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NEWS

The twentieth annual conference of Japan Shelley Studies Center (JSSC) was held at Sanjo Conference Hall on Hongo Campus,
Tokyo University, on December 3, 2011. After an opening speech by the president UENO Kazuhiro followed by a special lecture
and then a symposium. IKI Kazuko (Former Professor at Ueno Gakuen Univ.) gave the lecture on The Romantics’ Reception of
John Milton. In the symposium, ABE Miharu, ICHIKAWA Jun and KUROSE Yukako fully looked back at the recent
development on Shelley studies, with TAKUBO Hiroshi as a moderator and response, all of whose abstracts appear below.

The twenty-first conference will be held at Sanjo Conference Hall on the same campus on Saturday, December 1, 2012. The
program will include a special lecture by MORIMATSU Kensuke. Shelley as a Thinker will be discussed in the symposium titled
“Shelley, a Believer in Vegetarianism,” which SHIRAISHI Harue is to organize with the two speakers: ITO Maki and KITANI

Ttsuki.
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Special Lecture

The Romantics’ Reception of John Milton - P. B. Shelley, John Keats, and Paradise Lost -

IKI Kazuko

During the Romantic Period, the epic had high prestige as
literary form. As Milton was the author of an epic
masterpiece Paradise Lost and was also known as a tragic
and sublime figure, both Shelley and Keats, like the other
Romantics, admired him and read his work with much
enthusiasm and intensity.

Shelley’s Prometheus Unbound is said to be *“ almost an
echo chamber for Paradise Lost ” (Harold Bloom, xxi) and
Keats’s Hyperion reflects the impact of Paradise Lost in
structure, theme, and style.

For the Romantics, however, Milton is not simply the
powerful “ starting point > but also the “ adversary ” (Bloom,
ibid.). According to Jonathan Shears, the Romantic legacy
of Paradise Lost is not one of straightforward influence, but
“ willful misreading: unsystematic imposition of meaning on
Milton’s text ” (p. 6). This also indicates that the Romantics
avoid the epic structure and moral code, promoting, instead, a
fragmental, lyrical style and that as a result all the Romantic
poets failed to produce an epic comparable to Paradise Lost.

It is in Adonais (iv) that Shelley’s view of Milton is
concisely expressed. In A4 Defense of Poetry Shelley states
that the supremacy of Milton’s genius is revealed in his
statement of Satan’s superiority to God as a moral being. This
opinion may be regarded as an outcome of his willful
misreading of Paradise Lost giving priority to Satan’s energy
and grandeur rather than to the epic’s religious and ethical
framework. Prometheus Unbound, on the other hand,
assimilates fifteen echoing expressions and images from
Paradise Lost, indicating Shelley’s acceptance of Milton’s
certain ideas and techniques, for examples, Milton’s
juxtaposition of contrasts as in the oxymoronic phrase
*“ darkness visible ” (PL 1.63) in the epic. Shelley himself
writes oxymoronic expressions, for instance, “strength is in
meekness” (PU ILiii ). The oxymoron is shared by Keats as
shown later.

In case of Keats, it is said that he misreads Paradise Lost in
the way that he grants a privilege to the lyrical fragment
while paying little attention to the narrative. His marginalia
(written, autumn 1817~summer 1819) to the epic, compiled
with annotations by Beth Lau, show how much he learns
from Milton’s words and imagery. For example, in the
opening lines of Hyperion , Book I he owes very much to
Paradise Lost, with regard to the word “ vale ” and his
technique of “ stationing ’ or * statuary ’ of images.

(Former Professor at Ueno Gakuen University)

It is remarkable that Keats recognises not only Satan’s
heroism and pride but also Satan’s emotional delicacy. He
says in one of his marginal notes that *“ Milton is godlike in
the sublime pathetic ” and quotes the lines of the fallen
angels’ song being partial in the Hell (PL2. 546-54) as well as
the line of “ Tears such as angels weep, burst forth ” [from
Satan’s eyes] (PL1.620).

Furthermore, Keats states that there is at the start of Book
IV an opportunity for “ the Grandeur of Tenderness ” which
is, like “ the sublime pathetic ”, oxymoronic, and I argue that
it reflects the ambiguous quality and the “ Magnitude of
Contrast ” ( in Keats’s words) of the epic. As is shown above,
the expressions of contrasts or oxymoron are also seen in
Shelley’s Prometheus Unbound.

Keats’s last of 19 marginal notes is a comment on Satan’s
entering the serpent at his mouth (PL 9.179-91). It shows
Keats’s empathy or Negative Capability, identifying himself
with Satan and therefore indirectly with Milton. This is an
example to prove how closely Keats can associate himself
with Milton. In fact, all through his marginalia he is rather a
supporter than a challenger of Milton. Keats’s abrupt
declaration on 21 September 1819, whatever the real cause,
that life to Milton would be death to him should not mislead
us to neglect the fact that through his close reading of
Paradise Lost  Keats grew the great poet he was.

Although neither Shelley nor Keats produced an epic as
great as Milton’s work, the impact of Paradise Lost on them
may be said to have given them impetus or inspiration to
compose their masterpieces of other kinds of poetry than the
epic.

Select Bibliography :
1. Bloom, Harold, The Selected Poetry and Prose of Shelley, N.Y.:
New American Library, 1966.

2. Havens, Raymond D., The Influence of Milton on English Poetry,
N.Y.: Russell & Russell, 1961.

3. Lau, Beth, Keats’s Paradise Lost , Gainesville: U. P. of Florida,
1988.

4. Shears, Jonathan, The Romantic Legacy of Paradise Lost: Reading
against the Grain, Farnham: Ashgate, 2009.

Abbreviations
PL  Paradise Lost
PU  Prometheus Unbound
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and a Critique of Imperialism”, Critical Inquiry (1985)& B _EiF%,
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Monster Goes Forth and Prospers :

In 1997, the bicentenary of her death, Iconoclastic
Departures: Mary Shelley Afier Frankenstein (Conger, Frank
and O’Dea, eds.) reviewed the scholarship on Mary Shelley,
which has made remarkable progress since the 1960s. The
editors termed the scholarship of the 1980s and 1990s the
“Mary Shelley renaissance”. Postmodernism, Gothic revival
and the advent and development of science fiction criticism
and feminist criticism in the 1970s led to a reassessment of
Mary Shelley and her work. A new light was shed on her
writings as well as her life. At the beginning, Frankenstein
was the centre of the reevaluation. Then the scope of the
scholarship was expanded through a series of publications of
the oeuvre of Mary Shelley, including letters and journals,
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On the Path of Mary Shelley Criticism

travelogues, biographies and literary works. In these ways, a
multifaceted Mary Shelley emerged. Interestingly, the
reevaluation of Mary Shelley in her own right has coincided
with the rediscovery of the monster.

One of the pioneering studies on the path was Brian W.
Aldiss’s Billion Year Spree (1973), a brilliant history of
science fiction. He elucidated science fiction as ‘the search
for a definition of man and his status in the universe which
will stand in our advanced but confused state of knowledge
(science), and is characteristically cast in the Gothic or
post-Gothic mould’ and described Mary Shelley and her
monster as the successor of the Gothic and the origin of SF.
Aldiss’s history redefined the monster, a horrible creature



prevalent in popular culture, as an icon of unnamable fear
latent in our inner being, in the darkness of the unconscious
and on the outskirts of society.

The 1970s witnessed a radical change in literary history,
especially in the exploration of women writers” works past
and present. Among the important studies were Ellen Moers’
Literary Women (1976), Elaine Showalter’s A Literature of
Their Own (1977), and the coauthored book by Sandra M.
Gilbert and Susan Gubar, The Mad Woman in the Attic:—
The Woman Writer and the Nineteenth-Century Literary
Imagination (1979). Gilbert and Gubar propounded a radical
new reading of Frankenstein and the monster. Their
“Horror’s Twin: Mary Shelley’s Monstrous Eve” saw
Frankenstein as an expression of anxieties about Paradise
Lost and ‘a fictionalized rendition of the meaning of Paradise
Lost’, an extremely influential text. Their examination
revealed that ‘Milton’s unholy trinity of Sin, Eve/Satan, and
Death’ was materialised in the monster. Gilbert and Gubar
argued that Western literary history, which Harold Bloom
described ‘as the crucial warfare of fathers and sons’, had
excluded women writers and made them suffer a sense of
estrangement and ‘anxieties of authorship’ instead of
‘anxieties of influence’. By the coinage, ‘anxieties of
authorship’ they meant a woman writer’s fear that she cannot
create because she can never have a precursor and that ‘the
act of writing will isolate or destroy her’. Gilbert and Gubar
redefined ‘Monstrous Eve’ as a representation of the
self-consciousness of women and women writers in Western
society; the monster has another name: woman.

These revisionist discussions of women’s works, however,
showed that debates among Western critics had limitations
when they failed to consider Third World women. With
Gayatri C. Spivak and Donna Haraway as the most important
examples, thel980s brought heated arguments against the
Euro-American-centric discourse. They found the monster
the perfect subject to debate. Spivak’s “Three Women’s Texts
and a Critique of Imperialism” (first published in Crifical
Inquiry in 1985, then in 4 Critique of Postcolonial Reason in
1999) called attention to those who were excluded even from
‘anxieties of authorship’, let alone from ‘anxieties of
influence’.

Spivak stated that ‘the role of literature in the production
of cultural representation should not be ignored” and that
nineteenth-century British literature should not be read
without considering imperialism,’ a crucial part of the cultural

representation of England to the English’. She analysed Jane
Eyre, ‘amost celebrated text of feminism’, as a representation
of the axiomatics of imperialism exemplified in St. John
Rivers and Bertha Mason. She observed that Bertha, the
white Jamaican Creole, was put on the human/animal frontier
when Jane established herself as an independent woman. It
should be noted that Gilbert and Gubar saw Bertha as ‘Jane’s
dark double’, as an icon of women’s rebellious mind and
repressed rage in patriarchal society, and they celebrated
Bertha’s death as it freed Jane to embark upon ‘her
pilgrimage toward maturity’. On the other hand Spivak read
Frankenstein, the text of nascent feminism, as a
deconstruction of a ‘worlding’, another name of imperialism,
‘such as Jane Eyre’s and praised it because of its distancing
representation; the places of both the English lady and the
nameless monster, for example, are left open. The monster is
not completely identical with Caliban, while with Safie he
partly plays the role of Caliban/Ariel. The creature refuses an
apartheid of speculation of his creator, while restrained
within the master-slave enclosure. With these scrupulous
descriptions of the monster, Frankenstein does not establish
the subject of the dominant culture. Spivak recognised the
cryptic text and the monster as a moment of arguments on
aporia that the Western discourse holds within. There is a
similar vein in Donna Haraway’s “A Manifesto for Cyborg:
Science, Technology, and Socialist Feminism in the 1980s”
(first published in Socialist Review in 1985), which suggested
that the world was not always within the Western logos.

Frankenstein or the Modern Prometheus is constructed
on two great creation myths of Western society, the
Prometheus myth and Genesis, and embraces the myths of
modermn times. When the values of Western society and of
modern times are weighed, Frankenstein provides a wealth
of material for discussion, as Spivak and Haraway have
demonstrated.

Thus Frankenstein criticism has proved that the monster
‘plunges along beside us, keeping just below the Plimsoll line
of consciousness, buoyant with a life of its own’ as Aldiss
anticipated. The creature comes back from ‘darkness and
distance’ into a new historical context. The renaissance of
Mary Shelley criticism, especially postmodernist criticism,
has rediscovered Shelly along with the monster; she is ‘a
quiet radical’, another iconoclast in the Shelley Godwin
circle.
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Is Mary Shelley a Canonical Writer? :

About fifteen years have passed since the publication of The
Novels and Selected Works of Mary Shelley by Pickering and
Chatto in 1996, which, along with the bicentenary of Mary
Shelley’s birth in 1997, increased enthusiasm for Mary
Shelley studies. Alongside, we have seen the enrichment of
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Three Decades of Mary Shelley Studies

primary sources, biographies, essays, and some other related
works about her. Does this re-evaluation mean that she has
become a canonical writer? This is the question I want to
discuss. Here, ‘canonical writer’ means a writer whose works
are regarded as part of the canon. When we regard Mary



Shelley as a canonical writer, there appears a problem related
to some of the academic stances which have promoted her
highly.

The academic esteem of Mary Shelley began to grow in
the 1970s due to feminist critics’ efforts. However, this
evaluation was based exclusively on Frankenstein, or the
Modern Prometheus, (1818) and did not take into
consideration her other works. At that time, the importance of
Mary Shelley was emphasised only in light of her authorship
of Frankenstein. Subsequently, in the 1980s, her letters and
journals were published. Then, in 1993, The Other Mary
Shelley, edited by Audrey A. Fisch, Anne K. Mellor, and
Esther H. Schor, was released. This book mainly discusses
her other writing besides Frankenstein. This encouraged
Mary Shelley students to focus on her larger body of work.
Furthermore, Pickering and Chatto’s edition of her selected
works, which was a revolutionary event for Mary Shelley
studies, appeared in 1996. Now, her other works, which had
not been reissued since the nineteenth century, have become
widely available. In this period, as Nora Crook says in her
preface to Mary Shelley’s Fictions: From Frankenstein to
Falkner, we can see a transition from the “‘Author of
Frankenstein” phase’ to the “Not Frankenstein” or “Other
Mary Shelley” phase’ (xix). The other works which came to
be evaluated were mainly her earlier works, like Valperga: or,
the Life and Adventures of Castruccio, Prince of Lucca
(1823), The Last Man (1826), and Matilda (1959). Crook
does not make it clear why such a phenomenon occurred,
rather, she treats it as only a ‘tendency’ (xxv, note 4; italics
original) and avoids examining the cause of this tendency.
Nevertheless, there seem to exist some particularly good
reasons for reflecting on the existing research on Mary
Shelley and predicting the future of such studies.

It is certain that Frankenstein promoted Mary Shelley to
the status of a canonical writer. According to Harriet Kramer
Linkin’s research, the novel was taught in more than half of
the classes on English Romanticism offered in the United
States in 1989. Furthermore, Stephen Behrendt published
Approaches to Teaching Shelley’s ‘Frankenstein’ in 1990.
Based on these factors, Linkin regards Mary Shelley as the
seventh writer who should be added to ‘the big six’ (560).
However, the problem is that this canonisation occurred
before much consideration had been given to her other works.
In 1989, when it remained difficult to access Mary Shelley’s
other works, and only Frankenstein was well known, she was
regarded as a canonical writer. To some extent, this situation
has continued even into the present. Even after the age of the
re-evaluation of Mary Shelley, few essays have accumulated
concerning her other works, especially her later works such
as The Fortunes of Perkin Warbeck (1830), Lodore (1835),
and Falkner (1837), as shown in detail in my investigation
based on the MLA Bibliography. Compared with these later
works, more academic attention has been given to her earlier
writing. What does this trend mean? The answer can be
found by investigating the critical history of Mary Shelley.

We have confirmed that feminist criticism contributed to
the elevation of her academic status. In particular, Mary
Poovey and Anne K. Mellor’s books are kinds of landmarks.
Their works are so influential that they are cited frequently in
many essays. They evaluate Mary Shelley as a radical who
criticised male egocentric notions in the Romantic age. Mary
Shelley described the tragedy of Victor in Frankenstein,
female anger against Castruccio’s tyranny in Valperga, and
the killing of Romantic heroism and idealism by the Plague
in The Last Man; all these works criticise the male
egocentricity of that period from a radical female viewpoint.
Notably, this critical view is softened in her later works. In
these, she conforms to the norms of her age and, in her stories,
depicts relatively conservative women. These types of
women are entirely different from those evaluated highly by
feminist critics of her earlier works. Even now, few critics
have been able to properly evaluate and examine the
standpoint of her later works. We cannot understand the
complete identity of Mary Shelley as a writer unless we
examine and evaluate her more conservative works. She
should be canonised only after a thorough study of all her
works. As long as we cling to the existing critical standpoint
that celebrates the radical Mary Shelley, we will not have an
accurate image of her and will not be able to canonise her
properly.

In 2000, we are in the “The Inclusive Mary Shelley’ phase,
according to Crook (xx). However, are we really in that
phase? Rather, might we be bound to past criticism that only
appraises Mary Shelley’s early radicalism? If the future of
Mary Shelley studies is to be inclusive, we must escape the
tendency to praise this author’s radicalism, and create a new
critical standpoint that facilitates an overview of her complete
works. Canonisation should occur after that.
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A HEWY _FiF% Timothy Morton OAFFZEL, . HiEEXIZE IS

The 1990°s witnessed much broader discussions on
Romantic studies based on cultural theories including
postcolonialism, feminism, and eco-criticism. Timothy
Morton was no exception to the trend when he published his
first book in 1994, employing a historical cultural approach to
interpret some of the major works of the Shelleys. He was
highly unique, though, in choosing his theme of diet to
decipher the interrelations between body and society in the
late eighteenth and early nineteenth centuries. Shelley and the
Revolution in Taste theorizes, through the discourses of
vegetarianism, the mechanisms of nature, culture, humanity
and consumption to provide the socio-historical perspective
of the Shelleyan writings on diet, along with the close
source-study.

In the introduction, he
clearly shows the framework
of how a human body links
with nature and society
through food. As what nature
produces is processed and
distributed in society, when a
body takes in food, it has
contact with both nature and
society in the first place.
However, food consumption
is not a mere act of biological

Shelley and the
Revolution in Taste

The Body and the Natural Warld
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necessity. Food is, in Morton’s words, “an ensemble of
beliefs, texts, practices, materials” (6). Thus, in selecting food,
one does so ethically and aesthetically according to his/her
discipline of diet. The choice of food has other determining
factors than the consumer’s preferences. Consciously or not,
it is always culturally coded in a way which controls
customers’ reactions to the production in either a positive or
negative way. Once discourses of food are taken up into the
social field, Morton is ready to extend his discussion far
enough to reveal the politics of diet in relation to vegetarian
writings in the 1790-1820 period.

The early chapters deal with a rich catalogue of
publications concerning food production, circulation, and
consumption released in the period, from the moralist
Rousseau to the economist Malthus. They also provide
detailed descriptions of vegetable diets practiced then among
groups of people on religious, philosophical, or philanthropic
grounds. The Shelleys had first- hand access to most of those
theoretical writings and cultural practices which helped
provide the intellectual groundwork to support vegetarianism
in order to improve health, redress morals, and promote
social reform.

To deploy their political discourses of vegetable diet,
Percy and Mary Shelley made the best use of their
contemporary radical writer, John Oswald. One of his
influential writings, The Cry of Nature led the way to
construct what Morton calls “the rhetoric of the cry of nature”



(27) which enabled many vegetarian writers to settle their
reformist position. In his politicized dietary book, Oswald
illustrated the brutality of butchery to successfully appeal for
the readers’ compassion concerning the slaughtered livestock;
the crying nature. This argument of sympathy soon led him
and his fellow writers to their larger millenarian issues of
moral improvement and social progress made possible by
exercising a vegetarian diet. Hence it is no wonder Percy
concluded A Vindication of Natural Diet claiming that
abstinence from animal food would eventually solve all
social problems. Or, Mary’s repeated references to a natural
diet in Frankenstein which overtly provoked the image of the
time of man’s innocence, indicate the shared ideological
background.

Morton, as well, introduces another significant theoretical
framework on the relation between body and society drawn
from their common mechanism. As he cites Percy Shelley’s
excellent representation of “society as a body and
simultaneously as a machine” (9) to be his source of
inspiration, humans and social bodies equally participate in
acts of consumption. While humans take food for nutrition,
society extracts wealth out of labor for its despotic rulers.
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Society thus exchanges “gore” for “gold”, in the same
manner as humans turn food into calories. This analogy
brings metaphorical perspective of consumption, the politics
of the body, into his argument. The second half of the book
discusses political implications which include the issues of
disease, violence, trade, civilization, and ecology in the end,
analyzing the representations of body and consumption of the
Shelleys and other writers.

Shelley and the Revolution in Taste interprets works of
both Percy and Mary Shelley, employing two theoretical
schemes. The first half deals with the primary sources and
applies the socio-historical method to locate and analyze
those materials. The focus moves from material to metaphor
in the second half, though sustaining its sociological
approach. Based on social scientific theories, it offers an
original reading of figurative representations of diet. To
summarize, the first half processes literary materials in the
manner of a historian, while the latter discusses prose and
verses in the sociological context. Both techniques provide
ways to broaden one’s viewpoint when reevaluating literary
pieces, texts, and movements. They also offer insightful new
exploration of vegetarian writings of the Romantic period.
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Jerrold Hogle and the Legacy of Paul de Man

Paul de Man in “ The Rhetoric of Temporality ” (included in
Blindness and Insight, 1983) marked a turning point in the
course of studies in English romanticism. My argument here
is that critics have failed in fully responding to the impact that
de Man gave. We can see a case of failure in Jerrold E.
Hogle’s Shelley s Process.

Radical Transference and the
Development of His Major Works

Jerrold E. Hogle

In the days when M. H. Abrams, Earl Wasserman, and
Harold Bloom led the studies in Romantics, the majority of
critics shared the assumption that the major Romantics were
attempting at an *“ apocalyptic vision ” in which the distance
between the subject and the object was to be dissolved in a
momentary symbolic representation. De Man questioned
such a view pointing out that Wordsworth and other romantic
poets were not exactly concerned with a metaphysical
attempt at dissolving the dichotomy of subject and object.
Neither did the romantics believe in the possibility of a
symbolic representation of such visions, so they all in
different ways developed allegories in whose narratives of
visionary experience a momentary achievement of unity was
intimated and then deferred to be replaced by a new trope one
after another. De Man called that allegorical device the
“thetoric of temporality.

The most important legacy that de Man left is his
rigorous self-critical reflection on our mode of discourse and
production pointing out a kind of repetition compulsion that
every writer and critic is prone to. De Man’s edge is at its
keenest in his “ Shelley Disfigured ” (included in The
Rhetoric of Romanticism, 1984), in which, while discussing
Shelley’s ““ Triumph of Life, ” he calls all our discourses of
writing and criticism “the endless prosopopoeia by which the
dead are made to have a face and a voice which tells the
allegory of their demise and allows us to apostrophize them
in our turn.” What he refers to is our historical, archeological,
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and literary discourse in our attempt to make sense of the past
debris, which is merely a result of compulsion to speak about
ourselves forced by language. That’s a dead end of our
critical endeavor. Nevertheless de Man’s analysis exposed the
nature of critical discourse that writers and academics
continually weave, to our realization that such metaphysical
terms like “apocalypse” and “transcendence” were actually
made out of demands of the social and ideological systems,
or “language.” That revelation still remains an ultimate
challenge to everybody concerned with literary criticism.

De Man thus recognized Shelley as a poet who
understood that we as subjects are made to say what we say
by the compulsion of language. Jerrold Hogle, one of the
most theoretically oriented in research method in Shelley
studies along with critics like Tilottama Rajan, versed in the
theoretic concepts of de Man and Jacques Lacan, attempted
to propose a new reading of Shelley based on the
psychoanalytic and poststructuralist linguistic terms of
“transference” and “displacement” in Shelley’s Process.
Hogle, however, reverted to a more comfortable position of
Shelley scholars, glorifying the “iconocrastic” aspect of
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Shelley using those poststructuralist terms, while explicitly
dissociating himself from “American deconstruction.” He
refused to take up the challenge of de Man who argued that
Shelley knew that writers and critics were all playing with
prosopoeia making puppet shows to speak of themselves out
of literary debris by the sheer compulsion of language. Hogle,
with his peculiar paraphrasing style of reading texts which
reflects his compromising strategy of taking advantage of
anything he can use, stops short of what he professed to
attempt precisely because of that compromise and
eclecticism.

In conclusion, Hogle had partial success in his readings of
particular Shelley texts, but failed to give full impact beyond
the circle of Shelley scholarship because of his eclectic and
contradictory position regarding poststructuralist thought,
with a lack of self-critical attitude that was characteristic of
Shelley. We therefore still need to go back to de Man to face
the nightmare world of “The Triumph of Life” to be critical
of the particular mode of production in which we live to be
compelled to think and write as we do.
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Response 1o Hiroshi Takubo on Shelley’ s Process and Paul de Man

Jerrold E, Hogle (University of Arizona)

I respect Mr. Takubo’s right to compare my interpretation
of PB. Shelley’s The Triumph of Life on pp. 319-42 of my
book Shelleys Process (1988) with Paul de Man’s 1979
reading of that poem in his essay “Shelley Disfigured.”
Mr.Takubo sincerely believes in the late Professor de Man’s
critical “impact,” which (on the whole) I do not dispute, and
particularly values de Man’s sense of the sheer movement
between tropes, where each shift effaces previous meanings
and indicates their “death,” as a redefinition of what Freud
called “the repetition compulsion” and as a valuable
contribution — which I agree is it, up to a point -- for
understanding the self-doubting undercurrent of many
English Romantic works. Compared to that view, Mr. Takubo
finds my own view of what happens in Shelley’s Triumph as
“refusing to take up the challenge” that de Man has posed
and retreating to “more comfortable” position that is
“eclectic” and “contradictory.” Again, I respect Mr. Takubo’s
right to his stance, as well as his interest in continuing a very
worthwhile debate on Romantic literature in general and
Shelley’s last major poem in particular. At the same time,
though, I disagree with his argument, believing that it is not
accurate to what I actually say and do in Shelleys Process. 1
respectfully disagree, in fact, on two fronts:

1. Tbelieve I do take up the challenge de Man poses and do
so quite directly on pp. 320-23 of Shelley s Process, which 1
encourage this bulletin’s readers to examine. There I
explicitly note my points of agreement with de Man
regarding The Triumph, in which I believe he opens up an
important dimension. I disagree with him, however, by
drawing different conclusions than his about the poem and
Shelley’s writing, conclusions he bases too exclusively (in
my view) on the tracing-and-effacing movement of the
“Shape all Light” beheld in the memory the shade of
“Rousseau” as Shelley renders it in The Triumph as it has
been left toit. I place that movement in the wider context of
Shelley’s later work, which I do not feel de Man considers
enough, and in doing so I find a pattern in the late Shelley
where the march of signs killing previous meanings for them
also releases the human imagination, if we choose to see that,
from enslavement to previous systems of thought expressed
in older language (an “iconoclastic” process that can be
positive as well as negative). The movement of the “Shape
all Light” is very much in this vein, which Shelley has used
before in works ranging from his poem “The Witch of Atlas”
(1820) and his essay “On Life” (1819), the latter of which is
especially key in interpreting The Triumph of Life. 1 did not

write this Shelley s Process section to be more “comfortable”
or even to refute most of de Man’s reading but to put what it
says back into the larger context of Shelley’s own writing and
what his texts actually suggest.

2. Talso object, again respectfully, to Mr. Takubo’s claim
that I embrace a good deal of post-structuralism while at the
same time “dissociating” myself from “deconstruction” to a
great extent. That statement suggests that the standard for
what deconstruction is and reveals has been set by Professor
de Man. I disagree. I find that it was set just as much, if not
more, by Jacques Derrida, to whom (as well as Shelley) I am
indebted in both accepting and questioning de Man’s
“Shelley Disfigured.” Derrida in the essay “Difference”
(1968) as well as the book Of Grammatology (1967) and
other works does not see the “compulsion” of “trope” giving
way to “trope” (for de Man the “performative” level of
language) in exactly the way de Man does. He sees it both
effacing and reopening possibilities of meaning — “deferring”
forwards as well as backwards — so much so that repetition
always occurs with some measure of difference that makes
newer meanings possible while older ones are effaced. In
reading The Triumph of Life this way, I am accepting
Derrida’s view — and what I find in Shelley’s later writing —
more than de Man’s position. I would suggest that such a
view on my part is not “contradictory” nor irresponsibly
“eclectic” except to those who believe that de Man’s is the
only kind of “deconstruction” that can be used to read
Romantic texts validly.

I therefore suggest that this bulletin’s readers should
peruse my full argument throughout the whole last chapter of
Shelleys Process and draw their own conclusions from it
before simply accepting Mr. Takubo’s argument at face value.
I draw a great deal of evidence there from Shelley himself to
a far greater degree than de Man does in “Shelley
Disfigured” or any other piece of his. Even so, I also want to
celebrate the discussion and debate that is taking place about
Shelley, Romantic literature, and literary theory in Japan. It
is an honor for me (thank you) to be asked to participate in
this ongoing discussion, of which the community of scholars
in Japan and around the world should be quite proud. We
have a great deal to teach each other, whatever our
momentary agreements or disagreements, and I for one look
forward to this dialogue continuing across the oceans and
between our great nations.
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Discovering Shelley : A Biographer' s Joys

James Bieri

Shelley poses many challenges for a biographer. Only within
recent years have scholars been publishing reliable texts for
his poetry and prose. Further, the record of Shelley’s life is
full of unknowns, reflecting his predilection for secrecy,
mystery, and disguise. Received versions of his life have
become almost a legend, a veil that needs lifting to illuminate
the unique person he was. Discovering more about Shelley
behind this veil was one of my goals when I undertook the
lengthy research for his biography. This research became a
voyage of discoveries occasioned by joyful experiences that
sustained me in this decades-long effort. Actually, these
discoveries occurred during many different voyages,
including travel to the many places where Shelley lived,
travel to research libraries to discover more about the poet’s
mind in the act of creating, and travel that led to new
friendships with those associated with Shelley today.

Fortunately, I share with Shelley the pleasure of travel. In
his brief life he was constantly on the move, within the
British Isles and on the European Continent. One of the first
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things I did when preparing for my research was to chart on
large sheets of paper a chronological list (day, month, and
year) of all the places where the poet lived. Under each place
name I entered the names of those with whom he was living
or corresponding, his current friends and acquaintances, what
he was writing or publishing, what he was reading, and the
salient features of his emotional and physical health.
Needless to say, the many places where Shelley lived,
however briefly, required many pieces of paper that became
navigational charts, pointing the way to new discoveries
about the poet.

His life began at the Shelley ancestral home called Field
Place, near the Sussex town of Horsham. Some of my
fondest memories involve repeated visits to Field Place and
the warm hospitality of the present owners, Ken and Dagmar
Prichard Jones. They have a deep interest in Shelley and have
restored Field Place to its architectural exactness as it was
during Shelley’s childhood. The medieval barns, the ponds,
and the extensive grounds are preserved much as they were
centuries ago. This bounty of nature in which he was
immersed in childhood, including neighboring forests, helped
mold his passion for the beauties of trees, flowers, water, and
clouds that permeate his poetry.

My desire to discover as much as possible about his
childhood and family members led to repeated visits to the
Horsham Museum, whose helpful director, Jeremy Knight,
made available to me letters not seen before by previous
biographers, including those written by Shelley’s mother, by
his father, and by his grandfather Bysshe, as well as those
written by Shelley’s Horsham solicitor relative, Thomas
Charles Medwin. A particularly valuable discovery was a
letter written by his mother describing Shelley’s behavior as a
young child. This letter, hidden for five decades in an obscure
Sussex publication, was brought to my attention by C. R.
Davey, East Sussex County Archivist. In this letter, Elizabeth
Shelley wrote engagingly of her young son Bysshe’s impish
behavior picking the pocket of a visitor, an early example of
his trickster proclivities and a precursor to tender scenes of
mother and infant in his poetry, as in The Witch of Atlas:

And others say, that when but three hours old
The first-born Love out of his cradle leapt
And clove dun Chaos with his wings of gold,
And like an horticultural adept,

Stole a strange seed, and wrap it up in mould



And sowed it in his mother s star, and kept
Watering it all the summer with sweet dew
And with his wings fanning it as it grew.

This lovely poetic depiction of conception evokes my deep
appreciation for the assistance of Elizabeth Warmington of
Cothelstone, Somerset, a descendent of the poet’s daughter,
Eliza lanthe Shelley. Named for the heroine of Shelley’s first
major poem, Queen Mab, lanthe was the only child of the
poet to pass along his genes. Mrs. Warmington was most
gracious in providing me the genealogies of the Esdaile
family into which lanthe married and in providing directions
to lanthe’s grave under a beech tree. The tombstone’s
inscription states she was the daughter of the poet Shelley, a
paternal recognition not extended to her brother Charles on
his tombstone designed by Shelley’s father.

Discoveries about the poet encompassed many places
where he lived in England, Wales, Scotland, and Ireland. His
first experience living away from Field Place was attending
school at Syon House Academy in Brentford, outside
London. It was probably while he was a student here between
1802 and 1804 that his childhood portrait was painted by the
Duc de Montpensier, who was living at that time in nearby
Twickenham with his two royal brothers of the House of
Orleans.

Shelley’s brief tenure at
Oxford University before his
abrupt expulsion was his last
go at a formal education.
Ironically, Oxford’s Bodleian
Library is the major trove of
3 his  manuscripts which

" attract Shelley scholars from
around the world. One of
these scholars was Tatsuo
Tokoo, whose outstanding
studies of the manuscripts
and composition of Shelley’s
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Epipsychidion are of inestimable value. These Bodleian
Shelley documents admirably were made accessible to me by
the librarian and Shelley scholar, Bruce Barker Benfield. The
hours I spent studying Shelley’s manuscripts at the Bodleian
were among the most enjoyable and exhilarating in my
biographical quest.

Shelley, in 1815, visited the Bodleian Library on his stop
at Oxford during his boating trip up the Thames River.
Curiously, also visiting the Bodleian that same day was the
older brother of the Duc de Montpensier, the Duc d’Orleans,
later King of the French. Apparently, Shelley and the Duc
d’Orleans did not meet.

Shelley’s literary trail leads to many other notable
research institutions that [ was fortunate to be able to visit.
These included the British Library; Trinity College Library,
Dublin; University College Library, London; the National
Portrait Gallery, London; Yale University’s Beinecke Library;

the Harry Ransom Research Center at the University of
Texas at Austin; the Bancroft Library at the University of
California, Berkeley; the Library of Congress, Washington,
DC; the Huntington Library, San Marino, California; and the
incomparable Pforzheimer Collection at the New York City
Public Library. At this latter library I befriended Donald H.
Reiman, editor of Shelley and His Circle, whose assistance in
many areas conceming Shelley was invaluable. One
independent Shelley scholar who became a friend and
important source of knowledge was the late Marion Kingston
Stocking, who edited Claire Clairmont’s journals and letters.
These and other Shelley friendships have been among the
most satisfying rewards in writing my biography.

With his tremendous love of learning, Shelley would be
pleased, and perhaps surprised, by the extent to which his
work has infused the major university and research libraries
of the world. Perhaps this was his hope when he wrote these
last lines in Ode to the West Wind.

Scatter, as from an unextinguished hearth
Ashes and sparks, my words among mankind !
Be through my lips to unawakened earth

The trumpet of a prophecy ! O, Wind ,

If Winter comes, can Spring be far behind ?

The delights of my Shelley research included many trips to
Europe to experience places he visited during his three
sojourns on the Continent. The beauty of Lake Geneva
undoubtedly helped stir the introspective depths of Hymn fo
Intellectual Beauty just as Mont Blanc’s powerful majesty
provided the symbolism for one of his most philosophically
arresting poems. Later, in France, 1 traversed the rocky
precipices and caves of the Grottes des Eschelles which
provided inspiration for scenes in Prometheus Unbound.
Most vividly delightful for me, however, are the places in
Italy where Shelley lived his last years and wrote most of his
finest poetry. Just to list the places where he lived or visited in
Italy evokes beautiful scenes etched forever in my memory.

Just some of these sites include Milan, Lake Como, Bagni di
Lucca, Venice, Este, Florence, Spoleto, Terni, Rome, Naples,
Livorno, Pisa, and his final home at San Terenzo, Villa
Magni.

Shelley’s love of the water was expressed shortly after
arriving in Italy when he spent several days at Lake Como
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and wrote that its beauty rivaled that of Lake Killarney. The
first of a number of mysterious Italian circumstances
involving Shelley occurred at Lake Como when, walking
alone in an isolated spot, he was detained by police who
confiscated his pistol until Mary Shelley (who never
commented on the incident) assured authorities he was not
suicidal. Shelley’s plan to spend the summer of 1818 in Villa
Pliniana on Lake Como’s shores did not materialize. Instead,
he spent that summer in beautiful Bagni di Lucca among
mountains, one of which he later ascended alone and
immediately thereafter composed The Witch of Atlas. One of
Shelley’s gifts to us in this delightful poem is his description
of the fire burning in the hearth of the “ wizard lady ” living
inacavern :

Men scarcely know how beautiful fire is—
Each flame of it is as a precious stone
Dissolved in ever moving light, and this
Belongs to each and all who gaze upon.

Shelley began his first new major poetic work in Italy,
Prometheus Unbound, following his infant daughter’s tragic
death in Venice. He and his family were living in neighboring
Este. He loved to compose outdoors and he wrote
Prometheus Unbound under a trellised pergola that still
graces the garden of Casa I Capuccini. Here he also wrote the
introspective melancholic Lines written among the Euganean
Hills and perhaps also began Julian and Maddalo, a
tantalizing poem rich with autobiographical illusions. His

After leaving Naples the Shelleys settled in Rome where
the poet composed Acts I and III of Prometheus Unbound.
Among its beautiful lyrics are these lovely lines that start with
a play on Shelley’s name and that express his enduring
attraction to mystery :

This is the mystic shell;

See the pale azure fading into silver

Lining it with a soft yet glowing light.

Looks it not like lulled music sleeping there ?

Unfortunately at this time the Shelleys were struck by
another tragedy, the death of their cherished oldest child
William at age three. Grief stricken, the Shelleys moved to
Livormo where their friends the Gisbornes lived. Their home
during the summer of 1819 was Villa Valsovano, at that time
located in open countryside but now surrounded by buildings
within Livorno. Locating the Shelleys’ villa involved one the
loveliest experiences of discovering Shelley. My wife and 1
knocked on the door of a Livomese poet named Sandro
Sandini who enthusiastically promised to find his fellow
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poetry became noticeably sadder after Shelley arrived in
Naples at the end of 1818. Most well known of what he
called his ““ saddest ™ poems is Stanzas written in Dejection —
December 1818, Near Naples containing these lines :

Yet now despair itself is mild

Even as the winds and waters are ;

1 could lie down like a tived child

And weep away the life of care

Which I have borne and yet must bear

Till Death like Sleep might steal on me

And I might feel in the warm air

My cheeks grow cold, and hear the Sea
Breathe o’er my dying brain its last monotony .

The cause of Shelley’s deepened depression and sense
of isolation during his three months in Naples is unclear.
Undoubtedly his depression involved a still unsolved mystery
in Shelley biography. On his final day in Naples, at the end of
February 1819, he adopted and had baptized an infant girl he
named Elena Adelaide Shelley. The birth certificate states she
was born December 27, 1818 and that her parents were
Shelley and his wife Mary. We do not know the identity of
her true parents but Mary was not the mother and it is
unlikely, but not impossible, that Shelley was the child’s
father. He referred to her as his “Neapolitan charge”. She was
left in Naples and the Shelleys planned to return to Naples to
include the child in their family. Her death at age fifteen
months ended that possibility.
poet’s house for us. Within hours he came to our hotel and
drove us to Villa Valsovano. When we climbed its lovely
staircase to the rooftop we found still standing the glass house
in which, in the summer heat, Shelley wrote The Cenci and
from which he had a panaromic view from the
Mediterranean to the mountains. Three years later Shelley
would take his last sea voyage from Livorno’s harbor.

My greatest joy in writing Shelley’s biography was the
constant encouragement and invaluable assistance of my
voyager companion, my lovely and capable wife. We both
cherish these lines from Epipsychidion

A ship is floating in the harbour now,

A wind is hovering o er the mountains brow;
There is a path on the sea s azure floor,

No keel has ever ploughed that path before;

Say, my heart’s sister, wilt thou sail with me ?
Our bark is an albatross, whose nest
Is a far Eden of the purple East . . .
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