories on the subconscious based on 
word-play and neologisms, hence using language in a literary manner (294). As 
Philosophical discourse thrived to fuse with literature, thinkers and philosophers saw 
themselves as writers, creating works which supposedly deserved the same type of 
critical attention as literary texts; most of Derrida’s works are both a perfect illustration 
and a direct result of this process.
8 “// n y  pas de hors-textef Grammatologie (227).
9 The closest expressions to be found in French using the same type of hyphenation 
would be “hors-sujet” (“Beside the point”), “hors-jeu” (“off-sides”) and “hors-la-lo?’ 
(“outlaw”).
10 For Sebreli, Glas is to be considered as a novel of the Nouveau Roman school— 
without characters, plot nor direction—rather than a treaty of philosophy (279); more 
precisely, it could be categorized as conceptual or intellectual poetic prose. This 
particularly strange book presents two columns in different fonts on each page, one 
dedicated to the German philosopher Hegel and the other to the French poet, novelist, and 
playwright, Jean Genet; both columns start and finish in the middle of a sentence, and 
their respective texts are weighted with stylistic effects of a poetic, polysemic nature, 
such as metaphors, metonymies, alliterations, and word associations, rendering the task 
of its translation a truly impossible feat; for instance, Hegel is compared to an eagle, for 
his name, when pronounced in French, resembles the word aigle (7); similarly, the sound 
“g/a” is related to spit and sperm through its association with the word “glavieaux” 
(spitball) (158-9); needless to say, these alliterations which allegedly justify the author’s 
discourse are not translatable into English. The long first part of La Carte Postale, 
“envois,” is a truncated diary which tells of an elliptical love story presented along a free- 
formed meditation concerning a postcard found in an Oxford library which represents 
Socrates writing under the dictation of Plato; provoked by this uncanny representation, 
since Socrates is precisely “the one who does not write,” the narrator reaches some very 
personal conclusions, such as for instance: “N ’encule pas Socrate qui veut” (“Not 
anybody who wants to can fuck Socrates in the ass”) (Carte, 217), the referential value of 
which remain to be determined, not to mention their usefulness from the point of view of 
textual interpretation.
11 “Literature as well as criticism—the difference between them being delusive—is 
condemned (or privileged) to be forever the most rigorous and, consequently, the most 
unreliable language in terms of which man names and transforms himself’ (De Man,
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“Semiology,” 33). “Theory in this sense is not a set of methods for literary study but an 
unbounded corpus of writing about everything under the sun . . . ” (Culler, “Literary 
Theory,” 203 and Introduction, 3).
12 In Interpretation and Over interpretation, Eco reminds us of a very useful difference 
between “interpreting” a text and merely “using” it to support an argument fundamentally 
external to the text (68). Modem Theory has gone as far as simply substituting the 
original text with its own production.
13 This is by no means intended to deny the importance of sexual heteroglossia as a very 
valid and important theme of research; for instance, the latent homosexuality of Don 
Julian, the main protagonist of Pardo Bazan’s great 19th century Spanish naturalistic 
novel, The House o f Ulloa, is worthy of scholarly attention for it plays an organizing role 
within the economy of the narration. The same could be said within Popular Culture of 
the dynamic duo Batman and Robin, whose homosocial relationship usually influences 
the narrative syntagm. However, we must use either a structuralist/textual approach or a 
sociological one in order to define the diegetic importance of this homosexual pulsion; 
homosexuality is not in itself a method of interpretation.
14 This conception of an all encompassing, ideologically motivated Theory often leads to 
a somewhat cavalier attitude towards the primary sources, i.e., works of fiction or 
cinema, which are only considered inasmuch as they serve the general purpose of the 
essay. For instance, in her Epistemology o f the Closet, renowned gender theorist 
Sedgwick comments upon Diderot’s novel La Religieuse (73) and refers to its author in 
the index as “Jacques Diderot” (254). Famous 18th century philosopher Diderot’s first 
name is actually Denis, “Jacques” being the protagonist of his most well-known novel 
Jacques le Fataliste; in English Studies, the equivalent would be to mention The 
Adventures o f Tom Sawyer and to attribute them to a certain “Huckleberry Twain.”
15 Jonathan Culler’s essay entitled “Literary Theory”, published in the MLA’s 
Introduction to Scholarship, enumerates very early on 10 “important” theorists, in order 
to establish an unquestionable authority, which, paradoxically enough, has nothing to do 
whatsoever with Literature itself; Culler’s essay was re-packaged with some alterations 
under the name of A Very Brief Introduction to Literary Theory, and although the list is 
reduced to seven names, it still works as part of the intimidation strategy that 
characterizes post-modern criticism. Post-modern critical authority is derived from the 
knowledge of other critics rather than of the object of study itself, which remains, albeit 
only in theory, Literature.
16 As early as 1942, the French thinker and essayist Brice Parain pondered the 
fundamental play between words and their meaning in Recherches sur la nature et les 
fonctions du language. In a more metaphorical manner, Lewis Carroll already suggested 
a similar idea in Through the Looking Glass, when Humpty-Dumpty refers to some 
words as being words portmanteaux (coat hangers) (228). Lewis Carroll uses the French 
word in the text, albeit modifying its spelling, not unlike Derrida did with his famous 
differance, and thus, we find in the world of Alice in Wonderland an improbable, 
although quite significant, antecedent to post-modern French Criticism.
17 One of the most paradoxical, if not surrealistic aspects of modem, obscure theoretical 
discourse resides in the fact that post-structuralism, at large, and deconstruction, in 
particular, do not believe in the possibility of enunciating a “true” message; in other 
words, we are letting a discourse rooted in the disbelief of true communication do the 
talking.
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Einstein On The Strip: A Meditation on 
Fame, Fate, and the Laws of (Meta)physics

Abstract
"Einstein on the Strip: A Meditation on Fame, Fate, and Laws o f 
(Meta)physics ” was presented as the keynote address at the 
FWPCA/FWACA 21stAnnual Meeting, UNLV, March 14, 2009.

Who or what is Einstein? What does his name mean or signify? What 
does the word Einstein evoke, and how do we respond to seeing or 
hearing it? Why Einstein, o f all people? And just who or what is he, 
to us? The man and the myth are almost identical. Yet we must give 
each one its due, without getting them all mixed up. Then we shall see 
why popular culture cannot be, even for a nanosecond, without both 
the real and the mythical Einstein: especially in Las Vegas, the fusion 
o f myth and reality, energy and annihilation, miracle o f death and 
rebirth, equating revenue with renewal.

Einstein is everywhere. Everywhere and everywhen. He has 
metamorphosed: he’s a phantasmagoria, a kaleidoscope with soundtrack. We 
hear solo strings1 from the opera Einstein on the Beach (Philip Glass, Robert 
Wilson, 1976), forlorn echoes of the wandering Jew, as desolate as the cosmos: 
“I am death, destroyer of worlds.” [Oppenheimer, quoting the Bhagavad-Gita as 
he fled from Trinity test site, July 16, 1945.] Playing off Scripture (“the 
physicists have known sin”), Oppy mourned science, wrote his own epitaph, 
solemnly warned that “the people of the world must unite or they will perish.” 
No one heeded the cries of conscience—except for Einstein, who heard them 
reverberating in his own mind long before they were uttered—and greeted them 
with stony silence.

The news isn’t all bad, especially for those of us who find solace in the 
heavens, and discover in the subatomic realm a soothing refuge for weary heaps 
of flesh. Defying sorcery, Prospero hums in a new key “we are such dreams as 
stuff is made o f’ (Rebecca Goldstein, Properties o f Light: A Novel o f Love, 
Betrayal and Quantum Physics, 2000). Einstein’s shadow engulfs this magical 
stage. As he consoled (1955) his best friend’s widow (Anna Winteler Besso) 
“He has departed from this strange world a little ahead of me. That means 
nothing. For us believing physicists, the distinction between past, present and 
future is only a stubborn illusion.” Then Einstein died, too, yet he’s still around, 
part of the very ether he abolished. And hovering above us, in his immanent 
immensity. He emerges out of dark matter, playing the—accompanied on the 
piano by his sister, Maja, at an intimate soiree at his Mercer Street home in 
Princeton—exhibiting what (in reference to Niels Bohr) he called “the highest
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musicality in the sphere of thought.” His face is as familiar as his high-pitched 
accented voice: the kindly old professor who shows up with his violin at posh 
parties, in Richard Powers’s novel The Time o f our Singing (2003), playing an 
ode to joy. He is omnipresent, and like God, speaks when you’re ready to listen. 
His influence is so pervasive, even economics isn’t exempt—witness Nobel 
Laureate Paul Krugman’s jocular essay on “Theory of Interstellar Trade” 
(1978). But Einstein is no joke—and if we self-destruct, who will have the guts 
to laugh?

Stripping Einstein, laying him bare, is as daring and difficult as what 
Einstein himself did in searching for what he called “secrets of the old one” (i.e., 
God). Indiana Jones had nothing on him, the supreme archaeologist of the 
knowable. The Strip is a prime example. For even neon (tube) lights 
demonstrate how light emits energy, how energy and mass are interconvertible, 
how as a consequence, a little bit of mass goes a very long way, and very fast, 
and how free fall (or constant acceleration) is indistinguishable from gravity, as 
Vegas Vic found out the hard way, when, like Lenin or Saddam Hussein, they 
tried to take him down. Old Vic had one edge on those guys: being made of light 
to begin with, he couldn’t be decomposed or dismantled. Which is why he’s still 
standing, shining up and down old Fremont Street, without any help from his 
neighbor, Claes Oldenburg’s inverted “Flashlight” (1981), on UNLV’s campus. 
By contrast, 3,000 miles away, Einstein is shrouded in twilight, reclining in 
stillness beside the National Academy of Sciences, as we stumble across him, 
sculpted by Robert Berks (1974) in Potomac Park (Washington, DC), grasping a 
tablet written (as Galileo would say) in the universal language of nature: 
mathematics. We often see children at play, climbing all over Albert as 
nonchalantly as he reduced a life-long obsession with physics to motives of pure 
sport: “because it amuses me.” The contrast between Einstein slouching in 
frozen repose and the bronzed lightning of his tablet of formulas illuminates by 
its very incongruity the polarities of the law-giver.

If opposites attract, then Einstein is the essence of radiation, of lines of 
force, which only art, in its endless play of words, images, sounds, and masses 
can reveal or unveil. Einstein as Moses meets Einstein as demiurge, a synthesis 
of thousand-faced myths. All that requires time—thought—or in Einstein’s case, 
thinking about time as trope. This is what makes poetry mathematics, and higher 
mathematics the ultimate poiesis. At light-speed, as Einstein intuited when he 
was sixteen, time stands still, as it does for any child at play, for a thinker in rapt 
contemplation, lovers in ecstasy, or Albert seated with a note-pad, oblivious to 
his surroundings, yet in complete harmony with them. For as the math makes 
manifest, mass = energy, space = time, inertia = acceleration. Carve that on a 
stone tablet, and you’ve got all eternity to ponder divine mysteries, while 
leaving God to ponder how you figured out the riddle of eternity in an instant.

Like Thoreau, Einstein believed in simplicity: and practiced what physics 
preached. Speaking of strippers, since we’re in Las Vegas, you may think 
burlesque show. Or a risque revue, featuring nude chorines lisping suggestive
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lyrics about light speed and warped space. Or else there’s a gamey performance 
artist out there, doing physics shtick in a thick German accent, complete with 
toy trains and a fuzzy wig. In fact, Michael Emil does just that, in Insignificance 
(1985, dir. Nicholas Roeg), co-starring Theresa Russell, which features close 
encounters between godlike Mind and heavenly Body, set in 1954, a year before 
Einstein died, the year of Monroe’s marriage to (and divorce from) another idol, 
Joltin’ Joe DiMaggio, the summer of discontent, of Army-McCarthy hearings, 
when she made The Seven-Year Itch (dir. Billy Wilder, [1955]), driving New 
York (and actor Tom Ewell) to Hollywood distraction, over a breezy subway 
grating.

As a recent biographer (Dennis Brian) contends, “Despite the controversies 
that still rage over Einstein’s legacy, the true measure of his impact on the world 
today is that his name alone symbolizes Science. Another is his enduring 
worldwide appeal. A pop icon on a par with Elvis Presley and Marilyn Monroe, 
he stares enigmatically from post-cards, magazine covers, T-shirts, and larger- 
than-life posters. A Beverly Hills agent markets his image for television 
commercials. He would have hated it all.” (Einstein: A Life [1997]) Or in 
Biblical terms, Madison Avenue created Einstein in its own image, and it begot 
the big buck. Here’s proof of Einstein’s star power, and of the celebrity status he 
still enjoys. His reward is that we care more about his sex life than we do about 
his science. But that says far more about our collective unconscious than it does 
about him.2 Hence it leaves us panting for a way to see Einstein, as well as see 
through him. To quote Brian again, is there a unified theory of Einstein? Or only 
a string of appearances, succession of images, the ultimate Rorschach, mirroring 
mirrors? To be is to be conceived. Does Einstein stand for God, science, or 
warped ids? Perhaps all three. He’s an unholy trinity of all our lusts, cravings, 
and desires. Iconic Einstein surely is, but as an icon he is unique in representing 
something unrepresentable. For all the images we have of him, both in our heads 
and on films, newsreels, and still photos, he remains as elusive as his chief 
discoveries. His very name resounds with something vast and mysterious, even 
to experts: with formulas that are easy to write or repeat but nearly impossible to 
fathom. Einstein realized this; hence his enigmatic aphorism dating from 1936, 
“the eternally incomprehensible thing about the universe is its 
comprehensibility.” He confessed, to everyone else’s amazement, “I am no 
Einstein,” yet his humility only made it easier to worship him as an idol of the 
savant tribe. After World War I, hero-worshippers ran afoul of it, and proved it 
in a big way. For when the 1919 eclipse (expedition) made Einstein’s name a 
household word, he became a celebrity—someone who (as Boorstin defines it) 
is known for being known. Not just a celebrity, but THE celebrity, in an age that 
hungered for heroes in the aftermath of World War I. Before Charles Lindbergh, 
before Babe Ruth, before Amelia Earhart or Bobby Jones or Bill Tilden or Jack 
Dempsey, or even the aesthetic seers of the lost generation (Hemingway, 
Fitzgerald, Stein, Cather, Joyce, Faulkner, Woolf, Picasso, Stravinsky, 
Schoenberg), there was Einstein. (As late as 1930, he ran a close second to
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Lindbergh in poll popularity, ahead of athletes, movie stars, politicians, religious 
leaders, and anyone else with a name). He defined celebrity, even as it defined 
and deified him. Another dubious first: an archetype to be reckoned with, as we 
approach a centennial since apotheosis. What machine guns, chemical warfare, 
and aerial bombardment didn’t achieve, epidemics, floods, Prohibition, 
gangsterism, race riots, Dada, Surrealism, the twelve-tone row, the Beer Hall 
putsch, the age of Weimaresque decadence and despair, and the Thermidorean 
rhythms of the jazz age managed to accomplish. As electronic media developed, 
or as weapons of mass destruction gave way to those of mass distraction, 
Einstein himself became a commodity, or as he put it, a “prize ox” or “hen” 
displayed for PR purposes, enlisted in various causes, while suffering through 
endless rounds of ticker-tape parades, marching bands, concerts, cruises, 
ceremonies, commencements, newspaper interviews, and inedible meals. 
Astutely, Einstein turned the publicity machine to his own advantage, if only in 
order to aid refugees and establish a Jewish homeland (later Israel) in Palestine. 
Will Rogers, never slow on the drawl, said of Einstein’s arrival in San Diego in 
1931 that he was so nice, so polite to everyone that they were afraid to ask him 
what his “theory” meant. But Einstein had his own agenda, and he never hid it. 
He spoke from the heart, yet used his head to get what dire necessity demanded 
for those in exile, or on the run, political orphans during the frenzied fascist era. 
His only equal in stirring human emotion, especially sympathy for the underdog, 
was Charlie Chaplin, whom he met at the Hollywood premiere of City Lights 
(1931), and who gave him sage advice about what all the hype meant: nothing. 
Macbeth couldn’t have said it better. [Chaplin instructed Einstein that “they 
[huge crowds gathered outside the theatre] cheer me because they all understand 
me, and they cheer you because no one understands you.” Perfect symmetry 
between mass ignorance and individual omniscience.]

Einstein is synonymous with genius, which by popular conception is 
something only a chosen few possess, but the rest of us wish we had, though we 
can’t even envy those who have it, since they were bom with such gifts. By the 
luck of the cosmic draw or lottery, Einstein had it, while most of us don’t—or at 
least I don’t. Never mind that, as Edison said, genius is 1% inspiration and 99% 
perspiration. For to be a genius, bom under the sign of a tutelary deity who 
protects its pupil from harm or making false moves (etymology gives us clues) 
is to hide all that precipitation, to make everything look easy. No sweat, as we 
say. Sprezzatura, as the Renaissance painters knew by heart. It takes lots of 
effort to make it look effortless. But don’t tell that to anyone, or they’ll resent 
you for working harder than they do, and getting somewhere while you’re at it. 
Like the kid next to you in class, who never studied yet got a perfect SAT score, 
and a scholarship to Harvard. Nor is this merely an aesthetic gambit, devoid of 
any bearing on the mundane world. On the contrary, it has too much relevance, 
rather than too little. As Michael Faraday (a god-fearing man who forgave 
sinners for betraying science, but never their leaders) told William Gladstone in 
1851, when asked what possible use his new dynamo might be to Great Britain’s
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burgeoning empire, “some day, Mr. Prime Minister, you will be able to tax it.” 
[So much for a century of progress, in the ruins of the Crystal Palace.] Einstein 
was a practical man, not a mere idle dreamer who (lost in clouds of reverie) 
wastes precious time and talent on utopian fantasy. That stereotype won’t fit. 
Why, he even patented a refrigerator (with Leo Szilard), but it never became 
popular, or a household item. However, something he thought of, then stated in 
print, did pan out. You may be able to guess what it is, for now it’s an appliance 
found all over the world, that owes its origin to research that Einstein carried out 
while relativity was percolating. No, it’s not a coffee maker, nor does it dispense 
any food, except junk food for thought. Today we call it a television set. 
Although the picture tube (kinescope) wasn’t invented until 1925, the physics 
that made TV possible in the first place got its start thanks to one of Einstein’s 
lesser-known brainstorms, something he did in order to measure or determine 
the mass of an electron experimentally by beaming cathode rays at a screen. By 
the time Philo T. Farnsworth or Vladimir Zworkyin perfected the device 
Einstein had in mind, the question “TV or not TV” was moot.

We all know, or think we do, what his famous formula led to, or was 
responsible for, although, like a frontier humorist’s death, reports of Einstein’s 
involvement with and his creation of the atomic bomb are greatly exaggerated: 
one of many myths that are (almost) as inseparable from the real Einstein (if 
there is one) as mass is from energy. We rewind the Manhattan Project, in one 
surreally compelling narrative after another. Yet the bottom line is always the 
same, no matter which historian is doing the talking. Einstein regretted his minor 
role in alerting Franklin Roosevelt to the dangers of Adolf Hitler possessing 
nuclear weapons: “had I known that the Germans would not succeed in 
producing an atomic bomb, I would not have lifted a finger.” But as sad as 
Einstein’s fate was in fathering (or grand-fathering) the Bomb, I believe the 
Promethean tragedy of Einstein’s career is much deeper than we have imagined. 
Or than the editor of Time (none other than Whittaker Chambers) did when he 
put Einstein on the cover for the very first time (July 1, 1946), thus creating the 
legend. [A year later, Norman Taurog directed The Beginning or the End?, a 
film starring Brian Donlevy as Gen. Leslie Groves and Hume Cronyn as J. 
Robert Oppenheimer, with a cameo role for Ludwig Stossel as Einstein himself: 
a script (and a fairy tale) that did nothing to challenge the received account. 
Einstein grudgingly approved it, but refused to collaborate in the film project, 
thereby guaranteeing his mythic status, without lifting a finger to rebut or 
correct it.] Soon the legend became hard fact. In 1951, Sam Jaffe portrayed Dr. 
Jacob Bamhardt in The Day the Earth Stood Still (dir. Robert Wise), sealing an 
image in the wax museum of film imagination. It has remained there ever since, 
and has become the one constant amidst change.

Now let’s get back to that other gadget that made media history: the picture 
tube. TV or not TV? Either way lies despair: cynicism makes couch potatoes of 
us all. The human comedy is tragic and pathetic. Sans Einstein, there’d be no 
fallout or deadly radiation emanating from Jeopardy, As the World Turns, CSI,
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or Fox News. No American Idol, no Monday Night Football, no Today (or 
Tonight or Tomorrow), no View, no Sesame Street, no Home Shopping, no You 
Tube, no Tube, no nothing. Imagine a world without TV. There’s one “nada” 
that isn’t clean, much less well-lit. Rare is the person who can come back from 
the dead to witness what he (like God) hath wrought, and live to regret it. 
Einstein wouldn’t need Morse code to telegraph his dismay; he wouldn’t have to 
put in a long-distance call from Maine to Texas, or listen to Mr. Murrow (speech 
at RTNDA Convention, October 15, 1958, recently recreated by David 
Strathaim, Good Night and Good Luck [dir. George Clooney, 2005]) lament the 
fact that TV had become nothing but “wires and lights in a box.” What’s more, 
Einstein saw or witnessed this during his own life-time, which is one measure of 
the dizzying rate of social change his theories reflect. What momentum! Einstein 
only had to wait 30 years for the tube (counting 1939 as the year TV was first 
exhibited, at the New York World’s Fair), and just 40 for the Bomb. There must 
be a law of acceleration (or degeneration) there. You do the math. In any case, 
the two most diabolical inventions of the 20th century are alike the outcome or 
tangible result of some highly abstract thinking, the kind that bakes no bread, 
but makes bread-baking seem both tame and innocent. Only the most 
impractical ideas are practical—a bittersweet irony that (like Faraday, in the 19th 
century) Einstein both rued and appreciated. Don’t forget the laser, which owes 
its origin to a 1917 paper (“On the Quantum Theory of Radiation”) that gave the 
probability coefficients for “light amplification by stimulated emission 
radiation,” making oral surgery nearly as painless, if not as enticing, as Darth 
Vader, whose phallic swordplay transformed extra-terrestrial combat to 
chauvinistic swagger.

We love lasers, but the idea is even more charming, though (like love) we 
don’t understand it at all. Alas, Einstein cannot be stripped, simplified, or 
reduced to essentials. Like the Mona Lisa, whose enigmatic smile he virtually 
mimics, he is far too subtle and nuanced for that. Nor is he merely a string of 
appearances, like a series of flash-bulbs placed at uniform intervals—the kind 
once used to settle a bet about horse’s hooves, which led to the invention of 
motion pictures, and thus to an Albertian light show. It just won’t work— 
indeed, it’ll backfire. It follows that the more we know (about) Einstein, the less 
we know, and vice versa. He is his staged presence: God (or light, to alter the 
Thomistic formula) as pure act, whose art lies in its performance: “nay madam, I 
know not seems.” And yet, it is a lie—like Picasso’s definition of art as the lie 
that tells the truth. For even the light that created the universe is merely another 
form of death or devastation. The big bomb (brighter than a thousand suns, over 
Alamogordo), is an echo as well as an imitation of the big bang. [So is every test 
done since then, whether above ground or below, or at sea.] And that has local 
as well as global repercussions: awe-inspiring if not awful. Right here in Glitter 
Gulch, no one knows who Miss Atomic Bombshell was: her name or even 
whether she’s alive. [Lee Merlin was the nuke Venus, but her whereabouts are 
secret, or classified.] Like a deflowered Dynamo, Vegas is all lit up with no
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place to go, except dust to dust. No matter who loses the next war, or the last 
one, the desert wins. It’s a Nevada house rule, equivalent (by fiat) to an 
immutable law of nature; the jig is up, the dice are loaded, the game is rigged. 
And all the Bookie’s bets are off.

Speaking of which, we all recall that Einstein said “God does not play dice” 
(to which Bohr responded, “who are you to tell God what to do?”). But the 
analogy runs deeper, like its unavowed angst. As Einstein heatedly objected 
(1924): “I find the idea quite intolerable that an electron exposed to radiation 
should choose of its own free will, not only its moment to jump off, but also its 
direction. In that case I would rather be a cobbler, or even an employee in a 
gaming-house, than a physicist.” Why worry about quanta, when fate is a 
croupier taking bets in a casino? Where did that come from? Did Albert Einstein 
work in Monaco, or moonlight in Laughlin when he wasn’t otherwise 
preoccupied? If God doesn’t throw dice, did Einstein do so, on (or off) the job? 
Or did he exhibit some clairvoyance about a small patch of sand, our world-line 
as Hermann Minkowski would call it, and the fate of those who play with fate 
itself, in a world of (im)probabilities? Or is the quantum realm off-limits here, 
like the law of (non-) contradiction when a given particle inhabits two places at 
once?

Let’s bring this discussion closer to home—and to the crap table. Did 
Einstein lay odds on the emergence of an uncivilized oasis? Did he cease his 
Mosaic wanderings, that took him from Biblical to Babylonian tableaus, and 
back again? Did he glimpse Nevada as the promised land, or simply mistake the 
Hoover Dam for New Jerusalem? I fear I’m making too much of this, but I can’t 
help it. After all, even Time magazine named Albert Einstein “Person of the 
Century.” (Time special issue and poll, January 3, 2000). All that occurred even 
before the city of Las Vegas celebrated its 100th birthday, on May 15, 2005 (the 
date of the original land auction in Clark County). As it happens, that coincides 
almost perfectly with the date (June 19) when Einstein submitted “On the 
Electrodynamics of Moving Bodies” to Annalen Der Physik (it was published 
on September 28, 1905). That’s well within the limits of experimental error, and 
thus fits the astrological chart that correlates Las Vegas’s history with Einstein’s 
major breakthrough. Surely that isn’t mere chance, or coincidence. No, God 
does not play dice, but everyone else does—and loses. Watch Casino (1995, dir. 
Martin Scorsese) and you’ll see why. To win at the game of life, don’t bet 
against the house—or God will cash in his chips, beneath that panoptic evil eye 
in the sky.

I’m not just saying this lightly. For I have one ace, one last trick left up my 
sleeve. Today is Einstein’s birthday (March 14, 1879). He was bom in a town 
called Ulm, which I visited once, in 1994, just to see where Einstein was from. 
The actual site where young Einstein’s parents lived, in placid domesticity, 
about 2 kilometers from the center of town, is now a government office, an ugly 
building of no distinction. Outside it is a striking sculpture, a fountain by 
Juergen Gortz, erected in 1984 to pay tribute to the city’s most famous native.
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[In 2004, the city sponsored an exhibit to honor Einstein’s 125th birthday, 
including several pieces of public art.] It makes Einstein a clown, mocking the 
human race while next to him, a phallic rocket ship blasts off from Earth, its 
nose cone surrounded by an ominous, coiled mushroom cloud. The effect is 
shocking, as surely it is meant to be: a rude insult, “epater,” blasphemous and 
grotesque (or Groszesque, or Gortzesque), yet haunting. It’s reminiscent of 
Weimar—and for me, of the late Kurt Vonnegut, whose masterpiece 
(Slaughterhouse Five, 1969; film, dir. George Roy Hill, 1972) reflects his own 
mixed feelings about his German-American heritage. In its impish, naughty, 
scandalously self-righteous way, it’s a fitting “Denkmal” as German inscriptions 
call it, in unique philosophical vocabulary. Not just a memorial, but something 
that makes you think, and think twice, or three times. And I think about it all the 
time—especially on a day like this. [Tomorrow is the Ides of March. Look me 
up, I’ll be at Caesar’s Palace, lighting Roman candles and conspiring against 
slots.] Also, not quite 30 years ago, I was at a conference (at Hofstra University) 
celebrating (you guessed it) Einstein’s 100th birthday. Meanwhile, something 
else was going on that day, in addition to the gnawing Iranian hostage (plus 
OPEC) crisis, which the New York Times saw fit to print, alongside the 
crossword puzzle, next to a story about a rapist in New Jersey, all buried deep in 
the back of the front section of America’s newspaper of record (NYT, 11/10/79, 
21, plus follow-up story by Richard Halloran, in 12/16/79, 25, next to an item 
about a stolen Christmas tree in Antioch, CA).

Of course, November 9 isn’t the same as March 14. But it is a memorable 
day, especially in German (and Jewish) history—it is the day the Berlin Wall 
came down (1989), and Kristallnacht (1938), to name two major events 
associated with it. It’s also the day Japan invaded Shanghai, back in 1935. And, 
just to be complete, on November 9, 1918, two days before the 11th hour 
Armistice, Kaiser Wilhelm, at whose Berlin Institute Dr. Einstein presided, 
abdicated the throne. But none of that can compare with what (speaking of unlit 
fuses) didn’t happen on November 9, 1979. While tweedy scholars belatedly 
celebrated AE’s 100th birthday, the Pentagon made prophets out of Time 
magazine by lighting all the wrong candles, thus nearly blowing up the world 
(Time's Einstein centennial, February 19, 1979, whose cover art featured nuclear 
balloons [= exploding stars] as beguiling tropes). Today we’d be cast on an 
episode of The Big Bang Theory (new sit-com on CBS), promoted as follows: 
“two nerdy physicists sharing an apartment have their lives disrupted by a 
beautiful new neighbor” [How’s that for a high concept, A1 baby? Why, George 
Gamow had nothing on that one—or did he know more than we thought when 
he called the moment of primal creation by its most suggestive, covertly erotic 
name? Let’s face it, Al, sex sells: and that’s been so for eons, long before time 
began.] Yes, the world nearly did come to an end, in a scenario worthy of Dr. 
Strangelove, yet stranger than fiction: weirder and more absurd than anything 
that Stanley Kubrick or Prince Hamlet ever dreamt of. What’s more, the same 
accident(s) happened again, not once but twice, in 1980—an absurd trio of
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computer glitches, near-misses, and cigars that almost exploded in everyone’s 
face. This isn’t calculated to generate confidence in nuclear “fail-safe.” It’s also 
a hellish way to observe your latest (but last) birthday! Yes, it takes the cake, 
made of U-238, festooned with plutonium candles. [Like the one baked for Gen. 
Leslie Groves, in 1945: a stunning display of hybris.] Now I know why Juergen 
Gortz immortalized Einstein (if that’s not redundant) in the way he did. But 
maybe there’s more to it than that. Maybe Einstein knew something about 
cruelty, stupidity, and absurdity that no one, not even Erasmus or Cervantes or 
Samuel Beckett, ever glimpsed or grasped. Maybe his response to the paparazzi 
of his day was more than a jest or a gesture, bom of frustration if not indignation 
at the invasion of privacy that all those flash-bulbs (themselves a token of 
Einstein’s handiwork as a thinker) represented. For at that moment Einstein’s 
visage became, not real, but a work of art—a refutation of every effort to expose 
or unmask him, by (re)creating himself in his own image, and by acting (not 
being) childish, mocking the very process by which his image as a Wise Man 
was mass-produced, or commercially manufactured. Turning Otherness inside 
out, like light that is bent by gravity in the four-dimensional space-time 
continuum. In art, as in science, there’s a difference between illusions of control 
and control over our illusions. Like Schroedinger’s cat, we are both in the bag 
and out of it, every time we act.

This is the only way to create the reality that already exists, to embody the 
myth, as Einstein did, incarnating his divinity. What more noble sign of 
resistance than a defiant gesture that captures the human spirit, in all its 
(un)conscious vanity, admitting yet denying its own futility? There, with his 
tongue sticking out, is Einstein, laughing at us as well as himself—and thus 
having the last laugh, if there is one. You wanted a strip? Or a film strip, as well 
as an ounce, if not a pound of Al’s flesh? You got it—and that’s all you’re going 
to get. [There’s another famous picture, showing Einstein at the Grand Canyon 
in 1922. That’s funny, he doesn’t look Hopish.] Ask Yahweh: nothing will be 
revealed; the old one keeps his secrets to the end, for subtle is the Lord, but not 
malicious: a saying that reflects Einstein’s abiding faith or deep-seated 
conviction in an eternal order and rationality underlying appearances. Einstein 
seems distracted, but he was always fast on his feet, full of playful, spontaneous 
wit, belying yet shrewdly reinforcing his carefully crafted image as a deep 
thinker who reluctantly bears all the world’s sorrows (Cf. Philippe Halsman’s 
portrait, 1947). Behold the man, in all his martyrdom, suffering saint, Jesus of 
Nazareth (or Kafka of Prague, his counterpart, whom Einstein must have met, 
either at a cafe or a synagogue there, in 1911, a lone fly on the wall).

In a cyclical world there is scant consolation in predicting that “as long as 
there is man, there will be war,” or in prophesying that “I do not know how the 
Third World War will be fought, but I can tell you what they will use in the 
Fourth: rocks.” No doubt Pyrrhic victors will hurl them at glass houses, while 
Einstein sticks out his tongue (like that candid photo, taken in 1951) at the 
prospect of nuclear Armageddon, spiting unholy fools who forsook God at



26 Popular Culture Review

Calvary, only to crucify physics. As he admonished in 1946, “the unleashed 
power of the atom has changed everything save our modes of thinking.” That’s 
why we have yet to learn, to see, “to make relativity relevant to us” (Jeffrey 
Crelinsten), despite its obvious relevance to everything. We won’t do it unless 
we’re dying of pure cant and consumerism. As the symbol of actual Faustian (or 
Frankensteinian) quests for total knowledge, Einstein has no peers, no rivals, 
and no equals. Yet unlike the myths he reenacts without even trying, Einstein 
wasn’t out to conquer the world. Speaking of dates long forgot, Einstein 
prepared a speech to mark the seventh anniversary of the founding of Israel. In 
it, he urged the creation of a Palestinian homeland, and an end to territorial 
conflict in the Middle East. A task still unfinished in 2009, but one that Einstein 
might have managed to pull off, had not age and ill health prevented him from 
accepting a pro forma offer of the Presidency of Israel, in 1952. At that time he 
excused himself, saying “I know a little something about nature. I know nothing 
about people.” He was being modest. Death precluded his going on the air; it 
would have been his debut on national TV, but the Grim Reaper had other ideas, 
and claimed Einstein in his sleep on April 18. Contemplating the event, 
scheduled for April 27, 1955, he joked “So I shall have a chance of becoming 
world famous!” Like death, Nielsen “kindly stopped for him.” But media went 
on, and today, it’s even further beyond control than atomic fission. Though they 
only cause brain death—as we can easily show. No wonder we have turned him 
into a carnival of kitsch, as though admitting our numbness, paralysis, inability 
to cope. The ubiquity of Einstein is matched only by the infinity of uses (and 
abuses) to which his name and face are liable, like choosing between Coke and 
Pepsi On the Beach—the ultimate “no-brainer,” as the jingles themselves 
proclaim, gulping down that Freudian froth. And so it goes, Bubbles. Nobody 
ever went broke underestimating taste for the tasteless. And if H.L. Mencken 
could only see us, he’d laugh at such folly, all the way to his desk at the 
Baltimore Sun.

Given all the stuff sold in Einstein’s (brand) name, the devil isn’t waiting to 
make the most of what most of us do the least: think. Kitsch (T-shirts, coffee 
mugs, yo-yos, lapel buttons) is based on the formula Einstein = mass culture x 
the speed of life squared. It’s no gimmick, but a fundamental law of human 
nature, which even Einstein knew from his travels, is destined to outlast time. 
We’ve trivialized the sublime. Now let’s desublimate the trivial. If (as Andy 
Warhol foretold) in the fab future everyone will be famous for 15 minutes, then 
either Einstein has outlasted himself, or else his form of time-travel makes time 
obsolete. Either way, H.G. Wells doesn’t have to make a round-trip in order to 
verify the clock paradox, or to relive our mythistory. Such inexhaustible 
richness suggests an unlimited future, which may be our best (if not only) hope 
for having one. What more do you need? And what else do you expect? Only 
that “As Time Goes By” (1942, sung by Dooley Wilson, in measured lyrical 
cadences that define collective memory) he will remain with us, as familiar as a 
broken heart and as much a part of our lives as the eternal verities he disclosed.
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What to him was the merely personal and transitory (as opposed to nature, fixed 
and unchanging in its a priori essence) was more permanent than he ever 
suspected: including his darkest secrets; strange, hidden, unfathomable being of 
“the old one,” to whom you can only say, I am what am: tautologies, sacred 
texts, logos, the alpha and omega, Scripture, poetic epiphanies, revelations, 
OM . . .  all that Beat stuff that came in with roadie Jack Kerouac and howlin’ 
Allen Ginsberg, as Einstein went out holy holyin’ with the onrushing tide, 
leaving the universe exactly as he’d found it, yet entirely different from its 
undisturbed, unalterable world-line. If eternal recurrence is our lot, then we 
needn’t plunder the past and rob it of all meaning by praying for absolution in a 
future life. The folk bard enchants us by sanctifying the quest for justice in a 
dangerous underworld: “Einstein disguised as Robin Hood / With his memories 
in his trunk / Passed this way an hour ago / With his friend a jealous monk” 
(Bob Dylan, “Desolation Row,” 1965). But then, we’ve always courted chaos, 
and married annihilation. Stripped of its skin, all pretense, peeled out of its 
pastel desert, Vegas is a microcosm of life: it’s about survival, against all odds. 
If apocalypse (or Armageddon) is nigh, why hell, let’s not be shy. Turn on that 
neon sign, let there be light: the ultimate spectacle. Make it a zillion kilowatts of 
blazing, high-voltage Hoover Dam, and damn the cost. Darkness at Noon, 
Chimes at Midnight: so long as we can see ourselves as the Strip sees us, bared 
souls, even as it empties wallets and crushes that oT American dream into a 
nuke nightmare, leaving nuclear waste and wasted lives.

Now there’s something to ponder on our vacation in paradise, here in the 
lost Eden (Mercury test site) we dare to call home (“Dina” Titus, Bombs in the 
Backyard, rev. ed., 2001), an eternal silence of infinite spaces, filled with 
nameless dread. It doesn’t matter whether we get to see the sun rise, so long as it 
doesn’t set before we’re ready to leave home and take a trip, to go where no one 
has gone before—to that undiscovered country that isn’t on any map, globe, or 
star chart, to which all voyagers must journey alone, boats against the current, 
borne back ceaselessly into the irreversible future, out of history, into history, 
bearing the big burden of time, and doing it with grace. The earth is round, it 
doesn’t revolve around us, so Copernicus is still around the comer, waiting for 
us to catch up. Which we will, the moment enlightenment gets there, or 
narcissism flees. Or as Mr. Roosevelt said, in a speech scheduled for delivery on 
Jefferson Day, April 13, 1945, the day after his sudden demise (and almost 80 
years to the day after Lincoln was murdered, five days after Appomattox, at the 
conclusion of the Civil War):

Today, science has brought all the different quarters of the globe so close 
together that it is impossible to isolate them one from another. Today we are 
faced with the preeminent fact that, if civilization is to survive, we must 
cultivate the science of human relationships—the ability of all peoples, of all 
kinds, to live together and work together, in the same world, at peace. . .  The 
work, my friends, is peace. More than an end of this war—an end to the 
beginnings of all wars. Yes, an end, forever, to this impractical, unrealistic
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settlement of the differences between governments by the mass killing of 
peoples.

Ten years later, fate pre-empted Albert’s own last picture show. Relativity 
of simultaneity? Just bad timing, dilated, in transit to messengers waiting to send 
and receive new signals. Reset your clocks, synchronize watches, take bearings, 
adjust the compass. Meantime, we’ve got work to do, innocence to relose and 
regain: presidents, ministers, and emperors to strip bare of their clothes. It’s a lot 
of labor, but we must do it, to deserve a moral holiday. No hurry, but no time 
like the present moment to start doing it. The One and the Many will stay in 
business indefinitely. Shiva got it right, so grab the ineluctable wheel and hang 
on to your karma. The end of all beginnings = the beginning of the end!3

University of San Diego Dennis Rohatyn

Notes
1 This lecture was accompanied by a PowerPoint presentation, including soundtrack. I 
have left it intact, at the risk of baffling (or annoying) the reader. I hope that the taste 
compensates for any missing ingredients.
2 This also applies to Luce Irigaray’s contention that Einstein’s most famous formula is a 
“sexed equation.” [See “Is the subject of science sexed?” Hypatia, Vol 2 No 3 (Fall, 
1987), 65-87.] Irigaray argues that science is inherently masculine because it privileges 
speed and power over their opposites. Hence Einstein is simply a chauvinist: the 
assumptions of relativity are patriarchal, hence its “laws” reflect and encode a phallic 
world-view. Granting Irigaray’s premises, her conclusion still doesn’t follow, if only 
because (as Einstein repeatedly stressed) a body traveling at light speed appears to itself 
to be at rest. Hence it is only in motion relative to an observer, situated in another 
reference-frame. Irigaray also makes much of the difference between hard and soft bodies 
(as of the distinction between hard and soft sciences). But a major consequence of 
relativity theory is that photons or other tiny “objects” traveling at (close to) light-speed 
are all but immaterial, as well as immovable (infinite in mass, which means not that they 
are very big but that they can’t go any faster, because in a sense they aren’t going at all). 
In short, Einstein’s discoveries, far from being corollaries of a masculine metaphysics 
already in place since the age of genius (the 17th century), compel us to redefine every 
term we use or take for granted, including velocity (time) and occupancy (space). They 
don’t just confirm what we already believed; they force us to abandon or re-examine 
everything we thought we knew. They are scientific, yet Socratic, breakthroughs or 
paradigm shifts (revolutions), rather than extensions or completions of extant theories. 
Irigaray is quite right that language is never neutral, but Einstein’s physics is as much 
about changing the way we speak (and act) as it is about changing the way we think.
I mention all this, not to defend Einstein (as though he of all people needed it) but 
because Irigaray’s work says far more about her than it does about her subject. It is more 
of a phenomenon than a commentary (as demonstrated by Alan Sokal and Jean 
Bricmont’s scholarly reductio of French obscurantist humbug, Intellectual Impostures 
[London, 1998]). Yet the entire controversy is elitist (that is, abstract and recondite), an 
example of UNpopular culture, with which no one outside academia is familiar. I thank 
Daniel Ferreras for bringing it to my attention, in the aftermath of my speech.
3 Deep thanks to Arthur Rush, Jeff Simmons, Scott Lundergan, and Shahra Meshkaty for
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generously sharing all of their computer expertise; to Peter Steeves for his wisdom, 
encouragement, and (m)oral support; to Naomi Rohatyn, for always being there; and 
Felicia Campbell, for believing in me, and never once losing faith.
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Emil, Theresa Russell, Tony Curtis, Gary Busey and Will Sampson), there are various
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educational films that feature (actors playing the role of) Albert Einstein, including 
Einstein Revealed (1996, dir. Peter Jones, in a careful rendition by Andrew Sachs) and 
Einstein’s Big Idea (2005, dir. Gary Johnstone, narrated John Lithgow, with Aidan 
McArdle as AE, based on David Bodanis’s book E = mc2; a Biography o f the World’s 
Most Famous Equation [New York: Walker, 2005]; both prod, by NOVA for PBS).

Einstein isn’t mentioned in What the Bleep Do We Know? (dir. William Amtz, Betty 
Chasse, Mark Vicente), a 2004 documentary about quantum mechanics, which the film 
calls “the physics of possibilities.” But since Einstein did more than anyone to call 
attention to quanta, even while opposing the implications of his own work, this is a major 
and inexcusable omission: not the least of the film’s own failure to exploit the very 
possibilities it raises. Yet in his absence, Einstein is like a God who isn’t dead, just 
waiting to be resurrected, if not by causality (locality, separability) then by what he called 
“spooky action at a distance,” which looms over the quantum world, courtesy of J.S. 
Bell’s theorem. Thanks to John Cage, quantum weirdness (as it’s called) begot aleatoric 
music; thanks to Iannis Xenakis, chance begot choice, overthrowing Beethoven’s “es 
muss sein” to create imperatives leading directly to Philip Glass’s messianic minimalism, 
so eerily reminiscent of J.S. Bach. [The two best recordings of Einstein on the Beach are 
those made by CBS, 1979 and Elektra, 1993; both feature Glass’s ensemble, conducted 
by Michael Riesman. Robert Wilson wrote the libretto and choreographed the opera.] 
From the foregoing list, it’s obvious that Einstein(iana) has an unlimited future—or an 
uncountably infinite set of possibilities!





The Simplification of NFL Team Logos 
Television and Graphic Design 

in the 1950s and 1960

Abstract
This study analyzes National Football League team logos and the 
way they have changed. Focusing on the relationship between 
television and logo design, it explores the influence o f the medium on 
design, beginning in the 1950s, as influences in graphic design 
during this time apparently caused changes in logo design. This 
paper argues that the technical requirements o f television and 
changes in aesthetic philosophy in the field o f graphic design 
contributed to the makeover o f football team logos during this era, 
with visual data corroborating our assumptions.

Personal and group identification with the symbolic byproducts of society 
can be seen in the spheres of religion, business, in families and communities, 
and in professional sports. These symbols, such as a cross, a trademark, a coat of 
arms, or a flag, vary in shape, color, style, and function. They are imbued with 
attractive forces and emotions tied to team identification and loyalty, sometimes 
to an extreme degree as illustrated by the lead from a 2006 Associated Press 
story: “Major League Baseball has a marketing deal with a company called 
Eternal Image. It’ll put team logos on caskets and urns.. . .  Each urn will be 
stamped with a message saying Major League Baseball officially recognizes the 
deceased as a lifelong fan of that team” (AP, 2006). Thus, team loyalty 
expressed through the symbolic representation of logos is a powerful experience 
for fans, even into the afterlife.

The purpose of this study is to examine the graphic aspects of National 
Football League team logos during the period just before and after television 
inundated the consumer market in the 1950s, becoming a dominant form for 
broadcasting professional sporting events. Focusing on the concept of 
simplification, we argue that a transformation in team logos took place due 
primarily to two factors: 1) The technical requirements of television; and 2) the 
stylistic changes in the field of graphic design. Visual evidence is used to 
support these assumptions.

The trend toward simplicity in logo design took place during a well-defined 
timeframe associated with television’s infusion into American society: the mid- 
1950s through the 1960s. Also during this time, the graphic design field was 
transforming in ways that might also contribute to the changes in professional 
football logo design we consider here. Did television change football team
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logos? What influences did the graphic design field have on team logos? What 
are the characteristics of the trend toward simplification of football team logos?

Literature Review
Television. Much is written about the historical relationship between 

television and football (Cressman & Swenson, 2007; Patton, 1984; Mullen & 
Mazzocco, 2000; O’Neil, 1989). A theme recurring in this literature is the idea 
that television and football have a symbiotic relationship, as they influence and 
transform the other. Whether it is the increased size of letters and numbers on 
the players’ uniforms to make them more visible, or game-stopping timeouts for 
television commercials (actually called “television timeouts”), football has 
evolved to satisfy the visual, auditory, economic, and time-oriented needs of 
television. These changes, which include the aesthetic style of the team logos, 
are fundamental to the success of both sport franchises and media owners.

Before the television era, football had little concern for things such as close- 
up images, or wide angles. The only images were those seen on the field of play 
and sometimes in still images in print media. Logos, uniforms, and the scene en 
scene of the game changed in the late 1950s and 1960s with increased of 
television coverage of the sport, new production innovations, and a growing 
television audience. For nearly every team that was a franchise before 
widespread television broadcasting, a distinctive aesthetic transformation in the 
design of the team logo occurred around the decade of the 1960s. According to 
George McCaskey, this change was due in part to the contract that the National 
Football League signed with the television networks in the 1960s (see 
Methodology section for information about George McCaskey). As part of the 
contract, the teams were pushed to put logos on the teams’ helmets (G. 
McCaskey, personal communication, April 2, 2007). This move made logos 
more prominent and helped the television viewing audience easily distinguish 
one team from another and contributed to the simplification of the logos. The 
quality of the television image may have been an underlying motivation for this.

Marshall McLuhan (1964) said that, “the TV image is of low intensity or 
definition, and, therefore, unlike film, it does not afford detailed information 
about objects” (p. 317). Precise and finely detailed graphic imagery was, 
therefore, not a necessity in the production of early television programming. 
“Technically, TV tends to be a close-up medium,” he wrote. “The close-up that 
in the movie is used for shock is, on TV, a quite casual thing. And whereas a 
glossy photo the size of the TV screen would show a dozen faces in adequate 
detail, a dozen faces on the TV screen are only a blur” (p. 317). Therefore, 
televisual graphic design in the 1960s necessitated visual simplicity.

Television viewing was a very different experience in the late 1950s and 
1960s than it is today. For example, the image was monochromatic; black, 
white, and shades of gray comprised television’s color scheme. Moreover, a 
television’s screen size was, on average, smaller than today’s models and home 
reception of the television signal was often problematic. Noise factors produced 
static that reduced picture quality and influenced how viewers saw the game and



The Simplification of NFL Team Logos 35

the various graphic elements embedded within it. Logo designs were likely a 
manifestation of the relationship between the medium’s technological 
requirements, the game itself, and the stylistic evolution of graphic design.

Television’s aesthetic requirements dictate the use of certain techniques to 
produce an effective visual stimulus. Ziegler, Greco, and Riggs (2002) state that 
there is a “fusing of creativity and technology in contemporary media” (p. 8). 
However, early forms of television were challenging in regards to graphic 
design.

Television as a medium in the 1950s and 1960s was not a particularly good 
medium for creative outlet. Its scanning process—alternating lines of resolution 
at 525 lines, not particularly conducive for fine details—was observed by 
McLuhan (1964). The size of the television screen and its black-and-white 
image were additional issues to consider. Borrows, Gross and Wood (1998), in 
describing one of the critical principles in television graphic design, wrote 
“Keep it simple—all lettering, all design elements, and all artwork. The screen is 
too small and the scanning lines are too blurry to permit any fine detail.. . .  This 
is particularly true with lettering styles. Letters should be bold, thick, and well 
defined, with a sharp, firm contour” (p. 228). Lettering style with serifs also 
should be avoided. In addition to the technical considerations of television, the 
very fast motion of the football game itself needs to be considered. If there is too 
much detail on a logo design, the television viewing audience will not be able 
comprehend it. McCaskey concurs: “It’s my opinion that a simpler logo in that 
context is better.. . . Now if you look at the Baltimore Ravens’ helmet decal, for 
instance, oh my gosh, there’s a lot on that helmet. And at some point I think you 
risk it getting too busy from a design standpoint” (G. McCaskey, personal 
communication, April 2, 2007).

Graphic Design. In the middle part of the 20th century graphic design was 
defined by the International Typographic Style that emerged out of Switzerland 
and Germany and made its way to the United States (Meggs & Purvis, 2006). 
Clarity and order were the defining characteristics of this style that denounced 
personal expression and eccentricity. “The initiators of this movement believed 
that sans-serif typography expresses the spirit of a more progressive age and that 
mathematical grids are the most legible and harmonious means for structuring 
information” (Meggs & Purvis, 2006, p. 356). The philosophical approach taken 
by this style would influence graphic design into the 1990s.

At the same time, the post-war United States was becoming increasingly 
more mobile and television-oriented. For a nation on the go, graphic information 
needed to be simple and easy to read when speeding past a billboard along the 
highway, flipping through a magazine, or watching a television program. Meals 
were eaten on the go, in the car, and in front of the television. Fast food 
restaurants and TV dinners were part of the evolution in dining behavior. 
Innovative packaging was simple, organized, and compartmentalized (see 
Cullen, 2001). The game of football embodies these characteristics. Players have 
highly specialized roles in a top-down, militaristic game where the goal is to
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score as many points as possible. The concepts of organization and 
compartmentalization were indicative of the Americanized version of football. 
These, along with the design philosophy of this era, we argue, may have 
influenced the aesthetic features of the teams’ logos.

Logos. Scholars have studied the marketability of particular logo designs 
with regard to their effectiveness in producing economic value. In an effort to 
determine aesthetic variables that produced the most significant consumer 
appeals, Henderson and Cote (1998) analyzed 195 logos, calibrated on 13 design 
characteristics, and categorized logos meeting high-recognition, low-investment, 
and high-image communication objectives. High-recognition logos (accurate 
recognition created by high investment) were found to have natural, harmonious, 
and moderately elaborate designs, and low-investment logos (false sense of 
knowing a positive effect) were less natural and harmonious (Henderson & 
Cote, 1998). As one of the main vehicles for communicating image, cutting 
through clutter to gain attention, and speeding recognition of the product or 
company, logos were found to affect evaluations of a company. The extent of 
affect transfer depended on the nature of the affect (positive or negative), how 
intense the affective reactions are, and how closely the logo is associated with 
the product or company, through either repeated pairings or shared associations 
or meanings. The best way for corporations to ensure more affectively pleasing 
logos, according to Henderson and Cote (1998), was to select moderate designs.

Gladden and Funk (2002) have shown that the team logo is an important 
part of brand association and team support. The authors developed a “Team 
Association Model Scale” that identifies dimensions of brand associations. One 
of the key areas in the model is the “attribute” of a team with the logo design as 
one of attributes. Statements representing logo design on the scale include “I 
like the colors of my favorite team,” “I like the logo of my favorite team,” and 
“my favorite team’s uniforms are attractive.”

Lewis (2001) identified two types of fans and these differences affect the 
relocation of a team. One of the types of fans lives in the original city and their 
perception of a team’s relocation is like the death of “part of their identity.” For 
fans whose allegiance to the team is not based on where the team plays, 
franchise relocation is not nearly as difficult an experience. Instead, their 
individual identity is called in question only when that team’s mascot or logo is 
changed. For these fans, the logo, rather than the city the team plays in, is the 
symbol that defines the core of their identity. Fans who are loyal to a symbol 
rather than to the home team are emotionally connected to the team’s logo is due 
to “modem transportation and communications technology,” Lewis wrote, in 
which “technology continues to expand and reach more people” (Lewis, p.17).

Media have created a community beyond the original geographical 
community. In order to transport these logos effectively, their representations 
must fit the medium (Bishop, 2001). For television, this has likely led to the 
simplification of the logo. Following network trends, Superstations—such as 
WTBS, owned by Ted Turner, and WGN, owned by Tribune Entertainment—
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gave teams (Turner’s Atlanta Braves and the Tribune's Chicago Cubs) national 
exposure. Baseball executives, fearing the erosion of their fan base at the hands 
of the Superstations, have tried to halt their growth for years. Superstations and 
national television contracts in major sports franchises have done significant 
damage to the sports logo as a sign of allegiance. And every new logo and 
uniform change means a new line of collectible items. Instead of showing 
loyalty to a team by supporting the players, fans show loyalty by buying the 
latest shirts and hats. Tony Spaeth (1993), an image design consultant for 
corporations and the advertising industry, noted the trend toward simplification 
of logos in corporate America during the 1990s; as logos emphasized more than 
brand identity alone, it became imperative that they also conveyed a corporate 
identity. Researchers discovered that consumers responded to companies that 
not only conveyed a sense of sound management, but also made this image clear 
in their identity.

Brilliantly executed re-branding, according to Spaeth (2005), can revive, 
refresh, and renew corporate spirits, as well as those, presumably, of 
professional sports franchises. Although the consuming public may assume that 
they are the priority audience for logo changes, often the employees of the 
franchise are at least as important if not more so. Two themes are particularly 
clear in today’s identity changes. One is focus, either narrower or simply clearer 
and a more openly expressed focus. A second trend is change for the sake of 
change, to shake up things, usually among employees (1994). Perhaps a logo, 
then, is best understood as the manifestation of a leader’s vision.

Methodology
The aesthetic characteristics of sports logos examined in this study include 

the elements of color, line, shape, direction, simplicity, complexity, and 
symbolic aspects with attention to changes in design over time. The study used 
Chris Creamer’s Sportslogos website (http://www.sportslogos.net/). Creamer, 
himself a logo enthusiast and designer for the Toronto Maple Leafs hockey 
team, relies on sports fans who are interested in logos to contribute to the site 
and maintain its integrity. From Creamer’s website, 12 National Football League 
(NFL) teams and their logos were selected for analysis: New York Giants, 
Chicago Bears, Pittsburgh Steelers, Green Bay Packers, Washington Redskins, 
Arizona Cardinals, Cleveland Browns, Philadelphia Eagles, Indianapolis Colts, 
San Francisco 49ers, St. Louis Rams, and Detroit Lions.1 These teams were 
chosen because they existed before the television broadcasts of the 1960s and 
still exist today. In this way, we could track changes in each team’s logo design, 
while making inferences based on the historical events in question.

In addition to examining the aesthetics of the logos, we sought expert 
analysis from representatives of the teams. Of all the teams we tried contacting, 
the Chicago Bears were the only organization to reply. George H. McCaskey, 
senior director of ticket operations for the team and “unofficial team historian,” 
is compiling a history of the Bears’ uniform. His mother, Virginia Halas

http://www.sportslogos.net/
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McCaskey, owns the team. McCaskey contacted us by phone, and we taped a 
half-hour interview.

The analysis proceeded along aesthetic/historical lines, examining the 
artistic factors in team logo design that changed due to particular historical 
events—in this case broadcast of football games on television. The aesthetic 
analysis was defined in part by the compositional interpretation of Rose (2001), 
although the method was modified to compensate for its weaknesses. Rose’s 
method relied on the contextual information of the particular object under study 
(Rose, 2001). The composition of the visual phenomena, however, was of 
central interest. A number of visual elements work in combination to form a 
logo’s composition.

Color is an important component of sports team logo design, a highly 
symbolic feature of any visual image, especially with regard to its simplicity. 
We examined color along three dimensions: hue, saturation, and brightness, with 
hue describing the color itself: red, blue, green, etc.

Saturation describes the strength or purity of a color, and highly saturated 
color looking rich and low saturated color as washed out. Saturation also 
contributes to a color’s energy, “the relative aesthetic impact a color has on us” 
(Zettl, 2005, p. 65). Highly saturated colors generally appear more energetic 
than unsaturated ones. They are “simple, almost primitive” (Dondis, 1973, p. 
51). “The more intense or saturated the coloration of a visual object or event, the 
more highly charged it is with expression and emotion” (Dondis, 1973, p. 51). 
Warm colors (red, orange, yellow) generally have more energy and excitement 
than cold colors (blue, green). Thus, high-energy colors often translate visually 
into simplicity due to their child-like appeal and primitive nature.

Color brightness refers to “how light or dark a color appears in black-and- 
white” (Zettl, 2005, p. 56). Not as important with today’s color televisions, this 
dimension of color would have played an important role for the monochromatic 
image reproduced by 1950s and 1960s sets. Because the actual hue does not 
affect the brightness of an object, it is important to have colors across a range 
from light to dark in a logo or else it will appear to be all of one tone to the 
black-and-white television viewer.

Line and shape are two more compositional elements of importance for our 
examination of logos. Lines can have great energy and tend to have a decisive 
nature, direction, and purpose to them. They are essential in logo design and can 
be used by football teams for the fonts of letters associated with team names, 
such as the uniquely designed “C” for Chicago, the “NY” for the New York 
Giants, or the “G” for the Green Bay Packers.

The font style is important and should be readable to the television 
audience. Generally, bold, simple block lettering serves this purpose. Lines, in 
turn, are used to create and articulate shapes (Dondis, 1973), with squares, 
circles, and triangles serving as the three basic shapes. “The square has 
associated to it dullness, honesty, straightness, and workmanlike meaning; the
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triangle, action, conflict, tension; the circle, endlessness, warmth, protection” 
(Dondis, 1973, p. 44).

Direction is another compositional element that plays a role in logo design. 
Shapes and lines themselves can express directionality: left and right, up and 
down, or diagonal. Even though we are studying static logos, there is 
directionality. Usually, lines or other visual features that suggest movement 
from left to right connote forward momentum or progress. Right to left suggests 
retreat. Movement upward, or the suggestion of such movement, is also more 
positive than visuals suggesting a move downward, but in general, the 
appearance of some directionality is better than no direction at all.

The symbolic aspects of a logo can be quite powerful in terms of fan 
identification with a team. One way to think about symbols is in terms of three 
semiotic categories: icons, indexes, and symbols as proposed by Charles S. 
Pierce (see Wiener, 1966). Indexes look like the thing they represent; therefore, 
can be highly complex. Models and reduced-sized images of things are 
examples. An index is a residual of something left behind. For example, some 
teams (e.g. Clemson) use a paw print of an animal for their logo, an index by 
this classification scheme. Indexes can be complex, but tend to be somewhat 
simpler than icons. A symbol is an arbitrary human-made convention. Words, 
letters, a cross, and similar sorts of marks are indicative of symbolic images. 
Symbolic imagery tends to have a simpler look than either iconic or indexical 
images. This study addresses much of the connotative element of meaning of 
symbols, as well as the other aesthetic features.

Findings 
UChicago Bears

The Bears logo is paradigmatic of the sort of historical changes seen in 
football logo design. From a detailed representation of a black bear carrying an 
orange football from 1940 to 1953, to a smaller version of the bear lying on a 
larger version of the football from 1954 to 1973, a transition to the simpler 
wishbone “C” design emerges in the 1960s. There is some overlap in primary 
logo usage in the 1960s and early 1970s between the small-bear and the white 
“C” logo. The change from the black bear to the wishbone “C” was due to the 
addition of logos on helmets of professional teams beginning in the late 1950s 
and early 1960s. The letter “C” has been the primary logo for the Chicago Bears 
for over 40 years and has been the helmet logo for longer than that. In 1974, the 
color of the primary logo was changed from white with blue trim to orange with 
white trim. The color orange was consistent over the years, with the exception of 
the 1962 to 1972 logo. There was a sense of imbalance to the “C” logo because 
the bottom portion of the letter is longer than the top portion, hence the opening 
is off-center and asymmetrical. This slight imbalance probably was not 
noticeable to television viewers, but the simplification of the logo would help 
make it easier to notice. The high contrast of the white “C” against the team’s 
black helmet would have been an ideal visual for the black-and-white, low
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resolution of the television image in the 1960s. The switch to the more colorful 
“C” logo occurred during the color television era of the 1970s. Symbolically, the 
evolution of the Bears’ logo shows a move from a complex icon of a bear to the 
simpler symbolic “C.”
New York Giants

The Giants have had five primary logo changes since 1950. Like the 
Chicago Bears, the New York Giants’ logos transformed from relatively detailed 
representative images of a giant quarterback towering over either the New York 
City skyline (1950-55) or where they played their games in Yankee Stadium 
(1956-60) to the simpler lower case block letter abbreviation for New York 
(NY), or the team’s nickname (GIANTS) from the 1960s to the present day.

The white letters offset against the team’s blue helmet in the 1960s made 
for high contrast and, thus, good television recognition. Used in a variety of 
combinations, the red, white, and blue colors have remained consistent over the 
years. Because of their variations in color brightness, the combination of colors, 
and the simple, thick, block lettering of the abbreviated (NY) logo would also 
have made for good viewing on the television sets of the 1960s. Like the Bears, 
the Giants logo transformed from iconic to symbolic and took on a simpler look 
over time.

1950-1955 1956-1960 1961-1974

BUMS nil
1976-1999 2000-present

Figure 1: New York Giants, 1950-present (representative example o f logo changes over time)
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Detroit Lions
Different in design from either the Bears or the Giants, the Detroit Lions 

logo transforms from detailed representation of a lion with a forward-leaning 
football player behind it (1952-1960), to increasingly simpler and bolder 
representations of a lion, with no alphanumeric abbreviations as in the previous 
two examples. The 1961 to 1969 logo of the outline of the prowling lion against 
vertical bars of blue and silver may not have been the best logo for a television 
viewing audience, but as the lion transforms into the blue, silhouetted later 
versions, a more simplified, bolder logo emerges. Blue is a color used 
consistently throughout the years, although the most recent logo has a black 
border around the Lion. Unlike the Bears and the Giants, the Lions logo went 
from iconic to indexical imagery. Still, however, the move is to a simpler logo 
style.

1952-1960 1961-1969

1970-2002 2003-2008

Figure 2: Detroit Lions, 1952-present (representative example o f logo changes over time)

Pittsburgh Steelers
In the 1930s, when they were still the Pittsburgh Pirates, the team used a 

logo that looked like a family crest with an image of the castle representing Fort 
Pitt. It was highly detailed and complex. By the 1950s, the logo had an oval 
shape and contained three scenes involving steel factories. The fine detail made 
the logo barely recognizable. The simplification process began in 1960 with the 
image of a steelworker kicking a rivet off an I-beam. The logo was short-lived. 
The circular logo, based on the Steelmark design belonging to the American 
Iron and Steel Institute (AISI) replaced the rivet-kicking steelworker in 1962.
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The current logo consists of the word “Steelers” surrounded by three 
hypocycloids (diamond shapes). The colors, bright and highly saturated, 
represent the ingredients of steel: yellow for coal, orange for ore, and blue for 
steel scrap, indicating a move toward abstract symbolism.

While the original Steelmark logo contained only the word “Steel” (1962), 
the Steelers were given permission to add the “-ers” for the 1963 version of the 
logo. The logo is located on the right side of the team’s helmet (the only team to 
put their logo on only one side). According to online sources, the team’s 
longtime field and equipment manager, Jack Hart was instructed to do this by 
Art Rooney, the team owner. At first, it was a test to see how the logo looked on 
the team’s then gold helmets. But the concept stuck and now it is a permanent 
fixture for the logo. The team switched to black helmets one year after 
introducing the Steelmark logo (see the Steelers official website 
http://news.steelers.com/tradition/logohistory/), benefiting the television 
viewing audience, as the colorful logo offset against the black helmet made for 
clearer viewer reception on television. In terms of symbolism, this is another 
example of a logo that was iconic in the years before television and then 
redesigned to a simpler symbol.

1933-1940

1960-1961

1945-1950 1951-1953

1962 1963-present

Figure 3: Pittsburgh Steelers, 1933-present (representative example o f logo changes over time)

Green Bay Packers
Little information exists about the first two Green Bay Packers logos used 

throughout the 1950s. The oval “G” logo was created in 1961 by George “Dad” 
Braisher, equipment manager for the Packers, and is the logo that most people

http://news.steelers.com/tradition/logohistory/
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are familiar with (from sportslogos.net). Again, the transformation of Green 
Bay’s logo is one of simplification as it moved from the iconic to the symbolic. 
The white oval “G” framed against a hunter green background creates the 
brightness contrast necessary for good television viewing in the 1960s. Several 
other teams use the Packers’ circular oval shape (Bears, Steelers, Redskins, 
49ers, Rams). In most of the logos, the circle serves as a frame or boundary for 
the logo. In the case of the circular “C” of the Chicago Bears and the circular 
ram’s horn of the St. Louis Rams, the circle is the most important element of the 
logo. The circle symbolically connotes unity and wholeness—keys to team 
success and the simplicity of the logo itself.
Washington Redskins

Notwithstanding the controversy about using Native-American names and 
imagery, the Washington Redskins’ logo has gone through numerous changes 
since the 1930s (see Eitzen & Zinn, 2001; Pewewardy, 2004). The image that 
occurs most often is the head of a Native American with most of their logos 
remaining iconic (the one exception is the 1970-71 logo using the “R” in the 
circle instead of the head). Vince Lombardi, who left the Packers to coach the 
Redskins, influenced the design of the 1970-71 “R” logo. He wanted a logo 
similar to the Packers and thus the design change. Lombardi died, however, 
before he could coach the Redskins using this logo (from sportslogos.net). 
Directionally, the head and other logos have a left-to-right orientation, although 
there was some experimentation in 1982 with the head facing the other way. The 
story told about this logo is that the equipment manager had such a difficult time 
applying the straight feathers of the previous logo designs that he went for an 
easier option (see Creamer’s website at sportslogos.net for this story). But, with 
the suggestion of the National Football League, the logo was switched back to 
the left-to-right direction the next year. As either a profile of a Native American 
or a spear with feather, the logo for the Redskins remained primarily iconic 
throughout the years. However, a cleaner, simpler use of line drawing emerged 
in the 1960s.
Arizona Cardinals

The Cardinals have moved from city to city over the years. This alone has 
challenged the team and their logo design. Their first logo, when they were in 
Chicago in the 1920s and 30s, was similar to that of both the Bears and the 
baseball Cubs. It was ineffective and did not present a separate and unique 
personality for the football team. The 1947 logo helped make that transition to a 
team, different from other Chicago teams, with a red cardinal overlaid onto a 
line-drawn football. They moved to St. Louis in 1960 and the logo became the 
cardinal bird head much like what we see today. This branding stuck with the 
team with their move to Arizona. A slight change was made in 2005 to darken 
the outline of the logo and make the bird look angrier by furrowing its brow 
more deeply. The darkened outline helped to create a sense of contrast and set 
the logo off from the team’s white helmet. Again we see a transition to a
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simplified logo for the team in the 1960s as we saw with the other teams. A 
cleaner, bolder iconic cardinal profile emerged for this team.
St. Louis Rams

The Rams are another peripatetic team. The logo for its time in Cleveland 
was the ram head. As a logo, the ram head of 1940 is too complex for television 
broadcasts. The horns, eyes, and mouth make an unusual logo since no neck or 
body is connected. It is somewhat garish. Used on the helmets, the team’s 
curling ram horn logo during the Los Angeles years from 1946 to 1994, survives 
to this day despite the team having changed its primary logo twice since moving 
to St. Louis in 1995. The bright golden yellow horn against a field of blue help it 
stand out on television. The move to St. Louis shows a tendency for teams to 
demonstrate loyalty to their new home and fan base. In 1995, the St. Louis Rams 
incorporated the famous Gateway, or St. Louis Arch, along with the city’s name 
in the primary logo. The logo is not simple and brightly colored like the helmet 
logo. The team simplified the primary logo to a contemporary-looking ram in 
2000. In many ways, the Rams’ helmet logo of 1946, the ram horn, with its 
simplicity and iconicity, put the team ahead of many others in terms of 
innovation and adaptation to the television medium.
Indianapolis Colts

The Colts’ primary logo of 1953 was complex and small for television 
coverage. So, the horseshoe was used on the helmets starting in 1953 and has 
not been changed at all through the years. In 1979, the horseshoe became the 
official primary logo of the team. A bright, blue-colored horseshoe, contrasting 
against the team’s white helmet, made for excellent television viewing in black- 
and-white. Indianapolis did not make the same mistake other teams made by 
creating a logo highlighting their city. The Colts maintained the same television- 
friendly logo of the horseshoe despite the move from Baltimore to Indianapolis 
in 1984.
Cleveland Browns

The Cleveland Browns originally had their mascot, the “Brownie Elf,” as 
their primary logo in the mid-1940s. A cartoonish caricature of an elf holding a 
football was an odd symbol and too complex for television. Art Modell ended its 
use in the mid-1960s and the orange logo-less helmet became the team’s logo. 
Recently, however, the Brownie Elf has come back and is used on fan 
merchandise and on team equipment (from sportslogos.net). In many ways, the 
pure brown color makes this the simplest of all the logos. Named for the team’s 
founder and first coach, Paul Brown, the use of this simple color logo links the 
team to its history. Moreover, one of the team’s most famous players, running 
back Jim Brown is coincidentally also linked to this color. It is during his time 
on the team that it experienced some of its best years in the league. So, there is 
also a link between the color brown, two important personalities on the team, 
and the team’s glory years.
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San Francisco 49ers
The San Francisco 49ers logo had a major redesign during the television 

era. The 1946 logo was a caricature of a gold miner from the 1848 California 
Gold Rush dressed in red and white and firing pistols in each hand. The 1968 
logo, now in the television era, is simply a letter-based logo with the initials of 
“SF” for San Francisco. The sense of the rough and tumble 49er was divorced 
from the brand. The 49er is, thus, not projected as rootin’-tootin’, gun-firing 
crazy man. The new logo of 1968 is set within the simple oval shape. It loses the 
complex multi-directionality of the gun-slinging miner and substitutes the 
simpler left-to-right direction of the SF lettering. The audience can easily read 
the serif style letters, even though they are more complex than simple block 
letters. The transition from the representative iconic image to a purely symbolic 
logo is quite dramatic. The new logo is also very easily seen on camera 
compared to the original logo. The current logo enhances the SF with a gold 
oval within the black border. The overall effect is an artistic simplification of the 
abbreviated letters.
Philadelphia Eagles

The Philadelphia Eagles have transformed their logo from an image to what 
is primarily a word. The early logos were an iconic representation of a Kelly 
green eagle. In 1973, the team made the logo into half word, half image, thus 
combining iconic with symbolic imagery. The eagle was large and towered over 
letters “Philadelphia EAGLES.” In the 1996 incarnation, the logo emphasized 
the word “Eagles,” covering only the head of the eagle. The 1996 logo is more 
television friendly than the 1973 version, and presents a cleaner graphic style 
than the others. They are the Eagles both verbally and visually.

The team never used any of these logos on the helmet, rather relegated them 
to uniforms and other team paraphernalia. The helmet logo, used since the 
1950s, consists of a pair of eagle wings emanating from the front of the helmet 
and sweeping back along the sides. An early version of the helmet was green 
with silver wings. The contrast in color would make for good black-and-white 
television viewing. The primary logo has remained relatively complex over the 
years and with the addition of words in small type, has become more complex in 
recent years.

Conclusions
That professional football logos have changed is undeniable. How and why 

they changed was the focus of this research. Football logos follow a general 
trend toward simplicity. We speculated that television of the 1960s was a major 
cause of the changes we see in professional football logos. George McCaskey, 
an expert on the subject, agreed, but also indicated that it is difficult to 
determine how and why logos were designed and changed over the years. “Back 
in the day, in the early days of the National Football League teams were really 
struggling just to get by,” he said. “I don’t think they gave a lot of thought to, 
‘here we need to preserve this discussion for the ages’” (G. McCaskey, personal
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communication, April 2, 2007). The history of this enigmatic part of the NFL 
seems, for the most part, lost. However, with little deviation, our study shows 
that most football logos have evolved into simpler designs at approximately the 
same time—a time that happened to coincide with the technological 
requirements of television in the 1960s.

This is not to say, however, that the football team management intentionally 
changed things because they saw that a simpler logo would work better on 
television, or that they were in tune with the graphics revolution of that era. 
Rather, we argue that the change may have been a result of a generalized trend 
of thought and feeling during the timeframe under examination, a Zeitgeist, if 
you will, that marked this era. In other words, though there may not have been a 
conscious series of decisions made to change a team’s logo due to television’s 
technical needs (though some decision makers in football could have been savvy 
enough to understand this), the changes occurred nonetheless because of an 
instinctive understanding of what was visually appropriate and what would work 
for the television medium.

A series of factors may have converged around the time of the late-1950s 
and on through the 1960s, helping to bring about the clear pattern of logo design 
simplification. First, it was around this time that teams started putting logos on 
their helmets at the behest of the NFL (note that not all primary logos are helmet 
logos). So logos were designed to fit on a helmet. It is also true that a football 
helmet fits nicely into a close-up image within the television frame. This may 
have led to greater scrutiny of the logo design from team owners, NFL 
administrators, and fans. This is speculative reasoning because there is no 
documentation of this process anywhere. Even email and phone messages to 
football team headquarters yielded no information about the ways in which the 
team’s logos evolved (except for the Chicago Bears’ George McCaskey).

The power of symbolic representation and the need to display such a potent 
visual identifier may also have played a role. Regardless, the debate about 
television as a mode of artistic representation and its ability to bring about 
change in other artistic forms like the changes in logo design shown in this study 
goes on. Our findings demonstrate that this question has implications for sports 
broadcasters and demonstrates the usefulness of aesthetic methods for 
understanding at least some small part of the human condition and for clarifying 
something unusual in the seemingly mundane.

University of Nevada, Las Vegas Lawrence Mullen, Anthony Ferri,
and Gregory A. Borchard

Notes
1 Though each team’s logo was examined, permission to depict the logos was obtained 
from only three teams: the Detroit Lions, New York Giants, and Pittsburgh Steelers. To 
see the other teams’ logos, we suggest you go to Chris Creamer’s Sportslogos website 
mentioned above. And since this publication can not reproduce color, the website
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provides a more accurate depiction of the logos than what you see here.
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Werewolves, Vampires, and Fae in Patricia 
Briggs’ Dark Urban Fantasy Novels

The growth of the contemporary paranormal literary genre has led several 
authors to push the boundaries of traditional preternatural storytelling. One of 
these authors is Patricia Briggs, whose popular Mercy Thompson series of 
novels—Moon Called, Blood Bound, and Iron Kissed—offer a fascinating twist 
on twenty-first century werewolf, vampire, and fae lore. Briggs initiated her 
dark urban fantasy series about Mercy Thompson in 2006 with the publication 
of Moon Called. Blood Bound and Iron Kissed followed in 2007 and 2008, 
respectively. Although all three novels feature preternatural characters, Moon 
Called focuses on an internal struggle between two werewolf packs; Blood 
Bound provides an excellent vampire mystery in the tradition of Bram Stoker’s 
chilling Dracula and Anne Rice’s dark, emotionally tortured Lestat; and Iron 
Kissed portrays the evils of fae (or fairy) magic gone awry. Given that in some 
cultures the word for vampire means “wolf-fairy” (Wright 17), it is both logical 
and intriguing that Briggs has created a United Nations of preternatural 
creatures, happily at ease in the electronic age.

Bom in 1965 in Butte, Montana, Patricia Briggs has lived most of her life in 
the Pacific Northwest. Her first novel, Masques, was published in 1993, but its 
poor sales record almost dashed her efforts as a novelist. Subsequent novels 
such as Dragon Bones and Raven s Strike showed growth in sales as well as in 
her ability to write self-contained stories. The Mercy Thompson series has been 
her most popular writing; the fourth novel, Bone Crossed, was published in 
February 2009, and the fifth of the seven planned novels (Silver Borne) is due 
out in early 2010. Another recent series, the Alpha and Omega series, is set in 
the same world as the Mercy Thompson novels.

Several factors make the Mercy Thompson series highly popular and 
appealing. Plots are circuitously developed, creating mysteries that leave readers 
engaged, on edge, and satisfied when the mystery is resolved at the end of each 
novel. Briggs creates a plethora of physicality—high-energy action, fast-paced 
dialogue, and emotional suspense. Characters are well defined through physical, 
emotional, and intellectual traits and identities. And the setting is a tri-city urban 
area in Washington State between Spokane and Walla Walla with subplots 
occurring in rural Washington or Montana. But the major factor is Mercy and all 
of the characters with whom she interacts. Similar to the USA network’s 
“Characters Welcome,” the cast of characters in these novels expands the 
universe of beings that populate a typical urban setting—even for the urban 
fantasy genre.

First of all, the novels’ humor ranges from deadpan to darkly ironic. Some 
examples are as follows:
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• Several years ago, Congress created the Ronald Wilson Reagan 
Fae Reservation (or Fairyland).

• Mercy, werewolf Warren, and Warren’s lover Kyle watch the 
vampire movie, Queen o f the Damned (IK 1-2).

• Werewolf Adam’s human daughter Jesse watches An American 
Werewolf in London (BB 279).

• When Mac, a newly created werewolf, wants to eat a dead 
werewolf, Mercy comments, “Deer not only tastes better, it’s 
easier to live with afterwards” (MC 32).

• And when Mercy’s best vampire friend Stefan needs a place to 
sleep, he reminds her that he will not need a blanket: “I’m not 
going to be sleeping. I’m going to be dead” (BB 32).

So with humor as a backdrop, a description of protagonist Mercedes 
(Mercy) Thompson is appropriate. Self-described as a “walker” (in contrast to a 
Native American skinwalker, which she is not), Mercy is able to shift almost 
effortlessly, or by “pure magic” (MC 13), to a 30-pound coyote with a powerful 
sense of smell and vision. By day, college-educated Mercy (with a degree in 
history and a working knowledge of German) is a VW auto mechanic with her 
own garage which she bought from her former boss Zee, a fae. She lives in a 
1970s trailer with a werewolf roommate, and a rival werewolf is her back-door 
neighbor. Mercy is the most human of all of the creatures in the novels. 
Although she can shape shift, her human traits and emotions are more dominant 
than her animal character. In fact, because her human nature does not dissipate 
when she shape shifts, she is able to interact with and relate to a constellation of 
believable, preternatural creatures who are half human, display human traits, or 
are classically undead. For the most part, the other creatures, although 
displaying a human side, have more dominant creature selves that significantly 
diminish their humanity when they have “changed.” For example, when humans 
are moon called and become werewolves, the “wolf alters the human 
personality” (MC 11), sometimes creating incredible conflict for the changed 
human.

As the series unfolds, we learn about Mercy’s unusual background—her 
Native American father, a rodeo rider, left Mercy’s “white bread American” 
mother a pregnant teenager. Imagine her mother’s shock when she found Mercy 
in the crib as a coyote pup at three months of age! At the advice of her 
grandfather, Mercy’s mother arranged for her daughter to be raised by unusual 
foster parents—Montana werewolves Bryan and Evelyn. It seems that Mercy’s 
great grandfather’s uncle was a werewolf—so normally predatory wolves can 
offer fine protection to changeling humans. And with that background, the series 
introduces a number of species and creatures which Mercy classifies, 
categorizes, and embellishes with each episode. Some of these characters 
include:

• Werewolves
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• Vampires, with their elaborate power structure and organization 
including the Seethe and the menageries of the strongest vampires

• Fae—including gremlins, forest fae, selkies (seal fairies), ogres, 
and metalsmiths

• Ghosts
• Witches—magically talented and economically driven
• Sorcerers
• Demons

All of Briggs’s preternatural characters are fully contemporary, use the 
Internet, may sell items on eBay, are well educated with degrees in teaching or 
research, and reflect diversity of race, ethnicity, and lifestyle. They fit into 
contemporary society better than Anne Rice’s famous vampire Lestat who 
confesses, in The Tale o f the Body Thief that common items found in a Wal- 
Mart or drugstore leave him “enthralled for hours on end” despite having lived 
through two centuries of the Industrial Revolution (Rice 15). The werewolves 
have diverse backgrounds and talents, with their human characters holding 
research or teaching posts, owning small businesses, being employed as 
computer geeks, practicing medicine, or dabbling in national politics. One 
wolf/human character is gay; another was bom to a Chinese mother and an 
African father. While the wolf pack structure is the dominant hierarchy, Alpha 
werewolves meet twice a year at corporate headquarters, providing a distinctly 
civilizing but ironic approach to werewolf organizational life.

Several motifs are woven throughout the three novels that complement the 
focus on evil and love. Most important is the interrelationship of power, control, 
and dominance. First, each of the preternatural species has its own unique source 
of power—physical or emotional/mental—and can use this power to control or 
dominate other characters. Power is also derived from sources of magic, the 
dominance of the species, or the assumed role of one of the creatures (such as 
the Alpha wolf of the pack or the Mistress of the vampire Seethe). Power can 
also be harnessed from the species when the leader needs more force and energy 
to overpower the enemy.

The need for control is a second critical motif. Mercy has a great need to be 
in control of her person, life, and destiny. Her desire for control may evolve 
from an appreciation of her uniqueness. There are no other known coyote shape- 
shifters, a notion that makes her both proud and wary. So Mercy works very 
hard to retain her individual identity instead of becoming the possession of a 
werewolf. Throughout these three novels, she resists the relatively chaste but 
intense advances of werewolves Dr. Samuel Comick and Alpha pack leader 
Adam Hauptman, each of whom want Mercy as a mate. As we learn in the third 
novel, Iron Kissed, a wolf that declares a mate does not necessarily love the 
creature in human terms, a factor that has haunted Mercy since she first fell in 
love with the werewolf Samuel as a teenager.

Dominance is the third of the interrelated motifs of power and control. Just 
as each wolf pack has a dominant Alpha, with a dominant leader or Marrock
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over a larger territory of wolves, vampires have a Mistress over a seethe of 
creatures. Faes are more diverse, but dominance is upheld by the Gray Lords— 
or by magic, especially if the magic falls to nefarious humans or other creatures. 
Depending on the situation, vampires and faes can become dominant over 
werewolves, significantly thwarting werewolves’ natural drive for power, 
control, and dominance. For the most part, issues of werewolf dominance 
provide the greatest tension. Werewolf Alpha Adam Hauptman is a dominant 
wolf, leader of the Columbia Basin Pack, but he is also wary of Dr. Samuel 
Comick, another dominant but lone wolf who long ago declared his desire for 
Mercy to be his mate. Clearly, werewolf hierarchy is bound by the pecking order 
of dominance. Dominant female werewolves, though rare, are relegated to the 
order of their mates.

With the issues of power, control, and dominance as a backdrop for the 
themes of love and evil, we can now briefly discuss each of the three novels and 
how love and evil play a role in each. Early in the first novel, Moon Called, 
Mercy states that werewolves are not evil—“at least no more evil than 
grizzlies,” setting the stage for the intense evil that she describes in Blood Bound 
and Iron Kissed. Yes, werewolves hunt, are powerful fighters, can kill, are “hot 
tempered and aggressive, but they aren’t evil . . . ” (MC 39). The nature of evil in 
Mercy’s world includes attacks on innocents. Although not expressly stated, a 
Chicago werewolf who was trying to create young new werewolves was evil 
because the new werewolves had not been appropriately moon called, 
socialized, and educated about their lot. Vampires are evil because they “take 
their battles to the innocents” (MC 152). Protection against vampire-derived evil 
includes wearing symbols of faith (crosses, a necklace of a lamb, a church) and 
wielding a dagger. A firm believer in evil’s existence, Mercy regularly prays and 
attends a small nondenominational church. When Samuel and Mercy first visit 
Marsilia, the Mistress of the vampire seethe, the magic spell placed on Samuel 
permits Marsilia to feed on the werewolf with little resistance. Vampire feedings 
are portrayed as the quintessential evil because those creatures feed upon those 
who give no consent to the invasion of body and soul.

However, as narrator, Mercy does not acknowledge the werewolf evil that 
occurs when the turncoat werewolf, Gerry, son of poorly adapting werewolf 
veterinarian Dr. Carter, tries to instigate a fight between the Marrock and Adam. 
If such a fight had occurred, whoever would have won would have done so 
through the magic of a witch.

Briggs portrays an interesting, one-dimensional, aspect to love in the Mercy 
series, particularly in the first novel. Although Mercy declares her love for 
Samuel early in Moon Called, she clarifies that this love no longer exists, 
despite the strong attraction that she has to Samuel. Her understanding of love, 
at this point, is immature, based on human beliefs about true love, idealized 
love, and soul mates. Mercy’s conflict with love versus desire is related to the 
biology of werewolf reproduction. Because human females miscarry over half of 
the children fathered by a werewolf, they can carry to term only those babies
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who are fully human. Since coyotes and wolves can interbreed, offspring 
produced from this union could be werewolves, walkers, or human. When 
Mercy was a young 16-year-old, she loved Samuel and wanted to run away with 
him. However, when she learned that his interest was solely biological—he only 
wanted a mate that could produce children—Mercy turned away from Samuel. 
Mercy’s yearning for ideal love permeates Moon Called, despite knowing that 
Samuel’s human side does not love her. In fact, Samuel’s desire for Mercy is 
expressed in wolf terms when he tells her, “I’m as unsettled as a new pup—you 
eat my control.”

In Briggs’s second novel, Blood Bound, the horror of evil is firmly 
connected to the badly misbehaving vampires. Early on, Mercy clearly sets 
herself apart from the evil forces with which she is surrounded: “I don’t do 
magic. I don’t need a coyote skin to change shape, and I’m not evil” (BB 3). 
Mercy has also had “ample proof of God, so I accepted that His opponent exists, 
too” (BB 53).

Again, she reiterates that werewolves are not evil—although certainly she 
admits that they are not exactly peaceful and law-abiding. But identifying 
werewolves with evil is too great a threat for a coyote changeling who was 
raised by werewolves. Vampires, on the other hand, are evil. Mercy reminds 
herself on several occasions to “never trust a vampire” (BB 198). To convince 
herself that vampire friend Stefan is safe and presumably not evil, Mercy makes 
frequent references to his “being more than a vampire” (BB 4). In fact, Stefan 
does not extort protection money from Mercy as vampires do of most other 
businesses—he agrees to have Mercy fix his old VW wagon as payment for 
ensuring her security. To reinforce the idea that the world is full of evil, Mercy 
acknowledges that English is an imprecise language for capturing the full range 
of creatures and spirits that serve evil.

Mercy’s sense of horror—and evil—is heightened in Blood Bound when 
she accompanies Stefan, in her coyote form, to track down Cory Littleton, the 
newly created, wayward vampire. A special case of evil, Littleton strains the 
pragmatic ethics of the tri-city vampire world since he was created by a demon- 
loving vampire who went astray. The sheer terror evoked from the scenes of the 
vampire feeding on his victims upstages the classic lore of vampire evil. This 
evil vampire Littleton tells Stefan, “Blood is not really filling without 
death . . .  You are old enough to remember the Before Times . . .  when vampires 
ate who they chose and reveled in the last throes of our prey. When we fed 
truly” (BB 16). Even more frightening, Mercy and Stefan leam that Littleton has 
invited into his being a demon and/or a sorcerer able to exercise strict control 
over the vampire’s evil.

Terror and evil continue in the hotel where Littleton holds Stefan and 
Mercy hostage to his killing of an innocent woman. Littleton takes a long time 
to feed on his victim, enjoying her hoarse mewling and screams of agony and 
terror. Outraged at his act, Mercy recounts that Littleton played with his victim, 
surmising that knowing whom Littleton had already killed at the hotel
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exacerbated the woman’s terror. More importantly, he had bloodlust, an out-of- 
control need to feed and kill, “cutting her a little at a time so that it would take 
longer to die” (BB 88).

As the summer progresses, many unexplained murders have occurred in the 
tri-city area. Mercy’s reflection on Edmund Burke’s words from Reflections on 
the Revolution in France—“All that is necessary for evil to triumph is for good 
men to do nothing”—serves as her framework to attack evil (BB 29). Mercy’s 
sense of justice requires that she actively pursue and kill the vampire Littleton. 
She also has the approval of Marsilia, the vampire queen, since Littleton and his 
evil acts are out of control, creating havoc that even the vampires cannot 
manage. Marsilia tells Mercy that there is no choice—only by killing the host 
will the demon/sorcerer be eradicated. Again, in the tradition of classic vampire 
lore, the fae Zee outfits Mercy with her own “super-hero vampire/sorcerer 
slaying kit”: a stake made out of Rowan wood (a wood of the light), a knife, and 
a special medallion with Drachen (Dragon) embossed upon it. According to Zee, 
the only sure way to kill a vampire is to take him, cut off the head, and bum the 
body to ashes, thus partially mirroring Bram Stoker’s vampire-killing recipe 
(Stoker 231). And to eliminate the evil, Mercy has to not only kill Littleton, but 
also his maker, the vampire Andre.

Interestingly, as the mystery of the vampire/sorcerer/demon evil evolves, 
Briggs is able to provide counterbalance to this vampire evil. We leam that 
Stefan, Mercy’s vampire “friend,” is one of the few in the vampire community 
who is strong enough to live outside the Seethe. Stefan’s menagerie is large—at 
least 14 persons—but the reader leams that seven creatures are needed to 
provide a six-month food supply, and a flock of less than 12 leads to death, 
presumably because times between feeding cannot be sufficiently long. With a 
good food supply and vampire self-control (light feeding), the menagerie can be 
healthy, at least as far as vampires are healthy. Briggs also portrays Stefan as an 
enlightened vampire since he was able to keep one of his menagerie in remission 
from leukemia by feeding on her then giving some blood back to her. His long 
term interest is to “look for ways for vampires to benefit the human race” 
through blood exchanges of some blood-borne diseases. This ironic portrayal 
helps to build the picture that Stefan is a “less evil” vampire, one on whom 
Mercy can count for help.

Throughout the unraveling of the actions associated with the discovery of 
Littleton’s maker, the injuries to the werewolves as they fend off vampire magic 
and evil, and the killing of both Littleton and his maker Andre, the tense 
triangulation among Mercy, Samuel, and Adam (the Alpha werewolf neighbor) 
increases. Samuel has now received his Washington medical license and has 
officially moved into the second bedroom of Mercy’s trailer. As a healer and a 
dominant lone wolf, his desires for Mercy are often subsumed into protection. 
Adam’s desire for Mercy is linked to protecting his territory as well as being a 
strong, dominant Alpha. Initially Adam declares Mercy as his mate to the pack, 
softening the message that it is really for Mercy’s protection. Later, after a few
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dates, Mercy puts distance between herself and Adam: “falling in love with a 
werewolf is not a safe thing to do—but falling in love with an alpha is worse” 
(BB 43). Mercy’s need for control and to be her own self are key reasons for not 
submitting to either Samuel or Adam.

At one point, after a harrowing experience with the vampires and concern 
that Littleton would come after her, Mercy tells Adam to call off the werewolf 
guards that he has protecting her. In the workout scene that follows, Mercy is 
almost ready to submit to Adam—but efforts are interrupted by Adam’s human 
teenage daughter. The tension continues between Mercy’s desire for control of 
herself and her identity—and Adam’s need to be dominant and in control, both 
as a wolf and a human. Finally, Adam proposes to let Mercy be in charge—to 
determine all rules of engagement from movie selection to other joint activities. 
But Mercy realizes that Adam’s delegation of control is a ruse, affecting her free 
will, only because Adam finds he cannot be in control of his predatory nature 
around Mercy. However, as Briggs develops the series, Mercy’s understanding 
of love matures, becoming more realistic and deep, even as she protects her 
uniqueness in the Adam relationship.

Briggs’s third novel, Iron Kissed, focuses on the fae, a diverse group of 
fairies that came out to the public several years before the werewolves most 
recently did. Although fae can live freely in the open, thanks to their “glamour” 
or disguise that permits them to be seen as humans, many live on reservations 
established by the government, overseen by the Bureau of Fae Affairs (BFA). 
Mercy’s former boss Zee is at the center of the magic and evil in this mystery. 
According to traditional lore, most fae are killed by contact with iron. Clearly 
this was not so for Zee, who made his living as a VW mechanic before selling 
his garage to Mercy.

But the magic and evil that permeate this novel reach far back into the 
legends of fairydom. Because of the recent murders of seven fae on the Walla 
Walla reservation, Zee and the Council of the Gray Lords request Mercy’s help 
to investigate the violence. Along with Zee, Mercy goes to the reservation, shifts 
to coyote, and begins a series of observations that place her in the midst of fairy 
magic and evil. Suddenly a back yard becomes a primordial forest; a master bath 
is transformed to an ocean inhabited by a very nasty sea fae or selkie. The sense 
of evil is enhanced through Mercy the coyote as she smells fresh blood, 
decaying fish, brine, and rot. Most likely Mercy enters these location warps by 
penetrating their glamour since glamour’s weakness is scent. And with the 
coyote’s keen scent, Mercy quickly deduces that a BFA agent has performed all 
of the murders.

When Zee is picked up by the human police for the murder of the BFA 
agent/killer, Mercy plots to prove Zee’s innocence, particularly since anti-fae 
sentiment escalated with the murders by the Littleton/demon/sorcerer creature. 
To protect their community and dissuade Mercy from further interference, the 
Gray Lords bombard Mercy with many types of magic—a mysterious walking 
stick that shows up at her side at unusual times, a raven/Great Carrion Crow
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with blood-red eyes, and a teacher turned into larger-than-life monsters that 
pursue Mercy through the woods and river. Chase scenes and gory fights 
between the fae and werewolves create chaos, limiting the wolves’ power since 
they cannot swim.

The tension in Mercy to choose either Samuel or Adam culminates in Iron 
Kissed with the realization that two dominants after the same woman will lead to 
bloodshed. Adam’s desire for Mercy increases, exacerbated by the unfilled 
Alpha mate opening in the pack hierarchy. Finally, Mercy realizes that she will 
not choose Samuel because she has gained a more mature view of a loving 
relationship: she cannot trust him “absolutely,” not willing to tie herself to him 
for the rest of her life. Samuel reaffirms that his dominant wolf wants her as a 
mate: “for a true mating it isn’t necessary for the human half to even like your 
mate” (IK 136). After the battle between the sea fae and the werewolves, Mercy 
realizes that Adam’s human and wolf beings better suit her. While Adam loses 
himself to his wolfishness when he shifts to his wolf form, the dominant trait of 
providing protection is also a highly desirable human trait. Mercy grows to 
understand that Adam’s desire to protect does not obliterate her uniqueness and 
need for control.

So the evil that follows for Mercy is one that has significant impact on her 
human self and her submission to Adam. She continues to be determined to 
learn who killed the BFA agent, so she agrees to have dinner with Tim, a 
member of an anti-fae group. Initially unknown to Mercy, Tim is the murderer 
of the BFA agent and has stolen numerous fae objects capable of powerful 
magic and evil. One of these objects is a magic goblet from which he makes 
Mercy repeatedly drink. The goblet remains continuously full, throbbing with 
illicit drink and burning the hands. At this point, Mercy realizes that Tim was 
the murderer of the BFA agent—and that the BFA agent killed many of the fae 
to access their magic objects. By using more magic, including a powerful druid 
cloak and bracelets, Tim creates Mercy’s desire. Mercy has no control, and 
through the burning, evil drink, believes Tim when he tells her that no one will 
have her when he is done with her. Tim rapes Mercy. Simultaneously, although 
Mercy is aware that the rape is occurring, she distances herself then uses the 
magic rod to beat Tim, followed by an iron crowbar.

In Mercy’s changing to coyote to hide and protect herself, Briggs describes 
well, in both human and animal form, the terror and evil of a rape. In the 
aftermath, Adam becomes half wolf and half human, different from the creature 
form that occurs when a werewolf is changing: “He was covered from top to tail 
with black fur and his hands looked very functional—as did his teeth-laden 
muzzle. He stood upright, but not like a man. His legs were caught halfway 
between human and wolf’ (IK 238). Adam’s rage is so intense that he rips Tim 
apart with his wolf-formed claws. The feelings of isolation and guilt of what 
happened to her permeate Mercy both as a coyote and a human. Despite Adam’s 
understanding, over the next few days Mercy has panic attacks, sleeps 
constantly, and has periods of black depression. Iron Kissed ends with Mercy’s
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healing—and decision to be with Adam. Interestingly, as horrible and as vicious 
as the rape was, the terrifying experience expands Mercy’s understanding of 
love as a unifying concept that embraces uniqueness and union.

In conclusion, Patricia Briggs’s Mercy Thompson series treats the dark 
urban fantasy genre in an innovative manner—from its northwest urban setting 
to its intelligent, wise-cracking, auto-mechanic, changeling protagonist to the 
variety and diversity of human and preternatural characters that inhabit a so- 
called normal, contemporary world. Briggs’s narrative style positions Mercy 
Thompson as a larger-than-life super hero, almost in the tradition of an 
enlightened Wonder Woman, who can quickly transform herself to correct evil 
and fight terror—with a little help from her friends. Within the context of power, 
control, and dominance, Briggs develops the framework for love and evil that 
becomes integrated, as are many of her preternatural characters, into a new way 
of being. Although Mercy’s expressed view of love and evil is directly one 
sided, her thoughts and actions lead her to discover new dimensions to both of 
those themes.

The University of Akron (Ohio) Joseph F. Ceccio
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Rom eo and Juliet: A Postmodern Play?

A short, 14-line prologue (Chorus) “foreshadows” the “tragedy” of Romeo 
and Juliet; we know both title characters die at the end of the play; we always 
have been told this is one of Shakespeare’s tragedies. Therefore, analysis and 
criticism of Romeo and Juliet generally has focused on applying theories of 
tragedy to the script. Yet much that is assumed to be the focus or themes of 
Romeo and Juliet ultimately stems from preconceptions subtly inherited from 
late seventeenth- and eighteenth-century, neo-classical literary critics like John 
Dryden, Samuel Johnson, and Alexander Pope, and also from adaptations of 
scripts created by early modem actor-managers, like Nahum Tate, Colly Cibber, 
and David Garrick. Those adaptations saw Juliet awake before Romeo’s death, 
and gave the dying Romeo 62 lines to bid his love goodbye. Just like the neo 
classical critics, those early modem actor-managers were steeped in neo 
classical ideas of literary excellence, and they sought to please elite audiences 
also steeped in those same ideas (Marder 17-33; Copeland 1-13).

Those neo-classical critics, adaptors, actors, and audiences adjudged Romeo 
and Juliet solely as tragedy, characterizing the play as a tragedy somewhat 
flawed by its seeming lack of Aristotelian notions of: “unity,” essential 
“character flaws” evident in the protagonists, and a sense of tragic 
“inevitability.” Literary critics from the Romantic Era rebelled against some of 
these criticisms, but layered our inherited preconceptions with an enshrinement 
of the nobility of the lovers’ resistance to authority, and their “Liebestod” (Watts 
xv-xxvii). At the turn of the twentieth century, critics echoed the neo-classical 
critics as they sought to explain some of these “flaws” in the “tragedy” by 
emphasizing its position within the chronology of Shakespeare’s dramatic 
works. Those critics called Romeo and Juliet a “transitional” drama. To them, 
the play illustrated Shakespeare’s evolving skill as a tragic poet. Romeo and 
Juliet was a midway point as Shakespeare’s writing moved from the bombastic 
“potboiler” Titus Andronicus to the “great” tragedies Hamlet, Othello, Lear, and 
Macbeth (Bradley xi-xii, 71).

These views still exist as subtle undercurrents in modem criticism of Romeo 
and Juliet. Though Enlightenment-descended notions of “eternal verities,” and 
Romantic-descended views of the play’s sentimentality, are challenged by 
feminist, deconstructionist, poststructuralist, and cultural materialist criticism 
(Watts xxx-xxii), critic-historians still debate what Shakespeare intended as the 
“tragic” theme in Romeo and Juliet (Lawlor 123).

Yet most attempts to fit the play into some form of tragic theory circle back 
upon themselves, creating a closed loop. R. Speaight (70-1) calls the play “a 
flawed masterpiece,” because Shakespeare attempted too much in the script. 
F.M. Dickey (63) characterizes the play as an early effort at tragedy which failed 
because the characters lack the essential classical character flaw, and because
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the audience’s awareness of the “inevitable outcome, affects pathos, not 
tragedy.” H.C. Wilson (167) contends that the tragedy in the play springs from 
the implacability of the family feud, not the character flaws of the lovers. B. 
Stirling, on the other hand (187), argues that the play is a “true” tragedy, since 
the lovers’ immaturity is their character flaw in the Aristotelian sense. J.H. 
Seward (211-16) maintains that if the so-called “flaws” in this early tragedy 
“are properly understood, that is when we understand what Shakespeare was 
trying to accomplish, they become arguments in favor of granting Romeo and 
Juliet a legitimate place in the canon of his great tragedies.” A. Oz (133-42) 
calls the play “a successful melodramatic masterpiece,” but goes on to say that 
“those who are too ready to defend Romeo and Juliet's tragic integrity harm the 
greatness of the later, more profound dramatist.” J. Lawlor (141-2) argues that 
there is no clear “line of development from Romeo and Juliet to the later 
tragedies,” averring that the play has greater kinship to Shakespeare’s later 
romances like Winter’s Tale than to his great tragedies.

In response to these criticisms, all of which imply a flawed unity of theme 
and action, T.J. Cribb (93-104) asserts that the unity of the play is to be found in 
“Shakespeare’s comprehensive espousal of the Ficinan tradition of an essential 
unity in all human activity.” Seeming paradoxes, therefore, really are “a 
metaphysic of opposites” in which “the bawdry for which the play is noted is not 
so much antithetical to the elevated lyricism for which it is famous as a lower 
version of the same thing.” Therefore, “aesthetic and intellectual 
coherence . . .  is something that exists at a poetic level that may not be fully 
appreciable on stage. In other words, in this play poet and playwright are not 
perfectly united.” In short, according to Cribb, you can only appreciate the 
“tragedy” of Romeo and Juliet when you read it, not when you see it on stage. 
T. McAlindon (17) argues that the unity of the play, and its tragic theme, are 
achieved from the Petrarchan notion of “noble death”; the suicides of Romeo 
and Juliet show the triumph of love over death, and will bring peace and 
harmony to strife-tom Verona and to their respective families. Closing the loop, 
F. Kiefer (184) blames the play’s “shortcomings” on Shakespeare’s “little 
experience in writing tragedy.” Kiefer asserts that Shakespeare was as yet 
“lacking the skill to combine such disparate materials as love, fortune, death, 
and a juxtaposition of cosmic forces.” Perhaps, then, in order to understand just 
what it was that “Shakespeare was trying to accomplish” (Seward 216), we need 
to approach the play from perspectives other than tragic theory, or Romeo and 
Juliet's chronological relationship to Shakespeare’s other tragedies.

Shakespeare’s source story, Arthus Brooke’s The Tragical History o f  
Romeus and Juliet, is just that; from beginning to end, the narrative poem 
portrays a serious story heading toward a tragic ending. To the contrary, 
Shakespeare’s “tragedy,” when played well, can be quite funny (Cribb 100-01). 
Ofitimes excessive amounts of comic relief is cited as one of the “tragedy’s” 
greatest flaws (Eastman 12-34), and more recent criticism has emphasized, and 
attempted to grapple with, the juxtaposition of substantial amounts of comedy,
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scene after scene, after scene, with a tragic ending (Snyder 56-70, Smidt 27- 
44). While I will not attempt a scene-by-scene description here, close 
examination reveals that, aside from the Prologue (which may or may not have 
been presented in Shakespeare’s time), 12 out of 24 scenes in Romeo and Juliet 
are almost wholly comedic, and 11 out of the remaining 12 scenes contain 
substantial comedic sections. In other words, the play presents comedic action 
about ninety-six percent of the time (Forse 93). K. Cartwright (43-87) muses 
that despite the Prologue “the camivalesque of Romeo and Juliet will never 
quite go away,” thus coming back to the notion that the play is a flawed tragedy.

Suppose, however, instead of looking through the eyeholes of the mask of 
tragedy we try on the mask of comedy, and see if, perhaps, rather than a flawed 
tragedy, Romeo and Juliet is instead a flawed comedy? One of the most notable 
traits of comedic theory, derived from Aristophanic comedy, usually is referred 
to as the “Happy Idea,” a la the sex-strike Aristophanes used in Lysystrata. 
Since the men of Sparta and Athens cannot seem to find a solution to end this 
dreadful war nobody wants, perhaps the women can proffer a simple solution. 
Now the “Happy Idea” is clearly expressed in Romeo and Juliet too. It is evident 
in the first scene that the citizens of Verona, and even the heads of the rival 
families, are tired of the feud, but unable to find any solution to it. But the 
marriage of the sole heirs of the respective feuding families seems to offer a way 
to cut this Gordian Knot. The famous balcony scene proposes that love can 
overcome the outdated family rivalry. Friar Lawrence implies the marriage of 
Romeo and Juliet is the “Happy Idea” to end the feud. In Act 2, scene 3 (lines 
91-2), when Romeo tells him of his love for Juliet, Friar Lawrence replies: “For 
this alliance may so happy prove/To turn your households cancor to pure love.” 
Romeo’s lovesick infatuation with Rosaline in Act 1, scene 1 even seems to 
foreshadow the “Happy Idea.” Rosaline is, after all, described as Juliet’s cousin, 
another member of the rival Capulet family.

At least as early as Roman comedy, the clever servant, or underling, who is 
privy to knowledge unknown to the master, and who often thwarts the master’s 
plans, has been a popular device in comedy, particularly in smoothing the path 
to true romance for young lovers thwarted by parents or other older figures of 
authority. Commedia. dell*Arte is replete with clever servant figures. Romeo and 
Juliet, in effect, has at least two clever servants: the Nurse, and Friar Lawrence. 
The Nurse effects the meeting of the lovers for marriage and their wedding 
night—all unbeknownst to the Capulets and Montagues. Friar Lawrence effects 
their marriage, Romeo’s escape to Padua, and the solution to Juliet’s dilemma 
lest she commit bigamy—all unbeknownst to Capulets, Montagues, and the 
Prince. Indeed, at every point in the play when complications to their romance 
arise, either the Nurse, or Friar Lawrence, or sometimes both, solve those 
complications right under the noses of the authority figures. In fact, it is not until 
Friar Lawrence’s long explication at the end of the play that the Capulets, the 
Montagues, the Prince, and the citizens of Verona are made aware of the 
convoluted series of events that have taken place right under their noses.
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Bawdy humor, double entendre, sexual insinuation, disguise, a flurry of 
entrances, exits, stage business, and slapstick are also staples of comedy. The 
entire first half of Romeo and Juliet incorporates these elements—from the 
almost slapstick brawl between cowardly Capulet and Montague servants that 
introduces the heads of the feuding families as Pantaloons (as Lawlor, 130, 
describes them), to the sexual innuendo and puns of Mercutio and Benvolio, to 
the Nurse’s long-winded reminiscences, to the masked visitors at the Capulet 
party, to Father Capulet’s attempts to chastise his boisterous nephew and be 
pleasant to his guests, to the bawdy and slapstick teasing of the Nurse by 
Mercutio, to the Nurse’s teasing of Juliet about her meeting with Romeo. Even 
at the halfway point, where Mercutio and Tybalt meet their deaths, that very 
scene begins with puns and riposte, and is followed by a scene in which the 
impact of those deaths seems undermined by the overblown wailing of the 
Nurse, and Juliet’s mistaken notion that the Nurse is describing Romeo’s death. 
Juliet’s “terrors of the tomb” speech before she takes her potion, and the 
bombastic, “can you top this” laments of Nurse, Father and Mother Capulet over 
her still body read, and sound, like parodies of some of Marlowe’s “mighty” 
lines (Forse 93), or like those of Shakespeare’s own Pyramus and Thisbe in 
Midsummer Night *s Dream, especially when it is remembered that just as the 
onstage and offstage audiences of Midsummer Night’s Dream know that 
Pyramus is not dead, the audiences of Romeo and Juliet off stage and onstage 
(in this case Friar Lawrence), are in on the joke that Juliet is not dead. The scene 
ends with three doltish musicians indulging in slapstick and musical puns. D. 
Biggins (29) termed this scene “a burlesque.”

Dependence upon accidents of time usually does not drive nor create plot in 
tragedy. Macbeth’s ambition is not created and driven by his accidental meeting 
with the witches on the heath. Lear’s madness does not result from slipping on a 
banana peel and falling on his head. Nor is Antigone driven by the accidental 
timing of her brothers’ deaths. But accident of timing is a common device in 
comedy. In Comedy o f Errors, Adriana just happens to come upon her 
husband’s unknown twin before her husband comes home for dinner. Twelfth 
Night is replete with accidental meetings in which the disguised Viola and her 
twin brother Sebastian are confused for one another. Innumerable French farces 
portray the would-be philanderer who just happens to be faced with the untimely 
arrival of his spouse at the scene of his assignation.

Romeo and Juliet is filled with the comedic technique of “happenstance.” 
Father Capulet just happens to send out his invitations with a servant who just 
happens to be illiterate. Romeo and friends just happen to come upon that very 
servant, and thus just happen to decide to go to the Capulet feast. Juliet just 
happens to be there. Juliet just happens to be on the balcony when Romeo turns 
up in her garden. Mercutio just happens to get killed because Romeo just 
happens to step between him and Tybalt. Hence Romeo just happens to get 
banished on his wedding day. Romeo just happens to hear of Juliet’s supposed 
death because Friar Peter just happens to get quarantined in Verona. Romeo kills
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Paris and himself because he just happens to get to the graveyard before Friar 
Lawrence arrives and Juliet wakes up. Juliet just happens to wake up after 
Romeo’s suicide. And even this last scene—the only one in the play that seems 
to lack any so-called comic relief—employs what Cartwright describes as 
“comic stage business and paraphernalia, at least fourteen entrances . . .  at least 
five exits . . .  four offstage sounds . . .  a sword fight, a body-dragging . .. one 
tomb opening . . .  one probable pratfall. . .  and the handling of an unusual 
quantity of props” (Cartwright 86-7). All of this action has occurred in rapid 
fire, so quickly that perhaps Shakespeare penned the exchanges among the 
Prince, Romeo’s servant Balthazar, and Paris’s page at the end of the scene to 
reiterate the scene’s action to the audience because author himself believed the 
audience might have become lost in the flurry of activity it had just witnessed.

And in a gallows-humor sort of way, the last scene fulfills the “Happy 
Idea.” Totally oblivious of anything that has transpired between their offspring, 
totally unaware that their offspring even knew one another, totally unaware of 
how underlings have manipulated situation after situation, now Father Capulet 
and Father Montague “bury the hatchet.” As the Prologue, two hours previously, 
had said that now Romeo and Juliet “Doth with their death bury their parents’ 
strife.” And even though Romeo and Juliet are gone, now, under the watchful 
eyes of their golden statues, Verona, at least, will live happily ever after.

But, you say, the Prologue promised tragedy. Three young men, and the 
title-characters Romeo and Juliet die during the course of the play. Yet why did 
they die? And in the Aristotelian, or any other tragic sense, did any of them 
realize the inevitability of their respective deaths? And what do their deaths 
teach us? Mercutio dies cursing the friend and family whose honor he thought 
he should protect. Tybalt dies at the hands of the adversary he sought to 
provoke, but not because of Romeo’s desire to preserve his Montague family’s 
honor, but because Romeo gets angry. Paris dies protecting a dead body. Romeo 
dies because he is ignorant that Juliet is alive, and, except for the recent film 
version, and Colley Cibber’s and David Garrick’s eighteenth-century 
adaptations, dies before he knows his death is senseless. Juliet dies, almost it 
seems, because she can’t think of anything else to do. If one thinks about it, in 
yet another gallows-humor sort of way, the deaths are comic, and they certainly 
are based more on accidents of timing and happenstance than upon inevitability.

In short, this play seems easier to explain if comic vision is used to explain 
its twists and turns rather than tragic theory. When that comic vision is coupled 
with aspects of postmodern theory, perhaps some of the ambiguity about the 
genre of Romeo and Juliet disappears.

One aspect of postmodernism, so critics say, is that it “derides any univocal 
vision” (Olsen 24). Bakhtin, Problems o f Dostoevsky's Poetics (88) points out 
that in Dostoevsky’s works: “Here voices—each representing a unique point of 
view—are allowed to speak for themselves.” Surely Romeo and Juliet seems to 
fit that description. Unlike the univocality of the title-characters in Richard III or 
Hamlet, Romeo’s perspectives are expressed and explored, as are Juliet’s, as are
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the Nurse’s, as are Friar Lawrence’s, as are Mother and Father Capulet’s, who 
spend most of their time in the play not thwarting a love affair about which they 
know nothing, but attempting to “do the best” by what they believe to be a 
disturbed offspring. The play may be called Romeo and Juliet, but the 
perspectives and goals of several other people are richly explored by the text. 
Only Friar Lawrence’s exposition at the end of the play appears univocal—but it 
serves more to explain what has happened (to those on stage and in the 
audience) than to present the vision of the title characters or the playwright.

Julia Kristeva (115) writes “the postmodern lies closer to the human 
comedy than to abysmal malaise.” And as we have seen, gloom and doom and 
inevitability are conspicuously lacking in Romeo and Juliet. Its twists and turns 
of action and plot lie closer to the snarls of The Comedy o f Errors and Twelfth 
Night than to the breakneck, inexorable drive of Macbeth to power and 
destruction or the inexorable descent of Lear from anger to madness. Even the 
ending stresses another postmodern ambivalence, which “accepts injustice, and 
therefore the destructive part of the world, as the price of life” (Olsen 18). Out 
of the lover’s deaths comes reconciliation and civic peace, or as Galligan (29) 
puts it, the comic lesson of “hope and life.” The comic, and postmodern visions 
attempt to pull the “rug out from under wishful thinking, egocentrism, affected 
dignity, pedantry, absurd pride, willfulness, and other human follies” (Olsen 23). 
Virtually every one of those “rugs” is pulled out from under virtually every 
major character in Romeo and Juliet.

Finally, postmodern theory stresses that the aim of the author is to “subvert 
a power structure for no other reason than the pleasure of subverting a power 
structure,” and that “no one text has any more or less authority than any other” 
(Olsen 18, 23). Romeo and Juliet fits those criteria too. One cannot say with 
credibility that in this play Shakespeare sought to attack traditional sixteenth- 
century family values, nor parental authority, nor aristocratic dominance, nor 
romantic love, but at the same time the play also belittles them all. Family 
loyalty is subverted by a senseless blood feud. Parental authority is subverted by 
the Nurse, and by Father Capulet’s senseless raging. Romantic love is subverted 
by the seeming helplessness of those in love. As characters, lovers and parents 
alike, aristocrats and underlings alike, behave sometimes with stupidity, 
sometimes with wisdom, sometimes with nobility, sometimes with pettiness.

Shakespeare surely seems to be manipulating his text in the same manner as 
critics characterize postmodern texts, presenting “a system of private instead of 
public norms, his or her final position remains uncertain” (Olsen 18). And, 
though less obvious, Shakespeare seems to be saying “no one text has authority 
over any others.” First, he takes Brooke’s known, rather solemn piece of 
narrative, tragic poetry, designed to appeal to aristocratic readers, and reworks it 
with comic situations and characters designed to appeal to the middling and 
lower classes. In so doing he also mocks and subverts the texts of other 
contemporary tragedies—the poetry of Romeo and Juliet is lyric, like 
contemporary comedy, not lofty like contemporary tragedy; the title characters
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are not great and powerful figures who o’er-reach themselves, but inexperienced 
offspring who do not seem to know what to reach for. In a sense, the text even 
mocks itself. It begins with a promise of tragedy, and immediately delivers 
comedy. It seems to move like the classic boy gets girl, boy loses girl, boy gets 
girl romantic comedy, and just when it looks as if all will work out in the end 
(after all, every other time Romeo and Juliet have met an obstacle has been 
removed), a series of rapid-fire accidents suddenly confronts the audience, 
almost without warning, with the deaths of the two title characters. In short, this 
play seems more like a comedy gone sour than a tragedy with comic relief. 
Hence, perhaps the best way to analyze Romeo and Juliet is to abandon 
assigning it to the genre of tragedy, and instead view it from the more multiple 
perspectives of comic vision and postmodern eclecticism. Perhaps, too, 
therefore, we might consider including this work by Shakespeare within the 
postmodern canon.

Bowling Green State University James H. Forse
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In the Twilight Zone: Everlasting 
Romance and the Borderline Personality

Love didn’t work that way, I decided. Once you cared about a 
person, it was impossible to be logical about them anymore.
—Bella Swan in New Moon

In Stephanie Meyer’s popular Twilight series, Isabella (Bella) Swan’s and 
Edward Cullen’s intense vampire-human romance is one of overwhelming love 
and desire that quickly becomes an unhealthy and self-destructive obsession, 
particularly for Bella. The Twilight series revolves around the supernatural 
world of vampires and werewolves that intermingles, and sometimes, coexists in 
nonviolent kinship with humans. The story begins innocently enough: 17 year- 
old Bella Swan moved from Phoenix, Arizona to rainy Forks, Washington to 
live with her divorced father, Charlie. The shy Bella immediately gains much 
attention from the other kids at school, and many of the other boys, to her 
surprise, are romantically interested in her. The story soon “enters the darkness” 
when Bella is required to sit in a class by the handsome and intriguing Edward 
Cullen, who, for no apparent reason dislikes her; however, throughout the course 
of the first novel, Twilight, the audience learns that Edward is a vampire, who is 
extremely attracted to Bella. He is attracted to her scent as well as to her, 
physically and emotionally. However, he realizes that in being attracted to Bella, 
part of his vampiric nature also includes a desire to kill her, so he initially 
attempts to shun her.

Part of what allows Edward and the other Cullens to interact with humans 
on any level, is the fact that the Cullens are “animal blood only” vampires; over 
the years they have trained themselves not to murder and feed on humans. 
Instead the Cullens, led by Carlisle Cullen, (ironically a physician in Forks) feed 
off of wild animals. Nonetheless, Edward does not want be put in a position 
where his self-control and sexual impulses are at risk as he fears his natural 
instincts will take over and he will kill Bella, a human and his natural prey— 
much like the traditional Brahm Stoker's Dracula vampire. However, 
throughout the course of the series, as the relationship grows, Edward’s self- 
discipline and love for Bella strengthens to the point that the human-vampire 
love relationship succeeds, on one level, while on another level, life threatening 
predicaments are consistently sprung upon Bella, the only human in the mix, as 
a result of her associating with the vampires.

One important question to ask is what would make this, albeit fictional, 
human stay in such a life-threatening relationship? Also, in turn, what makes 
this dangerous romance so unique, and ultimately, successful, despite the odds? 
The most likely possibility for the success of this dangerous affair depends on 
both characters’ love obsessions with one another and their addictive
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personalities, although Bella’s obsessive personality crosses over to that of 
Borderline Personality Disorder (BPD). Particularly, displayed in the first two 
novels of the series, Twilight and New Moon, Bella becomes so consumed by 
her love for Edward that she loses what little sense of self she possessed prior to 
meeting him, and ultimately, by the end of the series, she loses her own human 
life. More specifically, and more characteristic to BPD, she dismisses friends, 
minimizes contact with family, and forgets about her own academic and career 
goals. In addition, during their interim breakup, she engages in high-risk-taking 
behavior, searches out and becomes preoccupied with Jacob Black, a 
“replacement” male, experiences auditory hallucinations, and even, arguably, 
attempts suicide. However, this irrational obsession, and inability to let go of the 
toxic relationship due to mental instability—despite the danger for Bella, a 
human who closely and dangerously intermingles in a vampire’s world—are 
what keep the couple together and ultimately allow the plot development of the 
intriguing Twilight series to unfold.

One factor that could disrupt Bella’s use of logic—or the ability to remove 
herself from the dangerous relationship—is her twisted view of love for Edward. 
For BPDs, this feeling, called “dysfunctional regulation of emotion,” is so strong 
and sometimes so overbearing that often all rational thought is completely 
discredited (NIMH par. 1). Along with dysfunctional regulation of emotion, 
other characteristics of BPD, according to the National Institute of Mental 
Health, is that BPD affects mostly young women and is identified by pervasive 
instability in moods, interpersonal relationships, self-image, and behavior (par. 
1). This instability often disrupts family, friendships, school or work life, long 
term planning, and the individual’s overall sense of self-identity (par. 1).

For a person suffering from BPD, an overall sense of identity is at great risk 
when a person does not have an established self-identity to start. Unfortunately, 
for Bella, this is the case: the audience learns early on in the novel that Bella has 
always been a bit of an outcast; she never seemed to fit in anywhere. For 
instance, while living in Phoenix, having only a few insignificant friends, the 
pallid, dark-haired Bella was unathletic and physically awkward compared to 
the tan, blond, “cheerleader” types who are popular and who Bella considers 
beautiful (Meyer, Twilight 9). Bella also often feels completely out of touch with 
people, including her own mother: “Sometimes I wondered if I was seeing the 
same things through my eyes that the rest of the world was seeing through 
theirs. Maybe there was a glitch in my brain.” (10). So identity, from the 
beginning, is an area in which Bella is lacking; she feels lonely, awkward, and 
shy and doesn’t seem to socially fit in with the rest of her peers or anyone else, 
for that matter (9).

When Bella arrives in the small town of Forks, her ability to develop a 
social life suddenly shifts as, much to her surprise; she is suddenly bombarded 
with attention. The local teens are infatuated with the new girl, and both boys 
and girls alike seek to become her friend, and in the case of many of the boys, 
she quickly becomes a romantic interest. So although she still doesn’t feel that
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she fits in to certain social aspects such as gossip and fashion, as she still 
remains awkward and shy, she quickly develops friendships and is well accepted 
by most of the teens of Forks.

However, these friendships quickly become a distant memory, and a 
common characteristic of unstable social relationships seems to be established 
(NIMH par. 3) as, in turn, her romantic relationship with Edward Cullen 
develops and becomes very intense. Edward and Bella, literally, spend night and 
day together; he even sleeps at her house (with lack of sexual contact). Her 
father, without knowledge of their nocturnal activities, recognizes that the 
couple spends too much time together and warns his daughter: “I don’t think 
you should dump all your other friends for your boyfriend, Bella . . .  I think your 
life would be better balanced if you kept some other people in it” (Meyer, 
Eclipse 12). Yet Bella idealizes Edward to the point that he, and his family of 
vampires, eventually becomes the only people, aside from a few exceptions, 
with whom she closely associates. In other words, he becomes her “life” and the 
outside identity source for which she had been searching. This idea follows in 
that BPDs often glorify another person in the early stages of a relationship and 
develop an insecure attachment and fear of abandonment (Siever par. 3). The 
audience sees examples of this particular feature since, on many occasions, 
Bella cannot become separated from Edward without a great deal of anxiety and 
depression, even for a short amount of time. In fact, very early on in the 
relationship, she cannot think of anything worse than being apart from him: 
“. . .  there was nothing more terrifying to me, more excruciating, than the 
thought of running away from him. It was an impossibility.” (Meyer, Twilight 
248). Furthermore, displaying the most extreme levels of emotion and 
attachment, Bella would rather “. . .  die than stay away from [Edward]” (274).

As Bella becomes perpetually attached to Edward, not only does contact 
with other friends suffer, but her grades drop, and her long-term goals for 
college change, as well. For adolescents suffering from BPD, a common 
characteristic involves changes in long-term goals, grades, and/or career plans 
(NIMH par. 2) With respect to her academics, initially, the audience knows that 
before Bella moved to Forks, she was an honors student—in an advanced 
placement program—in Phoenix (Meyer, Twilight 47). Yet, although the 
curriculum in Forks does not offer advanced courses and she is placed in non 
honors courses, her grades slide when she begins to spend so much time with 
her boyfriend, and her academic performance fluctuates. In addition, in Twilight, 
her choice of colleges suddenly revolves around his attendance, as well—she 
even considers a university in Alaska based solely on the fact that the weather is 
never sunny. As a result, a vampire could attend during the day. Ultimately, 
though, by the end of the series, the idea of going to college becomes 
unimportant since Bella’s life as a vampire and her role as Edward’s mate and 
mother to their daughter becomes the only priority.

Although Bella displays certain BPD characteristics that revolve around 
identity and attachment, several of the more particularly signifying features of
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the disorder come into play during the couple’s interim breakup in the second 
novel, New Moon. In New Moon, Edward determines to break up with Bella for 
fear for her safety, and as a result, Bella’s world, literally, leaves her—he 
completely disappears. As a result, Bella goes into a severe state of depression 
and catatonia, refiising to eat, drink, or move. Although she eventually begins to 
function physically again, she remains in a devastated state, “. . .  like someone 
had died . . .  It was also [like] losing a whole future, a whole family, [a] whole 
life . . . ” (Meyer, New Moon 398). Her reaction, atypical and more extreme for 
even the most severe of heartbreaks, suggests a pattern typical for BPDs in that 
she experiences extreme sensitivity to frustration, disappointments, or unmet 
expectations (Siever par. 1), particularly when Edward, her obsession, leaves her 
and engages her fear of abandonment.

Months pass without Edward, and Bella, an empty shell, begins to engage in 
behaviors and experience additional symptoms that further reflect evidence of 
BPD. For instance, she develops another relationship based on insecurity, 
idealization, and fear of abandonment with her replacement-male/best 
friend/werewolf-in-disguise, Jacob Black. Devastated, recovering from a 
nervous breakdown as a result of the breakup, and still unable to let go of 
Edward, Bella befriends Jacob, and he quickly becomes her new obsession: “I 
felt hideously empty, and I wanted to see Jacob. Maybe I was developing a new 
kind of sickness, another addiction . . .  I didn’t care . . .  Jacob was waiting for 
me. My chest seemed to relax as soon as I saw him, making it easier to breathe” 
(Meyer, New Moon 162). Knowing that she cannot get over Edward, Bella uses 
Jacob and his friendship to pacify her wounds: “I knew I would feel better 
tomorrow when I was with Jacob again. That made the empty hole and the 
familiar pain easier to bear; relief was in sight.” (193). Bella even recognizes 
that she wrongly manipulates the relationship in that “[Jacob] thought that time 
and patience could change [her into loving him], though [she] knew he was dead 
wrong” (219) However, Bella goes on to admit that although wrong, she will do 
nothing to stop it, and will let him try to change the situation (219).

In fact, although presented with another opportunity to move on to another 
relationship, Bella instead clings to Edward’s memory almost just as obsessively 
as she did to their relationship. She does so in such a manner in which she 
purposely and masochistically tortures herself. For instance, she goes to great 
lengths to find her and Edward’s special place, their “hidden forest,” in order to 
rekindle memories, and doing so also places her in a great degree of danger— 
Edward had always warned her not to walk the forest alone for fear of 
supernatural creatures that were a direct threat to humans.

Indeed, hiking alone in the forest places her in direct harm when she is 
attacked by a vampire, and although she is saved by werewolves, Bella exhibits 
other risk-taking behaviors in New Moon. For instance, Bella engages in 
recklessly driving, ultimately crashing a motorbike, which leads to a trip to the 
emergency room (182). She also willingly walks down a dark alley in the 
presence of strange men, which could have easily led to an assault (113). In



In the Twilight Zone 73

performing these activities, the once-cautious Bella abandons her more 
conservative nature and no longer seems to care as much for her own health and 
safety. She even comments: “Who cares if I was reckless and stupid? There was 
no reason to avoid recklessness, no reason why I shouldn’t get to be stupid” 
(125). According to Larry J. Siever, in The Dana Guide to Brain Health, risk 
taking, self-destructive behaviors attempt to reestablish a sense of wellbeing for 
a BPD (par. 2), so along this line of reasoning, perhaps Bella is simply 
attempting to use desperate measures to reestablish a sense of security, peace, 
and happiness.

Bella engages in the ultimate impulsive, risk-taking behavior when she 
decides to cliff-dive by herself (Meyer, New Moon 358). Although she denies 
that she possesses suicidal tendencies, the logic behind the act suggests 
otherwise. For example, knowing that she is a poor swimmer, the waters are 
rough, and the current is strong, and that she determines to dive alone, in an 
isolated location, suggests that her chances of survival would be slim. However, 
regardless of whether this particular act would be one of extreme high-risk and 
poor judgment or a suicide attempt, suicide attempts are a characteristic of 
extreme cases of BPD (NIMH par. 1). When logic is applied, the cliff-diving 
incident could more than likely be viewed as a suicide attempt, although one 
important factor to note is that she engages in this desperate behavior, and in 
other high-risk-taking activities, in order to hear Edward’s “voice” in her mind.

Bella also experiences auditory hallucinations, a more severe and 
sometimes secondary symptom of BPD (BPD Today par. 8). Bella learns that 
she hears Edward’s voice of warning when she pursues reckless behavior. 
Although the audience, at first, is left to wonder whether the voice is real—with 
regard to psychic communications—or imagined, we later discover that 
Edward’s admonitions against danger are only Bella’s psychosomatic, wishful 
thinking hallucinations—Edward never communicates with her psychically. Yet, 
Bella goes to great lengths just to “hear” Edward’s voice—incidentally, she 
almost drowns during the cliff-diving incident: My ears were flooded with the 
freezing water, but his voice was clearer than ever. .. Why would I fight [to 
live] when I was so happy where I was? Even as my lungs burned for more air 
and my legs cramped in the icy cold, I was content. I’d forgotten what real 
happiness felt like. Happiness. It made the whole dying thing pretty bearable” 
(Meyer, New Moon 361). Bella, wishing for Edward’s presence, even in an 
imaginary sense, goes so far as to welcome death, as long as she can “be” with 
him again.

Clearly, the combination of auditory hallucinations that spur on the 
desperate, extreme, hazardous acts, along with Bella urgently clinging to a 
replacement male in order to fill her sense of emptiness reflect upon both 
extreme and more common characteristics found in BPD. Bella, in a sense, 
uproots herself and puts her humanity at risk in Twilight and the first part of 
New Moon in order to coexist with her beloved vampire. Codependency is 
definitely an apparent issue here; however, the codependency works both ways.
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One common counterargument is that Edward, from the beginning of their 
tumultuous relationship, is just as obsessed with and addicted to Bella, and 
perhaps a bit BPD, as well. For instance, Edward is just as consumed with Bella 
and his love for her, too; he is just as much a participant to the duo’s antisocial 
behavior. Edward even engages in the extreme suicidal, “can’t live without 
Bella” behavior when he plans to reveal himself as a vampire to the world in 
New Moon. By doing so, he knows that he will be killed by the Volturi, the 
“vampire order,” so the mission, in and of itself, is suicide. So Edward, like 
Bella, possesses the same excessive, addictive feelings that exceed beyond the 
norm of true love and heartbreak.

However, whether Edward is BPD is highly doubtful. For example, unlike 
Bella, Edward logically and reasonably determines, at least for a while, that 
Bella’s life is too much to risk for their love. As a result, he breaks off the 
relationship. In doing so, Edward is at least able to use common sense, and his 
uncanny sense of self control, to let her go, as painful as it may be for both of 
them—neither of these characteristics reflect a dysfunctional regulation of 
emotion. Otherwise, he would have stayed with her regardless. Although the 
pair eventually reunites, Edward is able to accept what may or may not happen 
during their period of breakup, and he actually hopes that Bella will find a 
human mate, as logically, this would be best for her.

As far as other BPD characteristics are concerned, Edward already has a 
very established identity, although, in all fairness, he is over 100 years old, and 
Bella is only 17. Notwithstanding, Edward may love and care for Bella very 
much, he still maintains his circle of tight-knit family and friends. Edward, 
unlike Bella, does not give up a part of his life, or existence, for Bella; whereas 
she allows these people only to exist superficially and as a convenience to her. 
Her life becomes anything, as long as Edward is involved in it.

Unfortunately, when Edward is extracted from that life, she shuts down. 
Edward, on the other hand, leaves the scene, completely. In all fairness, the 
audience does not really know what Edward does during this time—in hindsight, 
we know that he feels lost and is in pain, but we also know that he continues to 
exist the best that he can. All of the focus is placed on Bella and her own 
shattered life.

Eventually, the pair reunites, and the series continues with Eclipse and 
Breaking Dawn. The same bouts of intense, codependent emotions can’t seem to 
shake the two. However, ultimately, the story of Edward and Bella is a romance 
that transcends both human and supernatural worlds as well as a love that is 
eternal. The question to ask, nevertheless, is what human devalues life so much 
that she constantly puts herself at risk for love? Well, for sake of the plot: one 
who eventually becomes a vampire. But for psychological purposes: one who 
definitely possesses a degree of mental instability.

Yet another question to ask is would this relationship have worked had it 
not been for a clingy, unstable human, with an identity crisis, who wanted to 
become a vampire? The answer is most definitely not. Had Edward met up with
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a strong, independent girl who already had her values and goals in place, this 
girl, who might have been charmed with his intelligence and good looks, would 
have possessed the logic and common sense to break it off with him when she 
learned that he was a vampire and that she was at grave risk. Alternatively, if 
Edward had broken up with her, more than likely, she would have focused on 
the other positive aspects in her life such as friends, plans for college, family, 
etc., and would have simply moved on after perhaps a period of grief. In other 
words, a psychologically healthy person would be more balanced and able to 
gauge and manage their disappointment (Siever par. 1). Bella, on the other hand, 
was not that girl, on any level. Perhaps this is why Edward, and Stephanie 
Meyer, for that matter, chose Bella in the first place.

University of Nevada Las Vegas Erin L. Kelley
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Urbanizing the Mojave Desert: Las Vegas 
{Die Urbanisierung der Mojave-iiste: Las Vegas) 

Nicole Huber and Ralph Stem 
Jovis, 2008

I For many would-be and actual critics of and experts on popular culture, 
Las Vegas is too easy a mark. They can analyze the evolution of its 
entertainment from vaudevillian to Rat Pack to lounge lizard to Cirque du Soleil. 
They can honor supposed mobsters as businessmen or deride supposed 
businessmen as mobsters, then analyze how corporate control has been different 
and whether corporate owners are not just the same men but without the 
pinstriped suits and fedoras. They can claim that it is an actual community with 
the same or worse social problems as anywhere else, or they can project their 
own desires or misfortunes onto Las Vegas to blame it for their failings and 
those of society in general. The possibilities are endless.

In fact, serious historians, cultural critics, sociologists, and other academics 
or thinkers have written intelligently about Las Vegas, past, present, and future. 
But none of them has made a bigger splash within their field than experts in 
architecture or design, starting with Robert Venturi, Denise Scott Brown, and 
Steven Izenour, Learning from Las Vegas: The Forgotten Symbolism o f 
Architectural Form, published in 1972, followed by Alan Hess, Viva Las Vegas: 
After Hours Architecture in 1993. But in such fields as history and sociology, 
the Strip has no monopoly; the broader structure of the community has received 
its share of attention. So it is at last with architecture, with Nicole Huber’s and 
Ralph Stem’s Urbanizing the Mojave Desert.

To summarize what the book actually says in a review is difficult. If you are 
the kind of reader who highlights a sentence or phrase that makes you stop and 
think, or that you want to return to for further reflection, every page will be 
almost entirely yellow. The book is full of thought-provoking commentary, and 
the excellence and meaning of the photographs are similarly important and 
useful in developing a better understanding of Las Vegas—if, indeed, it had 
been understood in the first place. In analyzing Las Vegas, they write, “one can 
speak of three dichotomies: the Strip and the surrounding city, the landscapes of 
success and failure, and the erasure of the past in search of an ever-new fiiture. 
A fourth dichotomy is also essential to understanding our photo-documentation: 
the profound tension between the processes of urbanization in an extreme and 
extremely fragile environment and the landscape in which these processes have 
unfolded” (13).

The chapter titles suggest the dichotomies, the competing forces at work. 
“Sites of Transition” is a lengthy essay putting Las Vegas in an architectural and 
urban, but also American and western, perspective. The photographs are 
arranged into chapters entitled “Rears & Edges,” “Signs & Traces,” “Mobility &
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Stability,” “Providing & Disposing,” “Abstraction & Extraction,” and “Scraping 
& Sprawling.” Throughout, the thoughtful reader can find innumerable ways to 
look at and learn from Las Vegas—but not necessarily to celebrate, dismiss, or 
excuse it. With the material appearing as Las Vegas became the national leader 
(?) in home foreclosures, gaming revenue dropped, and large-scale projects 
teetered on the brink of cancellation or simply sat half-finished, Urbanizing the 
Mojave Desert gains even more resonance and importance.

Indeed, what you think of Las Vegas is reminiscent of Tom Lehrer’s great 
line that life is like a sewer: what you get out of it depends upon what you put 
into it. The tourist who wants only to gamble, eat, drink, and enjoy the Strip, or 
the scholar who wants to know only what fits his or her preconceptions, or 
anyone who thinks that Las Vegas is simply Frank, Dean, Sammy, or some 
reasonable facsimile thereof will be amazed to find that the Las Vegas of 
Urbanizing the Mojave Desert exists. For those who live in Las Vegas, or study 
it, or both, this book is not merely vital. It is vitally necessary.

Michael Green, College of Southern Nevada

Not All Okies Are White: The Lives of 
Black Cotton Pickers in Arizona

Geta LeSeur
University of Missouri Press, 2000

When we think of the term “Okies” most of us turn to the traditional notion 
of migrant farmers as described in John Steinbeck’s novel The Grapes o f Wrath, 
and as depicted in the film of the same name. In her collection of oral narratives 
called Not All Okies Are White (University of Missouri Press), Dr. Geta LeSeur 
presents an alternate view, one that adds a multicultural aspect to “Okies” and 
reshapes our sense of the mass exodus that redefined significant aspects of 
American culture.

Not All Okies Are White is a description of a small town called Randolph, in 
Arizona, and begins with an assertion of the heart and historical scope of Dr. 
LeSeur’s enterprise. She is interested primarily in the black migrant community 
that settled in Randolph but also intends to delve into the entire history of the 
town and examine the ethnic complexities that comprise its community.

Randolph’s citizenry is comprised of a unique combination of elements. It 
includes black migrant farmers fleeing economic disaster, white farmers and 
businessmen, Mexican immigrants starting fresh, and Native American Indian 
families trying to maintain a culture irrevocably altered by history and the influx 
of newcomers. The town, in many ways, mirrors the history of many American 
towns. It has an agricultural aspect (cotton farms) and suffers the disaster of 
industry polluting the environment and wearing on the health of its citizens.
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Randolph begins to experience growth but in the end fails to prosper. At the 
time the book is written, the town is in a state of decay; nonetheless, it is home 
to people who love it and prefer to live in a community where many still do not 
lock their doors and where children freely run from house to house to eat, play, 
and work because neighbors are not strangers in Randolph. There is an ethnic 
divide and a good and bad side of the tracks, but the town has substance and still 
survives despite the economic downtrends it has suffered over the years.

Narrative chapters framing the interviews introduce a larger historical view 
linking smaller stories with the larger national character that is also being 
investigated here. Randolph’s citizens are unique and have layered histories. 
These histories are used to add to a larger perspective. What makes Randolph 
noteworthy is how its development reflects American patterns. Dr. LeSeur 
touches on this aspect in her intervening explanatory chapters where she 
includes narrative strains that reflect the important movements that sit center 
stage in American society. Her discussions of the cultural impact of different 
ethnicities living together and the story of the failure of activist movements in 
Randolph reflect problems that have shaped America’s national character as 
well as Randolph’s.

Dr. LeSeur did an excellent job of creating local flavor by collecting and 
mining information from personal histories. She covered the scope of the 
community from all angles recovering memories and history from the people 
who helped create the town. She interviewed Randolph’s postmaster, the town 
pastor, local activists, and many other individuals responsible for tracking the 
ebb and flow of Randolph’s history. She adroitly created endearing relationships 
with her interviewees and it is clear that by the time she sits down to ask 
questions, her subjects were eager to share their stories. The result is a detailed 
picture of several town characters. Randolph itself comes to life in these pages.

We know Randolph’s citizens thoroughly by the end of this book. Dr. 
LeSeur has a talent for translating personality into words. She utilizes her 
subjects’ unique conversational aspects, their manners of speaking, their word 
choices, their unique trains of thought, and steps out of the way entirely when 
she describes her conversations with them. At the end of each interview you 
have a clear sense that an intimate and telling exchange has taken place. The 
book excels in the creation of a story told from many perspectives that allows 
the reader both an intimate and a larger view of a small town in Arizona.

Kim Idol, University of Nevada, Las Vegas
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The Influence of Tennessee Williams: 
Essays on Fifteen American Playwrights

Edited by Philip C. Kolin 
McFarland & Company, Inc., Publishers, 2008

“Tennessee Williams deserves the honor of being recognized as one of the 
most prolific and influential playwrights America has ever produced” (1). So 
writes Philip C. Kolin in the preface to his edited collection, The Influence o f 
Tennessee Williams: Essays on Fifteen American Playwrights. Kolin goes on to 
state that Williams’s “characters, symbols, poetic dramaturgy and language, and 
plots have often been the models by which other playwrights are measured and 
or appreciated. Every dramatist in the American theatre has been touched by his 
presence” (1). To Kolin’s surprise, however, no significant, in-depth, academic 
study of Williams’s wide-ranging influence on other national playwrights has 
been produced. As such, he intends The Influence o f Tennessee Williams to be 
the “first book to consistently and exclusively investigate the powerful ways he 
entered the works of fifteen diverse yet representative American playwrights, 
both his contemporaries and those dramatists who have survived him by almost 
three decades” (1). Furthermore, the pieces in the volume “reassess Williams’s 
importance while providing new contexts in which to read the works of [the] 
other dramatists” he is studied with (1). The playwrights chosen for attention in 
this context “are not the only major ones Tennessee Williams influenced. But 
they do represent a valid cross-section of major female and male, white and 
black, straight and gay, traditional and experimental, prizewinning dramatists 
whose work, like Williams’s, has left or is leaving a legacy of greatness to the 
American theatre” (1). Kolin points out shortly thereafter that, not “limited to 
searching for allusions or finding ways in which Williams [s/c] plots were 
borrowed, expanded, or truncated, the essays in The Influence o f Tennessee 
Williams as a whole illustrate the varied, subtle, complex, and provocative ways 
Williams relates to these playwrights and they to him” (2). It can be said at the 
outset that this collection is a welcome, original, and much-needed addition to 
American theatre criticism in general and Williams’s criticism in particular.

In the “Introduction: The Panoptic Tennessee Williams,” Kolin briefly 
sketches the kind of playwright and person Williams was: highly 
autobiographical, in the case of the former; an attention-loving, manic 
depressive, homosexual with a penchant for alcohol and drugs, in the case of the 
latter. Kolin also touches on Williams’s success as a playwright, in particular 
with such now well-known works as The Glass Menagerie, A Streetcar Named 
Desire, and Cat on a Hot Tin Roof but also as a prolific short story writer (more 
than 100 of his stories appeared in print during his lifetime and many more 
unpublished stories may well come to light at some point in the future), and just 
as prolific a writer of notebooks, memoirs, letters, and essays. Williams’s
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influence spread from who he was, and the kinds of work he did, to touch, 
direct, and challenge countless other writers of all kinds, but most especially 
other playwrights.

The first of the dramatists Williams influenced to receive consideration in 
Kolin’s book is William Inge, writer of Come Back, Little Sheba and other 
important plays. In the chapter entitled ‘“ [Our] Little Company of the Odd and 
Lonely’: Tennessee Williams’s ‘Personality’ in the Plays of William Inge,” 
Michael Greenwald reveals that Inge was by far the more popular and successful 
playwright than Williams (or Arthur Miller, of Death o f a Salesman and The 
Crucible fame, for that matter) throughout the first two-thirds of the 1950s. As 
the 50s became the 60s, however, Williams’s star began to shine brighter and 
brighter while Inge’s slowly dimmed until it was completely obscured by his 
suicide in 1973. Nevertheless, and despite Inge’s repeated disavowals, 
Greenwald claims that “there is substantial evidence that Williams was integral 
to Inge’s career. Externally, Williams was the principal promoter of Inge’s 
earliest works, while internally an examination of his plays suggests that many 
of Williams’s thematic concerns are present throughout Inge’s scripts” (16). 
Both playwrights, Greenwald concludes, on a melancholy yet strangely 
triumphant note, knew best how to dramatize “the suffering spirit” of human 
beings, usually brought about because of spiteful narrowmindedness, on the 
stages of America’s theatres (28).

Susan Koprince, in “Neil Simon’s Parodies of Tennessee Williams,” finds 
an odd, yet oddly compelling, association between the much less successful (in 
comparison) Simon, the straight New York Jew known for his lighthearted 
comedies, and Williams, the enormously successful, gay, Southern writer of 
elaborate gothic melodrama. In “‘Inconspicuous Osmosis and the Plasticity of 
Doing’: The Influence of Tennessee Williams on the Plays of Edward Albee,” 
David Crespy explores the mutual “fluid,” and nearly “inconspicuous,” impact 
these playwrights had on each other and their respective works. Fatherhood, 
paternalism, and family take the stage in Arvid F. Sponberg’s penetrating and 
insightful essay, “‘Cracking the Shell of Literalness’: The Itinerary of Paternal 
Consciousness in Williams’s Tragedy with Notes on Its Influence on Gurney’s 
Comedy.” Gurney is A.R. Gurney, perhaps best known today because of the 
many productions of the play Love Letters receives throughout the country. 
Despite the fact that they write in different genres (tragedy and comedy, 
respectively), Sponberg argues that “we can see Williams and Gurney as twin 
jesters, mockers of morals, prickers of pretention and pomposity, critics of social 
and artistic convention. To see this similarity, we need to see beyond differences 
in subject matter, setting, and situation. They use these [elements] to hold our 
attention while their plays perform their real work—angling, inverting, and 
reversing audiences’ expectations” (66).

In keeping with the volume’s commitment to diversity, Nancy Cho offers a 
piece on Williams and Lorraine Hansberry (A Raisin in the Sun) called, “‘That 
gentleman with the painfully sympathetic eyes.. .’: Re-reading Lorraine
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Hansberry Through Tennessee Williams.” For Cho, the plays of Williams and 
Hansberry “share many affinities that have yet to be adequately examined” in 
criticism (68). She goes on to categorize them as ‘“ social playwrights’—both 
deeply in tune with midcentury America and sharply critical of its values” (76). 
In fact, their “work contests boundaries of class, race, gender, sexuality, and 
nation, and they stage not the uniformity but the contradictions embedded in 
mid-century American culture” (76). Editor Kolin then directs attention to the 
African-American playwright Adrienne Kennedy {Funnyhouse o f a Negro and A 
Movie Star Has to Star in Black and White) in relation to Williams in “The 
Fission of Tennessee Williams’s Plays into Adrienne Kennedy’s.” Though 
exceedingly dissimilar in terms of their writing, Kolin points out that “Williams 
was, inescapably, the dominant voice that any aspiring playwright had to listen 
to in the 1950s and 1960s, the decades when Kennedy struggled to become a 
writer and when she eventually won Off Broadway success” (80). One way or 
another, Kolin adds, “a young playwright like Kennedy would have formed a 
relationship with Williams. Indeed, she herself frequently] affirms that he was 
both her catalyst and provocateur” (80). Kennedy “was fascinated by the 
expressionistic representations of self, family, and society in Williams. But, as 
she developed her unique voice, she renegotiated Williams’s scripts and 
colliding with them, radically resisted and disrupted his characters and symbols. 
Through a fission-like process she split his canon apart, exploding the psychic 
traumas and contradictions submerged and/or surfacing” in his dramas (93). 
Doing so, she “entered her own undiscovered country, a world that grew more 
painful, treacherous, and absurd in the racial and psychic spaces her characters 
were condemned to inhabit in the 1960s and beyond” (93).

Thomas Mitchell presents a study of Williams and John Guare {The House 
o f Blue Leaves, Lydie Breeze, and Six Degrees o f Separation) in “Warriors 
Against the Kitchen Sink: Tennessee Williams and John Guare.” According to 
Mitchell, Williams and Guare (compatriots fighting against what is termed 
“kitchen sink” realism in drama versus “magic”), “both created extreme 
characters with large appetites and heavy emotional baggage. They used 
intentionally contrived plot elements to provoke major revelations and reversals. 
They both employed direct address and other heightened theatrical moments” in 
their works (95). In addition, given “his restlessness with naturalism and his 
fascination with theatrical possibilities, Guare exhibits the influence of 
Tennessee Williams, whose characters and situations regularly transcended the 
ordinary” (95). For Guare, carrying the torch Williams first lighted, whether 
“playwrights continue to create kitchen sink realism that placates audiences with 
comfortably recognizable surface reality, or instead dismantles the kitchen sink 
to take audiences into a realm of the imagination and psyche will be the measure 
of what the theatre is becoming” in the 21st century (104).

In “Image, Myth, and Movement in the Plays of Sam Shepard and 
Tennessee Williams,” Annette J. Saddik claims that in the entirety of Shepard’s 
{Buried Child, True West, and Fool For Love) career, “Williams’s melodramatic
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images continued to filter through his [Shepard’s] writing, as the hysterical 
excesses of Williams’s plays were transformed into the textual eruptions that 
characterize Shepard’s works” (106). Furthermore, many of the characters in 
Williams and Shepard’s works exhibit a shared concern, sometimes profound, 
with the concepts of history, memory, and identity; yet, in the end, “know they 
must keep moving, keep changing, to maintain freedom” (119).

In “Sons of the South: An Examination of the Interstices in the Works of 
August Wilson and Tennessee Williams,” Sandra G. Shannon writes that, 
despite his assertions to the contrary, Wilson (,Joe Turner's Come and Gone and 
The Piano Lesson), was influenced by a host of other playwrights—past and 
present—including Williams in particular. It is, in fact, Williams “whose 
fiercely nontraditional and experimental playwriting style [that] typifies the 
common ground shared between” the two (124). Shannon proceeds to detail 
strong and unmistakable resonances between the two authors that includes their 
“challenge to traditional notions of realism onstage; their tendencies as poets 
toward lyrical expression, cadenced rhythms, and use of metaphor; their love- 
hate relationship with the South as central metaphor and site of memory; and a 
parade of restless and tortured men and women choosing between primal needs 
and individual quests to find meaning in their existence” (124).

Brenda Murphy, in “Williams, Mamet, and the Artist In Extremis,” 
comments that even though “Williams clearly looms large on David Mamet’s 
cultural landscape, his influence on Mamet’s work seems less clear” (136). She 
locates that influence in Williams’s representations of “artists in extremis, at the 
end of their careers, misunderstood and rejected by an unfeeling public or by 
those close to them, suffering in ‘desperate circumstances,’ as Blanche DuBois 
would put it, but tenacious and determined to pursue their art, no matter what 
environment may surround them” (137). Murphy discusses this trope as it 
manifests in Williams’s In the Bar o f a Tokyo Hotel and Clothes for a Summer 
Hotel and Mamet’s Squirrels and A Life in the Theatre.

Verna A. Foster looks at Beth Henley’s (Crimes o f the Heart and The Miss 
Firecracker Contest) work in relation to Williams’s in the essay “The Symbiosis 
of Desire and Death: Beth Henley Rewrites Tennessee Williams.” Foster notes 
that Henley’s plays seem “to be influenced by Williams’s earlier, better known 
plays such as The Glass Menagerie, A Streetcar Named Desire, and Cat on a 
Hot Tin Roof But it is actually his later, less realistic, more grotesque and 
absurdist plays written in the 1960s and 1970s that share greater dramaturgical 
similarities with Henley’s work” (148). Both playwrights, Foster explains, focus 
“on what is absurd and, therefore, comic in human existence in all its 
dimensions: the grotesque, the ugly, the disturbing, the sadly funny, the 
ridiculous, even the mean,” with the result being “that the plays in which their 
styles converge are not tragicomedies but dark comedies. The grotesque 
elements in the plays prevent the tragic experience of life that may lie just below 
the surface from making itself felt” (159). Thus their dramatic worlds seem 
more bearable and their characters more likely to go forward rather than simply
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give up in plays such as Henley’s The Miss Firecracker Contest and The 
Debutante Ball, in comparison to Williams’s The Mutilated and A Lovely 
Sunday for Creve Coeur.

Marital relationships are the subject of John M. Clum’s piece, “‘Period of 
Adjustment’: Marriage in Williams and Christopher Durang.” Durang once 
claimed Williams as a favorite playwright, and Clum finds in Durang’s The 
Marriage o f Bette and Boo and Williams’s Period o f Adjustment “a critique of 
marriage and a satire on the values of suburban Americans” that links both of 
these plays together (162). Clum later states that both Williams and Durang 
“present marriage as a difficult, almost impossible process. They both wonder 
whether one can really break through the walls of selfhood and treat one other 
human being with love, understanding and compassion” (172). Meanwhile, 
Williams seems to have faith in the ability of sex to approach the mystical, 
Durang is far more skeptical about any kind of mysticism being attributed to 
sex. And, in the end, the “critique of marriage we see in the work of both writers 
stems in part from the experience of their parents and from their own positions 
outside of the conventional system of compulsory heterosexuality” (173).

According to Kirk Woodward in “‘All Truth Is a Scandal’: How Tennessee 
Williams Shaped Tony Kushner’s Plays,” like Christopher Durang, Kushner 
{Angels in America) claims Williams as an influence on his work (175). 
Williams and Kushner, Woodward writes, “share a sense of the outrageous both 
in their personal writings and in their plays, resulting in a profound 
radicalization of outlook, a refusal to accept society in its current form combined 
with a determination to expose the scandal that results from attitudes that 
condemn homosexuality as such” (181). Woodward later claims that Williams 
gives Kushner “and his generation the gift to be able to understand characters of 
any sexuality as individuals, not just as members of groups, but as shaped by 
similar powerful forces” (185). Williams “opened the way for Kushner’s drama 
as a Southern and a gay writer and as a theatrical innovator, and his effect on the 
younger playwright accordingly has been a profound act of liberation” (185).

In the piece “Twilight in Tennessee: The Similar Styles of Anna Deavere 
Smith and Tennessee Williams,” Harvey Young seeks to “accept Smith’s style 
as distinctively her own, and consider those moments when Williams behaves 
and sounds like Smith,” thus allowing for a reading of Williams “through a 
contemporary, critical lens . . .  with the aim of locating those moments when his 
poststructuralist and social activist voice appears” (188). Young acknowledges 
that Smith {Fires in the Mirror and Twilight, Los Angeles 1992) and Williams 
are a strange combination, but “both embrace a poststructuralist formula to 
create a space and presence for the minoritized within their narratives. Within 
their fabricated, theatrical worlds, they situate characters who are based upon 
real-life individuals, whom the playwrights actually met and, in some cases, 
came to know, and, in so doing, blur the lines between artifice and the 
everyday” (197).
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Harry J. Elam, Jr., in “Theatre of the Gut: Tennessee Williams and Suzan- 
Lori Parks,” discusses Parks’s play In the Blood in relation to Williams’s Cat on 
a Hot Tin Roof. For both of these playwrights, Elam maintains, “one pathway to 
the gut in their dramas was through the ‘gutter,’ through the depiction and 
disclosure of dirty little secrets, of sexual indiscretions and 
transgressions . . .  Clearly, sex and sexuality operate in Parks and Williams at 
the gut level” (201-202). In Cat on a Hot Tin Roof Elam notes “family secrets, 
questions of sexual impropriety and deviance lurk behind closed doors. 
Previously hidden truths are exposed and reverberate loudly as what constitutes 
the normal and the prurient are called into question” (202). Likewise, “in Parks’s 
In the Blood, the confession of sexual proclivities compels the audience to 
contest the purported morality of the social order and to reconsider who is the 
victimizer and the victim. Form functions as the internal logic of content in these 
two plays as Williams and Parks challenge heterosexual normativity and the 
legitimacy of family values” (202). The final piece in The Influence o f  
Tennessee Williams is a brief original interview with Edward Albee by David A. 
Crespy in which Albee speaks about the particulars of Williams’s influence on 
him and his work.

Each chapter length essay in The Influence o f Tennessee Williams is a 
discrete entity in its own right, complete with its own set of endnotes and works 
cited lists. A comprehensive index also facilitates serious study of Williams and 
any of the other American playwrights he is associated with. If there is any fault 
with The Influence o f Tennessee Williams, it lies in the copyediting/proofreading 
of the volume itself. Though by no means a major problem, there are a few 
surprising instances in the text where needed punctuation (such as commas, 
apostrophes, and question marks) is missing, and some words are misspelled 
and/or used inappropriately. Two examples: on page 80, in the phrase “she 
herself frequency affirms,” frequency should be frequently, while on the very 
next page, the phrase “Kennedy valotized a Williams’s work” simply does not 
make sense given that valotized should be valorized and the indefinite article 
preceding Williams’s should have been eliminated. Nevertheless, The Influence 
o f Tennessee Williams belongs in every literary drama collection in order to 
serve the needs of students, specialists, and aficionados alike.

Anthony Guy Patricia, University of Nevada, Las Vegas
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Unhistorical Shakespeare: Queer Theory 
in Shakespearean Literature and Film

Madhavi Menon 
Palgrave Macmillan, 2008

Unhistorical. Unhistoricism. Homohistory. Compulsory Heterotemporality. 
Identitarian Sexuality. Sodomotical Desire. Hetero-time. Queer Sameness. 
Methodological Resistance. Homoness. These are some of the intriguing terms 
readers will encounter in the pages of Madhavi Menon’s outstanding new study, 
Unhistorical Shakespeare: Queer Theory in Shakespearean Literature and Film. 
With this cogently argued and, indeed, elegant work, Menon has made an 
invaluable contribution to the discipline from a queer theoretical perspective that 
continues to allow for significant strides in contemporary understanding of the 
operation of sexuality and desire during the English early modem period and the 
present.

For decades historicist literary critics have fetishized the notion that 
Shakespeare’s time is so ontologically and epistemologically dissimilar to our 
own that no continuities or resonances can possibly or ever exist between the 
two periods. This fetishization, at least as regards sexuality and its correlate, 
desire, stands in good part on the groundbreaking work of Michel Foucault and 
Alan Bray. In the first volume of his The History o f Sexuality, Foucault details 
how the homosexual became a species in the late 19th century when the term 
homosexual was coined by German researchers and later popularized by Freud. 
Bray, in Homosexuality in Renaissance England, discusses the use of the term 
sodomy as a synonym for what today would be referred to as homosexuality 
since the word homosexual and its derivatives did not exist in the early modem 
period. Given this set of conventionally accepted historical circumstances, all 
that Shakespeare and his fellow citizens could have known and understood was 
sodomitical desire rather than the identitarian sexuality of the “I am a 
homosexual,” “I am a lesbian,” variety we are so familiar with now. Whether by 
default or deliberate purpose, historicist critics have held their peers accountable 
for complete fidelity to this supposedly indisputable “fact” of history. Of course, 
the historicist fear is that by not maintaining a sufficient distance between the 
early modem period and the 21st century, we will, inadvertently or otherwise, 
project our present concerns onto the past in a way that somehow contaminates 
the past and reduces it from something knowable and authentic to mere illogical 
anachronism.

Menon opens her introductory chapter to Unhistorical Shakespeare by 
noting that the insistence on “difference as the template for relating past and 
present produces a compulsory heterotemporality in which chronology 
determines identity,” resulting in the “famous distinction between identitarian 
sexuality and sodomitical desire” of the 21st and 16th centuries, respectively (1).
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Thus, in contrast, her project “outlines the idea of homohistory, [a field] in 
which desires always exceed identitarian categories and resist being corralled 
into hetero-temporal camps” (1-2). Homohistory, Menon is quick to make clear, 
is not “ahistorical—or somehow ‘outside’ history—nor even anti-historical—or 
against history—unhistoricism argues that a history based on difference is 
inadequate to housing the study of desire” (3). Homohistory, in other words, is a 
history based on sameness rather than difference, and thus it has the capacity to 
dissolve the divisive identity/sodomy binary. And in order to show how 
traditional history is always heterosexist and always unable to contain desire, 
regardless of the form of that desire as hetero-, homo-, or bisexual in nature, 
Menon proposes, in the succeeding chapters of her work, to analyze the 
inadequacies of five of the major bases of traditional history itself: teleology, 
facts, citation, origins, and authenticity.

In Chapter 1, Menon engages with the idea of teleology in which, she 
rightly claims, historicists have a significant investment. This investment reveals 
“a fascination with thinking about sexuality as a developmental movement from 
before to after, from prematurity (or early modernity) to maturity (or 
modernity)” and, in turn, it also “marks the historicist project of distinguishing 
between a distant past and a current present” (29). Furthermore, historicists seek 
to weld “this chronological difference to concepts like sodomy and 
homosexuality. According to this process of chrono-conceptual fusion, the 
sodomite marks a necessary first stage in the development of an individual we 
can now recognize as homo” (30). As such, sexuality is merely a “teleological 
progression” that, from the homohistorical perspective, lays bare the “relation 
between past and present [that] needs to be a causal one where the very being of 
the present is predicated on the past’s being one way and not another” (30, 33). 
Menon proceeds to a study of Shakespeare’s early erotic poem Venus and 
Adonis in order to show how historical teleology can be disrupted and, thus, the 
success(ion) of (hetero-)sexuality can be thwarted. In this work “the ‘before’ and 
‘after’ of teleology—the consequence so necessary to establish success—is 
explicitly denied in a poem in which Shakespeare’s most dramatic reworking of 
the Ovidian myth is that Adonis does not succumb to Venus at all” (35). In fact, 
for Menon, the text of Venus and Adonis “seems more interested in the 
relationship between sexuality and failure than in the teleological success of 
sex” (35). Of course, the important point is that teleology, here in the form of 
Venus’s sexual desire for Adonis, can be evaded; the expected progression from 
sexual desire to intercourse and to procreation can be circumvented; failure of 
sexual desire is not just a possible, but an actual, outcome. Homohistory seizes 
on this failure of historical teleology in relation to sexuality and desire in Venus 
and Adonis and uses it to suggest that, in exactly the same manner, 
contemporary homosexuality does not naturally or automatically follow early 
modem sodomy, a notion that, in and of itself, offers us a heady new way of 
exploring the history of sexuality in tandem with the poetic and dramatic works 
of Shakespeare.
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Facts, as discrete pieces of information that can be relied on to be objective 
and truthful in the substance they convey, came into being during the 16th 
century; and facts form the subject of Menon’s second chapter in Unhistorical 
Shakespeare. Within traditional history that seeks to create “a deterministic 
chain of cause and effect. . .  the fact is the cause and history is its effect” (54). 
But facts, Menon demonstrates here, using Shakespeare’s Romance Cymbeline 
as her test case, are far more unreliable and slippery than historicists have ever 
conceded. Indeed, in “this play, every fact turns out to be appearance, and every 
failure to read appearance as such results in devastation. Giving the lie to the 
fact does not, however, produce a new order of truth so much as disturb the 
conviction of its efficacy” (63). Examples of unreliable and slippery facts in 
Cymbeline abound; one of them is Iachimo’s production of Imogen’s bracelet 
for Posthumus upon his return to Rome from Britain. Posthumus takes the 
material reality of Imogen’s bracelet being in Iachimo’s possession as factual 
proof of Imogen’s infidelity to Posthumus. Yet, as soon as this fact is registered 
as true, Posthumus’s host and friend points out that the bracelet could have come 
into Iachimo’s hands by any number of means, including by theft and duplicity 
on the part of Imogen’s servants. Thus what was a factual truth only moments 
before—Imogen’s unfaithfulness—has become subject to question. This fact, in 
other words, is not what it pretends to be. Cymbeline's “skepticism of the fact, 
and the tension between facts and desires, become urgent theoretical concerns 
for homohistory” (61). The fact, Menon explains a short while later, “necessarily 
has to come after the fact but needs to posit itself as coming before so that it can, 
in fact, count as fact. . .  the fact conceals the fact of its own making. Facts are 
therefore predicated on a constitutive anachronism,” an anachronism that “has to 
be forgotten in order to posit fixed difference—between past and present, 
sodomy and homosexuality, homo- and hetero desire—as truth” (68). Historians 
of all disciplines quite literally create facts by identifying and labeling them as 
such, hence Menon’s notion of the “constitutive anachronism.” Where the 
history of sexuality is concerned, difference between the “us” of the 21st century 
and the “them” of Shakespeare’s time has been fashioned by historicists into an 
incontrovertible fact and, therefore, an undeniable truth, as well. But, as with 
Imogen’s bracelet/infidelity, this fact of difference in terms of sexuality, when 
challenged, proves to be an illusion that, once recognized for what it really is, 
makes room for the sameness of homohistory; for tangible links between past 
and present, sodomy and homosexuality, and all kinds of uncontainable homo- 
and heteroerotic desires.

Chapter 3 is concerned with citation. Citation, Menon writes, “is the tool by 
which one lends authority or, rather, by which one’s authority is acknowledged 
as being separate from another’s authorship. Citation renders authoritative what 
quotation merely authors” (77). But, what happens when an earlier work is 
quoted without being cited explicitly and properly? To explore this question, 
Menon compares the 2001 Hindi film Dil Chahta Hai (translated as “The Heart 
Desires”) to Shakespeare’s 1598 play Much Ado about Nothing, both of which
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are similar in their major plot points. However, “D/7 Chahta Hai does not name 
itself as a Shakespearean adaptation. Rather, it is very Shakespearean about its 
intellectual borrowings and never names its sources, even as it 
sometimes . .. half acknowledges them” visually (82). What “ties Much Ado to 
Dil Chahta Hai, then, is not that the latter has plagiarized the former, but rather 
that the two texts comment on plagiarism in the context of desire. These 
questions of legitimacy—Can a text be like another text without knowing it? 
Can a hetero text turn out to be homo?—are at the heart of the debate over 
citation” (82). A set of related concerns arises in regard to Much Ado about 
Nothing: “The play’s central dilemma—has Hero been unfaithful to Claudio?— 
is coupled with the text’s incessant play between speech and silence in relation 
to desire. What is Hero’s desire? Who does Hero desire? Does Hero ever name 
her desire? And who desires Hero” (88)? Hero’s desire is never named in the 
play; it is never cited properly, and thus it remains a stubborn problematic. 
While traditional (hetero-)history finds this lack of citation particularly 
troubling, homohistory steps in to assert “not that desire should not have a name, 
but that no name, even and especially the most seemingly valorous one [Hero], 
can ever be self-evident or transparent” (91-92). What this could lead to, Menon 
suggests, is the “knowledge that desire always exceeds the boundaries of a name 
that seeks to explain it. Such an understanding of desire will highlight the 
methodological incompatibility between desire and citation” (93). Since at least 
the 18th century, we in the West have been obsessed with citation, whether 
through the use of footnotes, endnotes, or some other system of documentation. 
As the example of Shakespeare—who borrowed liberally from other authors 
while rarely, if ever, providing attribution—himself shows, those in earlier 
periods of time were far less concerned with leaving an intelligible trail back to 
their sources. We have also been obsessed, probably since Aristotle, with the 
form of citation known as naming, or labeling, or categorizing. In the realm of 
erotic desire, that desire must be known by its proper name—heterosexual, 
homosexual, bisexual, sodomitical, and so forth—or nothing but anxiety results. 
Yet, as Menon argues, these names, labels, and categories cannot ever totally 
contain these desires which, in turn, renders citation as ineffectual as teleology 
and facts in the study of the history of sexuality.

The idea of origins is Menon’s concern in Chapter 4. Shakespeare’s early, 
bloody, and violent tragedy Titus Andronicus serves as the locus around which 
she builds her argument about origins. This play “is faulted for not being classy 
despite its almost arrogant display of [uncited] erudition. What is the origin of 
this dismissal, and could it have something to do with origins themselves” (95)? 
Of course the main source for Titus Andronicus is the tale of Philomela from 
Ovid’s Metamorphoses, who is raped and mutilated by her brother-in-law, 
Tereus. But, in Ovid, Tereus “only” mutilates Philomela by cutting out her 
tongue; in Titus, brothers Chiron and Demetrius cut out Lavinia’s tongue and 
chop off her hands after they have both raped her so that she will never be able 
to reveal them as the perpetrators of the crimes committed against her. From this



92 Popular Culture Review

perspective, Chiron and Demetrius’s desire to obtain sexual, physical, and 
verbal mastery over Lavinia in Titus exceeds the desire of Tereus in Ovid's 
original version of the story. Thus “Ovid becomes the primary source of whose 
story Shakespeare presents the derivative . .. But Shakespeare also undermines 
this understanding of causal origin by refusing to allow Ovid’s tale to contain 
what is ultimately a story of desire’s excess” in his play (97). Indeed, Titus's 
“approach to desire is homo rather than hetero, based on excess rather than 
containment, desire rather than sexuality. . .  By invoking Ovid, then, Titus 
Andronicus both demonstrates our need for a primary source, and destroys our 
hope for causal containment by insisting that desire exists always in excess of 
such a framework” (102). Hence origins are revealed to be, ultimately, as 
slippery and unreliable as facts, and as unable to contain desire as citations. And 
without facts, citations, and origins for support, teleology crumbles.

Authenticity is the subject of Chapter 5 of Unhistorical Shakespeare, in 
which the 1998 American film Shakespeare in Love receives sustained attention. 
Menon begins this section by documenting the reactions of two prominent 
Shakespeareans—Stephen Greenblatt and Valerie Traub—to Shakespeare in 
Love. While both scholars liked the film, they also felt that it was misleading 
and inauthentic in its portrayal of Will Shakespeare’s sexuality. Menon, on the 
other hand, argues that “though the film may well be heteronormative, it also 
complicates what we understand by heteronormativity . . .  Shakespeare in Love 
suggests that expectations of a certain mode of sexual authenticity are 
themselves normative, and adversely affect our reading, not only of desire, but 
also of the past in which that desire is nominally situated” (120). She adds: to 
“accuse Shakespeare in Love of being heteronormative is to read the film simply 
for the sake of its plot and not enough for its text. We insist on the straightness 
of Shakespeare in Love because of our unwillingness to read the queemess of 
(its) desire” (127). Shakespeare in Love thus “throws into sharp relief, not 
Shakespeare’s heterosexuality, but rather, its audience’s desire for an authentic 
sexuality” (136). Centuries of biographical scholarship have shown us that our 
Shakespeare likely had an erotic predilection for members of his own sex even 
though he was also married to a woman and the father of children. What the 
debate about Shakespeare in Love reveals is that some audience members 
wanted not only Will Shakespeare’s sexuality to be represented unambiguously 
on the big screen as either homosexual or heterosexual, but the film’s entire 
sexual/desiring ethos to be depicted just as unambiguously. But the film refuses 
to pander to either a hetero-historical or a homo-historical binary and instead 
presents us with the excessive multiplicity of desire that homohistory demands 
full belief in. As such, Menon’s work here shows that there is no such thing as 
an authenticity, especially when it comes to human erotic desire.

After deconstructing teleology, facts, citations, origins, and authenticity, 
Menon offers readers a brief and compelling anecdote. In doing so, of course, 
she cleverly reverses the New Historicist method of literary criticism which 
begins with an anecdote then proceeds to explore the anecdote’s importance
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within, and relevance to, a larger historical context. Menon’s anecdote tells the 
story of her riding public transportation one evening in Washington, D.C. and, 
as the result of a verbal altercation, she was quickly labeled and dismissed by 
other hostile riders as being both gay and an Arab. Sexuality—and in this 
instance, race—are, Menon writes, “always linked to heterohistory, while desire 
is the thing that evades chronological, teleological, and factual capture, and 
therefore makes more urgent the need for that capture” in a heterohistorical 
realm (140). Thus Menon’s personal account punctuates the overall argument of 
Unhistorical Shakespeare, and thus, in unhistorical or homohistorical rather than 
in new historical fashion, she uses her theoretical context to support her 
anecdote rather than making the anecdote fit within that context.

My only quibble—and it is just a quibble—with Unhistorical Shakespeare 
is that Menon has the tendency to repeat thoughts and ideas, particularly in the 
early part of the book. Very quickly, however, this ceases to be a noticeable 
concern, and readers are left to concentrate fully on the theory of homohistory 
Menon presents and how it can be applied to the study of sexuality and desire in 
Shakespeare’s works. Undoubtedly, historicists of all stripes will struggle with 
Unhistorical Shakespeare, but queer, feminist, gender, postcolonial, and other 
Presentist scholars will embrace all that it has to offer. Indeed, many will 
eagerly look forward to the homohistorical literary interpretations Unhistorical 
Shakespeare will inspire in the future.

Anthony Guy Patricia, University of Nevada, Las Vegas
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