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 Introduction Laura Lunger Knoppers and Gregory M. Colón Semenza
 
 As a slightly bewildered Harry Block descends to hell in a slow-moving corporate elevator (see figure I.1) in Woody Allen’s 1998 Deconstructing Harry, an official voice-over explains the layout of the underworld’s nine floors: “Floor six: right-wing extremists, serial killers, lawyers who appear on television. Floor seven: the media. Sorry, that floor is all filled up. Floor eight: escaped war criminals, t.v. evangelists, and the NRA.” The audience is hardly surprised in this film about a neurotic and self absorbed writer driven largely by his libido when, as Harry (Allen) steps out of the elevator, the camera pans over a surrealistic space characterized not by torture and suffering but by lascivious postures, full frontal nudity, and the playing out of puerile male fantasies. Less predictable is the Miltonic moment that follows. While sharing a tequila toast with Satan (Billy Crystal), Harry suggests that the presence in hell of such amenities as air conditioning, wet bars, and beautiful, sexually available women transforms the fiery underworld into an appealing place: “Better to rule down here than serve in heaven, right? That’s Milton, I think” (see figure I.2). The Miltonic (mis)quote might seem a throwaway line made in passing; but it is central to the point of Allen’s film and useful as a key to understanding Milton’s persistent but largely unrecognized place in popular culture.1 Deconstructing Harry appropriates the Miltonic Satan to authorize its fantasy of an amoral universe of the self. Harry is a famous novelist and shortstory writer who happens to be suffering from writer’s block when the film begins. Beleaguered (like Allen himself ) by a number of personal scandals, he constructs fictional characters that are thinly veiled caricatures of people in his real life. When his girlfriend, Faye (Elizabeth Shue), falls in love with an old friend, Larry (Crystal), Harry writes a story recasting his friend as a Satanic figure who—in a reworking of the Hades-Persephone myth—kidnaps Faye and takes her to hell. When Harry sets out, Orpheus-like, to find her, he stumbles into Satan / Larry, whose wickedness he claims to outdo and with whom he engages in school-boy bragging about sexual conquests.
 
 2
 
 Figure I.1 Harry Block (Woody Allen) on the elevator to hell
 
 Figure I.2 Harry discusses Milton with the Devil
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 When Harry claims that it’s better to rule “down here” than to serve in heaven, his misquote serves to remind the audience that he does not actually believe in either realm. Harry is both a self-proclaimed atheist and a Jew (moments earlier he meets his father, who reminds him that “Jews don’t believe in heaven”). Harry’s hell is clearly a fictional invention, a representation of his own fears and fantasies, a space where right-wing zealots can be punished eternally and where Harry can forever indulge his sexual appetite. Since “heaven” can only be understood as a word for “life”—that is, as the only “up there” of Harry’s cosmos—the hell space must be understood as a figure for Harry’s mind or imagination, which serves as his refuge or safe-haven throughout the film. Ironically, Harry’s reconfiguration of the Miltonic universe subtly invokes another of Milton’s most famous lines: “The mind is its own place, and in it self / Can make a Heav’n of Hell, a Hell of Heav’n” (PL 1.254–55). In the course of deconstructing Harry’s/Allen’s inner demons, the film asks whether it is nobler to suffer the rigid moral constraints of the world or to escape into one’s amoral, hedonistic imagination. When Harry is visited by a recently deceased friend who tries to convince him that life is better than death, he admits, “I write well, but that’s a different story because I can manipulate the characters and plots . . . But I can’t function in the world we have . . . I’m a failure at life.” His friend encourages him to “make peace with your demons,” stressing that doing so will put an end to the writer’s block. Harry finally confronts those demons in one of the film’s closing scenes; in a dream sequence constructed as a playful homage to Fellini’s 821, Harry is honored by the characters it has taken him a lifetime to create, who together suggest that the fecundity of the author’s imagination overshadows the self-indulgent and destructive life he has led. Deconstructing Harry is, for Woody Allen, a dark and even raunchy film, filled with profanity and seemingly uninterested in making its central character likeable. Harry has sex with his sister-in-law at a family barbecue, dumps the sister-in-law for a much younger woman whom he meets on an elevator and immediately beds, and arranges a sado-masochistic tryst with a prostitute; he offends his devout Jewish brother-in-law with his strident atheism and expresses his resentment against his father by depicting a Bar Mitzvah with a Star Wars theme and a revelation of a “dark secret” of murder and cannibalism. Obtrusive jump cuts, flashbacks, and fictional / dream sequences interspersed with “real time” events indicate the chaotic state of Harry’s world and mind. Harry is in the beginning an egocentric and insensitive man, and he is the same at the end. But by learning how to live with the fact, he is able to overcome his writer’s block. As the film concludes, Harry is imagining a new story line about a dysfunctional author who lives through his fiction, and he echoes the earlier words of his own psychotherapist: “his writing had saved his life.”
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 Does the film, then, let Harry/Allen completely off the moral hook? Returning to the Milton line, seemingly made in passing, can in fact provide a thread of clarification or even critique. Harry’s uncertainty about the source of his preference for reigning in hell / the world of the imagination— “That’s Milton, I think”—is crucial because it suggests how little he knows about the context from which the lines are taken. Specifically, the qualification reminds us that Harry is only partly correct in his attribution, for actually he is quoting Milton’s Satan, not Milton himself. The appropriation works simultaneously, then, to sanction Harry’s rebellious lifestyle by invoking the authority of Milton and to undermine it by suggesting that Harry is misquoting and potentially misreading Milton. In other words, Harry’s particular (mis)reading of Milton is deconstructed by the qualification, “I think,” which allows the audience, in turn, to deconstruct Harry— especially his repeated attempts to use literature, whether of his making or someone else’s, in order to justify the ways of Harry to men. Woody Allen is by no means the only modern artist to appropriate what has become the most famous line in Milton’s Paradise Lost. “Better to reign in Hell, then serve in Heav’n” (PL 1.264) appears in a range of texts and media from science fiction to film to heavy metal music. Rock metalist Marilyn Manson cites the lines in his “Better to Reign in Hell” lyrics: “I shall bow no more to the dogs of the lord / Tearing at my carcass heart / . . . Freewill made me better to reign in hell.”2 Lucifer in Neil Gaiman’s graphic novel The Sandman cites the line only to disavow it: “We didn’t say it. Milton said it. And he was blind.”3 Steven Brust borrows the line for his 1984 fantasy novel about a series of misunderstandings that lead up to a radically different war in heaven.4 In the original Star Trek television series, Captain Kirk asks a redefeated Khan at the end of the episode “Space Seed” whether he prefers to face justice on earth or new exile on an abandoned planet. “Have you ever read Milton, Captain?” Khan questions in return. Even such an oblique allusion is sufficient: Kirk answers, “Yes, I understand.”5 What is Milton’s famous line doing in Star Trek, comic books, science fiction, and rock music, not to mention Woody Allen’s hell? Why evoke Milton’s Satan? Do the directors, authors, artists, and musicians expect the audience to “get” the Milton quotation? To be familiar with Paradise Lost? How and why is the “cultural capital” of Milton evoked? Why quote Milton, instead of Shakespeare or Charles Dickens or Jane Austen? Do “low-brow” texts allude to Milton to demonstrate their own “high-brow” knowledge? With what effect? Is “Milton” an authority to be imitated or challenged, endorsed or refuted, perhaps by using his own materials? Addressing these and other questions, this volume argues that Milton has an important but overlooked place in popular culture and that this “pop” Milton, in turn, has a place in scholarship and the classroom. Milton
 
 introduction / 5
 
 in Popular Culture brings together both younger and more senior scholars— specialists in the Renaissance and in popular culture/film—to explore how Milton, canonical writer par excellence, continues to thrive in today’s media. Ranging from science fiction (C.S. Lewis, Philip Pullman, Steven Brust), to visual texts (Margaret Hodges, Simon Biggs), to horror films (Something Wicked This Way Comes, Bride of Frankenstein, The Devil’s Advocate), to comedic films (The Lady Eve, Sabrina, Animal House), to social activism (Milton Society for the Blind, Malcolm X), to Milton on the web and, most recently, in the news, these rich and varied essays show how Milton plays a crucial role in popular culture and, in turn, how popular culture adapts and transforms Milton. In addressing the topic of Milton and popular culture, this volume follows the lead of some dozen books on the subject of Shakespeare and film, television, popular music, and the media.6 Yet in sharp contrast to Shakespeare studies, Miltonists have all but ignored the rich plethora of popular cultural renditions of Paradise Lost, Comus, and other texts. Why this divergence, then, between scholarship on Shakespeare and on Milton? Why have popular appropriations of Milton been so neglected? One factor might be genre and original audience. Unlike Shakespeare—whose plays were performed in the public theaters of Southwark and constituted the equivalent of Renaissance popular entertainment—Milton’s complex prose and poetry were geared toward a fit audience, though few. Milton’s high epic style and content seem to require an imposingly broad knowledge of the Bible and classical texts. Further, whereas Shakespeare was lauded within ten years of his death as a poet for all time, Milton’s extensive prose writings, which explicitly spell out his positions on religious, political, and gender issues, locate him precisely in mid-seventeenth-century conflicts. As a result, Milton becomes seemingly more difficult to dislodge and appropriate for contemporary and popular concerns. At the same time, factors in contemporary academe seem to drive a wedge between Milton and popular culture. Unlike Shakespeare, whose “negative capability” often seemed to transcend the culture wars, Milton became a lightning rod in the canon debates that rocked and, in some cases, divided English departments in the 1980s and 1990s. For some, safeguarding Milton against the encroachments of cultural studies and theory was tantamount to defending the canon and Western tradition itself. Harold Bloom, for example, began his defense of Milton’s place in The Western Canon (1994) with a telling, defiant sentence: “Milton’s place in the canon is permanent, even though he appears to be the major poet at present most deeply resented by feminist literary critics.”7 Bloom proceeds to reconstruct Milton as the greatest post-Shakespearean creator of character in the entire canon. For some of Bloom’s opponents, however, Milton seemed like the
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 most logical target in an ideological campaign to stamp out distinctions between so-called highbrow and lowbrow art forms. The long-standing myth of “Milton’s bogey” ensured that, for many, Milton seemed to represent everything that theory and cultural studies opposed.8 Our argument is that far from threatening the Miltonic legacy, popular forms give new currency to Milton, making his works a vital, living part of contemporary culture. Detached from their original contexts, Milton texts take on new life and vitality in the images of digital art, the cinematic language of film, the otherworldly setting and cosmic struggles of science fiction, and the politicized media. Such reproductions in mass media, as Walter Benjamin writes, shift the meaning of the work from production to consumption, from a unique existence to a plurality of copies.9 While Milton’s texts are detached from their initial authority, or as Benjamin terms it, “aura,” they are open to a plurality of reinterpretations, freed to be used in multiple contexts. The model of reading Milton in popular culture must necessarily move away from prioritizing authorial intention and original meaning to a more fluid model of production and consumption, in which new meanings are generated in new texts (whether visual, cinematic, digital, or print) and contexts. Our use of the term “popular culture” indicates that our subject will have more breadth than the strictly literary or artistic, although we are suggesting that, as “culture,” popular fiction, digitized images, and music are worthy of aesthetic exploration. While the reproductions of mass media have for some thinkers negative connotations of inferiority, institutional desire for profit, or passive mass consumerism,10 implicit in our use of “culture,” and explicit in the essays in this volume, is the agency of the consumer: the producer of a new and changing “Milton.” What kind of Milton appears in popular culture? And how is this Milton related to the classical, Christian, republican, epic, and tragic Miltons of previous scholarship? As perhaps is suggested by the blackly comic reversals of the Woody Allen film with which we began, one important lens for Milton in popular culture is that of the Romantics, and in particular, William Blake. That Blake and Percy Shelley have had a long-standing, if varied, impact on Milton scholarship in academe is well known.11 But much less familiar are the ways in which Percy Shelley, Mary Shelley, and especially William Blake powerfully mediate reproductions of Milton in popular culture. In film, comic books, television, science fiction, and the texts of social activism, Blakean reversals, in particular, enable a rewriting of Milton for an increasingly diverse and multicultural world. As Milton scholars have made clear, the debt of the Romantics to Milton is deep and multiple, as is the nature of their engagement.12 Harold Bloom has influentially posited an antagonistic, oedipal struggle with Milton as
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 archetypal authority, while other Romantic scholars—as well as some Miltonists—have argued for a more creative and positive engagement.13 In the wake of the French Revolution, Romantic writers were drawn to Milton’s republicanism and the “sublimity” of his writing as a preeminent national poet, as well as to his role as poet-prophet. Best known is the Romantics’ radical and sympathetic reading of Satan, although neither William Blake nor Percy Shelley unequivocally set out Satan as a hero.14 For Shelley, Milton as a true poet both inhabited and confuted the philosophical doctrines of his day; hence Shelley writes in A Defence of Poetry that “Milton’s poem contains within itself a philosophical refutation of that system, of which, by a strange and natural antithesis, it has been a chief popular support.”15 Shelley goes on simultaneously to praise Satan and critique Milton’s God, observing that “Nothing can exceed the energy and magnificence of the character of Satan as expressed in ‘Paradise Lost.’ It is a mistake to suppose that he could ever have been intended for the popular personification of evil.”16 But in his “Preface” to Prometheus Unbound, Shelley notes the “ambition, envy, revenge, and a desire for personal aggrandisement” that marred Satan in Paradise Lost and undercut his claims to heroism.17 Similarly, Blake’s early depiction in The Marriage of Heaven and Hell of an energetic and rebellious Satan is complicated in his later works. In his dense prophecy Milton, Blake’s Satan is a more negative figure, part of himself that Milton learns to reject.18 Blake imagines the poet returning from heaven into Eternity, awakened by the bard’s song to recognize his previous error and selfhood (“I in my Selfhood am that Satan: I am that Evil One!”).19 Milton undertakes a journey of purgation (“I come in Selfannihilation & the grandeur of Inspiration”), not only to restore and reunite with his female emanation Ololon (his three wives and three daughters, the female characters of his verse), but to inspire Blake as a new poet-prophet, entering into his left foot.20 Similarly, Blake’s watercolor illustrations to Comus, Paradise Lost, and Paradise Regained enact a complex engagement with and correction of Miltonic errors to uncover the inspired meaning. But such an engagement does not entail a heroic Satan. Rather, Satan’s postures and expressions reveal the narcissism that he in turn evokes in Eve, transforming the original unity between Adam and Eve into disintegration and disunion; in Blake’s illustrations to Paradise Lost and especially Paradise Regained, Christ (rather than Satan) becomes the true hero, undergoing the self-sacrifice that for Blake marked the “human lineaments divine.”21 Yet to the extent that Milton is bequeathed to popular culture through a Romantic lens, that lens is largely an appropriation of Blakean reversals, such as those in The Marriage of Heaven and Hell.22 Here Satan is a figure of
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 energy who opposes all repression—sexual, religious, political, and philosophical. Blake provides a “devilish” reading of Paradise Lost as a history of the restraint of desire: Those who restrain desire, do so because theirs is weak enough to be restrained; and the restrainer or reason usurps its place & governs the unwilling. And being restraind it by degrees becomes passive till it is only the shadow of desire. The history of this is written in Paradise Lost. & the Governor or Reason is call’d Messiah.23
 
 According to this reading, Milton was imprisoned by the narrow dogma of his time and needed liberation through a “Satanic” reading. This “devilish” history of Paradise Lost is hence followed by Blake’s most widely quoted line on Milton: Note. The reason Milton wrote in fetters when he wrote of Angels & God, and at liberty when of Devils & Hell, is because he was a true Poet and of the Devils party without knowing it.24
 
 The charge that Milton was unconsciously of the devil’s party has resonated in Milton scholarship, with important studies by William Empson extending the Romantic line, Stanley Fish influentially setting out a paradigm by which Milton could know that his devil was tempting as a perfectly orthodox plan of educating (and sometimes trapping and humiliating) the reader, and most recently, Neil Forsyth reiterating that Paradise Lost is at its heart a “Satanic” epic.25 Popular readings of Blake’s famous dictum that Milton was “of the Devils party without knowing it” have also fueled rich and diverse popular cultural renditions of Milton in film, television, fantasy literature, comic books, and music. Perhaps the most articulate of the fantasy literature engagements with Milton via Blake has been that of the contemporary British writer, Philip Pullman, whose award-winning trilogy, His Dark Materials, constitutes an extended dialogue with Milton via Blake. Appropriating Blake, Pullman quite cheerfully claims to “be of the devil’s party and know it.”26 Pullman seems to have drawn from Blake not only a sympathy with Satan, but complex and developing gender relations, and a harsh view of God the Father, reflected in the demented, feeble figure of the deity who actually dies in Pullman’s text.27 If Blake and Shelley were described by reviewers of their day as a “Satanist” school, Pullman’s works have evoked a similar outcry, and he comments in an interview that “I have been set upon by Christians, particularly from America” who write to say things like “your book seems to be putting out a Satanist message.”28
 
 introduction / 9
 
 Pullman, however, seems to be deliberately provocative, observing, for instance, that “if there is a God and he is as the Christians describe him, then he deserves to be put down and rebelled against”29 and attacking the “pernicious” influence of C.S. Lewis in multiple interviews. For his part, the British writer and Oxford don, C.S. Lewis, placed the blame for the view of Satan as hero, worthy of admiration or sympathy, firmly on Blake and Shelley, writing in A Preface to “Paradise Lost” that the idea that Milton’s Satan “is or ought to be an object of admiration and sympathy, conscious or unconscious, on the part of the poet or his readers or both” was “never affirmed before the times of Blake and Shelley.”30 For Lewis, Milton’s Satan is both detestable and ridiculous: “Mere Christianity commits every Christian to believing that ‘the Devil is (in the long run) an ass.’ ”31 Lewis’s antipathy to the Romantic Satan as well as to various aspects of Milton’s own poem (the appeal of Satan, sexuality in Eden) not only prompted his critical Preface but helped to shape his extensive mid-twentiethcentury fictional writing. Film and particularly horror films also turn to Milton via Blake for depictions of the infernal and the Satanic. Ridley Scott’s Blade Runner, for example, extensively reworks Miltonic themes of alienation, fallen angels, humanity, and companionship in the hell-like atmosphere of a dark and crowded Los Angeles.32 Early in the film, the blond Aryan replicant Roy Batty (who will later confront and kill his heartless creator, Eldon Tyrell) explicitly cites Blake: “Fiery the angels fell, deep thunder around their shores roared, burning with the fires of Orc.” But, not unusually, the quotation makes one crucial adjustment—Blake’s angels rise, while the rebellious angels / replicants in this film—and in Milton—fall. Perhaps not surprisingly, another potent Blakean Milton appears in rock music. The Rolling Stones’ “Sympathy for the Devil,” impossible without Milton, is the first of many rock anthems written in response to the mysterious allure of the Satanic. As the song builds to a crescendo of Sabat-like rhythms and primal human cries, the lyrics introduce an ageless Satan whose sadism is eternally satisfied by human folly: “I watched with glee / While your kings and queens / Fought for ten decades / For the gods they made.”33 Blake’s assertion in The Marriage of Heaven and Hell that the poetic spirit is tapped directly into the energy of human desire, represented in Milton by Satan, finds a contemporary analogue in rock tunes by bands such as the Stones, inextricably linked to sexual desire and bursting with raw human emotion. Mick Jagger’s implication that the devil demands sympathy precisely because he feeds our own primal instincts—“I shouted out, ‘Who Killed the Kennedy’s,’ / When, after all, it was you and me”— works to explain Satan’s appeal, rather than simply acknowledge it. Rock appropriations of Milton by bands such as the Stones, Black Sabbath,
 
 10 / laura lunger knoppers and gregory m. colón semenza
 
 Marilyn Manson, and the aptly named Paradise Lost offer variations on a Blakean Milton in popular music. How much will a contemporary reader see in current cultural uses of Milton? And how much does that recognition matter? Asked whether it concerns him that readers may not know all of his intertextual references, Philip Pullman replied: “That doesn’t matter a bit, because I hope the story is strong enough and rich enough in itself to give them a sort of nourishment. If, following this experience, they think, ‘Well that was interesting . . . Who was this chap he quotes? Milton? Let me go and read Paradise Lost.’ If they do that, well, that’s great, but I don’t require them to submit a reading list at the door before they’re allowed into the first page!”34 Pullman’s studied indifference, however, may somewhat disingenuously understate the struggle between Milton and at least some contemporary popular writers and artists. We have seen that Harry Block’s / Woody Allen’s similar indifference to ascertaining the source of the better to reign in hell line (“That’s Milton, I think”) masks the importance of the (mis)quotation in Deconstructing Harry. While some evocations of Milton may be largely to signal, in Pierre Bourdieu’s term, “good taste” and hence to enforce class distinctions,35 not infrequently, Milton is challenged, subverted, or appropriated in radical contexts to support values that reshape or seem to invert those of the historical poet. Films, young adult literature, comic books, and television series seek out Milton as a mode of legitimacy or as a means of exploring issues of liberty, justice, good and evil, free will, gender roles, companionship, and republicanism. Such texts might allude to Milton, appropriate Miltonic language in surprising or subversive contexts, or evoke, grapple with, or contest Miltonic theodicy or gender hierarchy. Some texts (Robert Graves’s Wife to Mr. Milton and Peter Ackroyd’s Milton in America) offer highly fictionalized accounts of Milton’s life. Other texts (Anne Rice’s Memnoch the Devil and Glen Duncan’s I, Lucifer) or films (Pleasantville) extensively but implicitly adapt Miltonic motifs. Still others contain a single resonant allusion (“John Milton” listed in the credits to the film Dogma). The Miltonic text that appears most often, not surprisingly, is Paradise Lost; but Comus, Paradise Regained, Samson Agonistes, and Areopagitica also have a presence in popular culture.36 No single paradigm will cover these multiple and varied uses. But even our brief survey should make clear that “Milton” and “Popular Culture” should no longer be considered antithetical terms. In the pages that follow, seventeen contributors offer further suggestions about how a serious consideration of popular Milton[s] can enrich our scholarship and teaching. All look at particular generic adaptations of Milton—in the cinematic language of film, the abstract art of digital production, the conventions of science fiction, or the more politically charged
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 print media of newspaper editorial and magazine feature. None of the contributors asks in the first instance whether these versions of Milton are good or bad because true or unfaithful to the original. Rather, they propose dynamic, if varied, models of appropriation, production and consumption, active engagement, and interaction between writer, artist, social activist, filmmaker, and audience. Many of the essays in this volume treat not only genre but historical or political context: What does it mean to adapt Milton in Depression-era America? In the 1960s? After September 11, 2001 in America? How does the Milton produced in horror film differ from situation comedy and from fantasy literature? How is Milton variously read outside of the academic community: by filmmakers, rock musicians, illustrators of children’s books, and political activists? What does Milton signify to readers from the blind Helen Keller to Malcolm X, from the Christian allegorist C.S. Lewis to Hollywood directors to political commentators for Newsweek, The Atlantic Monthly, and The New York Times? While our five sections are organized by genre, it will be clear that a number of recurring questions and themes link the essays in the various parts. Essays in our first section consider Milton in fantasy literature, by which we mean any “fiction that features elements of magic, wizardry, supernatural feats, and entities that suspend conventions of realism.”37 The very elements of Milton’s epic—otherworldly settings, grand conflicts of good and evil, heroes who determine the fate of their worlds, space travel, warfare, futuristic visions—have made Paradise Lost highly appealing to fantasy and science fiction writers from the genre’s turn of the century origins, through its cold war phase to its current place in postmodern culture. In the first essay, Sanford Schwartz shows how C.S. Lewis’s Perelandra (1943) functions as a kind of fictional counterpart to A Preface to “Paradise Lost,” offering a perhaps unsurprising deflation of Milton’s Satan and reassertion of Christian orthodoxy through a tale of space travel, the temptation of a virginal Green Lady in a virginal land, and ultimate triumph by the hero, Ransom. Yet Schwartz also argues that Perelandra reveals the struggle of a modern Christian intellectual to refigure paradise for a postDarwinian audience, as Lewis deploys the very elements of materialist evolution that his villain, Weston, embodies, to make the case for virtue and developing paradise. While C.S. Lewis’s Ransom trilogy deviates considerably from Milton in its surface plot (space travel, evil scientists, settings on Mars and Venus) only to reaffirm Miltonic orthodoxy, Diana Treviño Benet finds a very different strategy in Steven Brust’s more recent fantasy novel To Reign in Hell (1984). In the second essay in part I, Benet shows how To Reign in Hell in many ways closely adheres to the text of Paradise Lost—using names of
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 multiple epic characters (Abdiel, Michael, Raphael, Beelzebub, Belial, Uriel) and paraphrased quotations—while inverting its meaning. To Reign in Hell performs, according to Benet, a “dissident” reading of Paradise Lost, rewriting the war in heaven as largely a series of miscommunications and misguided good intentions to expose the faultlines and ultimately erase the moral foundations of Milton’s epic. The next two essays focus on one of the most popular and critically acclaimed appropriations of Paradise Lost in recent fiction: Philip Pullman’s His Dark Materials (1995–2000). Weaving a rich web of intertextuality, Stephen Burt shows how Pullman’s text engages “Satanist” readings of Milton, including William Blake’s, but is ultimately Miltonic in its emphasis on choice and self-sacrifice for a cause. The difficult renunciation that Will and Lyra make at the end of the trilogy complicates our sense of their “fall” as not a simple reversal of Miltonic values, a victory for unrestrained desire, but a sacrifice beyond anything required of Milton’s Adam and Eve. If Burt stresses the Satanic engagement with Paradise Lost, Lauren Shohet looks at what the multiple genres within Paradise Lost might mean for the multiple genres embedded in fantasy literature. While Milton’s “fit audience though few” sharply contrasts to the multiple audiences and multiple versions of His Dark Materials, Shohet argues that Pullman’s “dissenting” retelling is based on Milton’s own model of dissent. Shohet’s essay also raises questions that resonate out beyond Pullman—or even fantasy itself. How do the allusions work for those who have not read Milton? What are the boundaries of elite and popular? How do we measure with some standard other than originality or fidelity, factoring in canonicity, popularity, and multiple audiences? Such complex questions also inspire the closing essay of the fantasy section, in which Gregory M. Colón Semenza focuses on what happens when we seek to “retell” Milton’s stories to young children. Looking at Margaret Hodges’s 1996 adaptation of Comus for children aged 4–8 years old, Semenza questions the author’s baffling attribution of the medieval tale of Childe Rowland as the masque’s primary source—a move designed to transform the occasional masque into an archetypal tale. Arguing that Hodges makes Milton palatable for children by stripping him of his historicity, Semenza demonstrates that the process of assimilating Milton for children is diametrically opposed to that of assimilating Shakespeare for children. The next two sections of the volume explore how the visual language of film structures and produces new “Miltons”: whether in the genre of horror, romantic comedy, or satiric comedy. Part II, “Milton in Horror Film,” features three essays that explore how horror films have engaged Blake’s conception of Milton as being of the devil’s party without knowing it. The
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 beginnings of horror films in the 1930s, with the introduction of sound and big-budget productions, brought “Milton,” or a version of Milton, to massaudiences in a genre intended to thrill and frighten, titillate and terrorize, but most definitely not to instruct in the “ways of God to men.” Blake and the Romantics are again a crucial mediating lens, and all three essays show that aspects of the horror film—whether demonic space, the monstrous products of repressed desire, or the deceptive banality of temptation and ethical choice—remain distinctly Miltonic. In the first essay in this section, Eric C. Brown explores how Milton’s lavish attention to the infernal in Paradise Lost has contributed to its appropriation by horror films such as The Sentinel and Seven. Arguing that the horror effect depends primarily on conditions of spatialization, Brown then considers at length how Jack Clayton’s Something Wicked This Way Comes and Taylor Hackford’s The Devil’s Advocate achieve their effects largely by remapping Pandaemonium onto their respective landscapes whether in small-town America or New York City (the excess of the latter being shown by setting crucial scenes in the real-life penthouse apartment of Donald Trump). Laura Lunger Knoppers then explores how James Whale’s blackly comic Bride of Frankenstein is an adaptation via Mary Shelley and Blake of multiple Miltonic themes. The effete and crazed scientist creators, the flatheaded, electrode-lobed, if tender-hearted Creature, and the late creation of the Nerfertiti-inspired Bride who rejects her intended groom seem a far cry from Milton’s Eden. Yet a distinctively Miltonic loneliness centrally marks the Creature’s humanity and serves to further Whale’s critique of the oppressive racial, societal, and gender codes of 1930s America. In the third essay on horror films, Ryan Netzley explores how Hackford’s The Devil’s Advocate both holds up “Miltonic free-will”—in lawyer Kevin Lomax’s dream-vision decision to commit suicide rather than father the scion of Satan on his own half-sister—and seemingly undermines it by showing how Lomax’s real-life decision to quit rather then defend a child molester is compromised by pride. Yet Netzley shows that the film provokes an examination of ethical decision and deliberation that is deeply Miltonic, underscoring the need to look for temptation not only in crisis but also in the mundane events of everyday life. Part III, “Milton in Comedic Film,” examines how the conventions of comedic troubles and happy endings reshape Milton’s Comus and Paradise Lost. In the opening essay, Lisa Sternlieb explores how Preston Sturges’s The Lady Eve (1940) attempts to negotiate the competing narratives of Christian constructionism and Darwinian evolution. The film’s hero, Charles “Hopsy” Pike (Henry Fonda) initially rejects his “Eve” (Barbara Stanwyck) only to (in Miltonic terms) learn to recognize humanity’s fallen
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 state or (in Darwinian terms) evolve into a lover. In depicting the troubles of true love, from the moment that the card-shark Eve drops an apple on unsuspecting Hopsy’s head, through Eve’s introduction to Hopsy’s snake, to the multiple falls that Hopsy takes on board ship and back home in Connecticut, Sturges transforms Miltonic motifs into screwball comedy. The next two essays explore how remakes of Comus—in 1954 and 1995— turn Milton’s masque about the chastity of a fourteen-year-old girl into a romantic comedy. Catherine Gimelli Martin traces the translation of characters from Milton’s masque into Samuel Taylor’s 1953 stage play Sabrina Fair and Billy Wilder’s 1954 comedic film based on the play. Conflating Milton’s heroine, the Lady, with the water-nymph who rescues her, Taylor writes a tale of the transformation of a lowly chauffeur’s daughter, Sabrina (Audrey Hepburn), who leaves the wealthy family among whom she was raised, returns transformed, undoes her “enchanted” infatuation with the playboy younger brother David (William Holden), and finds her virtue rewarded by marriage with an equally transformed older brother, Linus (Humphrey Bogart). In turn, Julie H. Kim explores how Sydney Pollack’s 1995 remake, Sabrina, attempts to showcase strong, independent women and twice makes reference to the fact that the heroine is the “savior,” not the virgin in distress. Yet Kim argues that the film takes such an indulgent, comic view of women as capital that “Sabrina” (Julia Ormond) ultimately is the Lady in distress, not from Comus’s lechery but from late-twentieth-century corporate ethics. In the final essay in this section, Douglas L. Howard’s study of John Landis’s Animal House moves away from romantic comedy (far away, given the sexual high jinks, food fights, toga parties, and general crudities of the frat boys centrally featured) to trace another filmic rendering of Milton in (now comic) Blakean terms. Howard shows how the film’s Blakean misreading of Paradise Lost in the famous classroom scene sanctions a rebellion against authority that, in the aftermath of Watergate and Vietnam, comes to serve as the film’s moral center. The first three parts of Milton in Popular Culture focus on artistic appropriations of Milton; with part 4: “Milton and Social Justice,” the volume shifts to Milton’s place in the broader social realm. In the section’s opening essay, David Boocker investigates mass media appropriations of Milton, specifically in the context of America after the tragedy of September 11, 2001. Beginning with an account of how George W. Bush’s description of an “axis of evil” reintroduces into mainstream discourses a pre-Enlightenment (and pre-Romantic) concept of absolute evil, Boocker assesses the function of the numerous references to Milton and especially Milton’s Satan in major newspapers and magazines after 9/11. The other two contributors to this section discuss perceptions of Milton as an advocate of freedom for oppressed peoples. Angelica Duran’s essay
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 reveals how Helen Keller’s founding of the John Milton Society for the Blind—in addition to her frequent acknowledgments of indebtedness to his work—speaks to the value of Milton’s writings in blind popular culture. Duran is especially interested in the influence of the blind poet’s tract, Areopagitica—its inspirational insistence that “books are not absolutely dead things”—in fostering literacy among and defending the intelligence of the blind. Reginald A. Wilburn traces the important place of Milton’s Paradise Lost in the African—American protest tradition. While the uses he examines range from Phyllis Wheatley’s Poems to David Walker’s Appeal, Wilburn most extensively focuses on the “infernal reading” of Paradise Lost in The Autobiography of Malcolm X, which reveals Malcolm’s powerful identification with Milton’s Satan as dissident and outsider. The volume’s final section, “Milton in Modern Technologies,” offers a provocative forecast of the ways in which the Milton legacy is likely to be carried on in the twenty-first century. Bruno Lessard reads the acclaimed Australian artist Simon Biggs’s digital video, Pandaemonium, as an exemplary indicator of Milton’s still-emerging role for a new generation of readers. Biggs enters into a dialogue with Milton’s text, rewriting the Miltonic myth to show how human indifference has created pandaemonium on earth and how human beings have become the fallen angels who destroy God’s creation. In the volume’s final critical essay, Thomas H. Luxon, creator of “The Milton Reading Room,” explores the specific manner in which the worldwide web makes Milton’s achievements accessible to new generations of readers, students, and scholars. Demonstrating the ways in which the web provides modern readers with a series of tools for penetrating the intimidating, encyclopedic referentiality of Milton’s poetry, Luxon shows how a site that he created primarily for pedagogy helps students to confront the capaciousness of Milton’s mind. The rich materials gathered here inform not only our scholarly conversation and understanding of Milton, but the vision that we bring to the classroom. Milton courses typically begin with discussion of texts that Milton himself had appropriated: Homer’s Iliad and Odyssey, Virgil’s Aeneid, the biblical books of Genesis and Revelation, just to name some of the best-known examples. We are suggesting that it is equally useful and important to introduce students to some of the films, books, music, and digital materials that adapt and appropriate Milton in our own time. Armed with the resources of popular culture, the classroom teacher of Milton can discuss Paradise Lost alongside Steven Brust’s To Reign in Hell or a viewing of the film Bladerunner; can bring Margaret Hodges’s illustrated children’s Comus into the classroom along with the more customary illustrations of Stuart court masques; and can show clips from Martin Scorsese’s film, The Last Temptation of Christ, to compare and contrast with Paradise Regained. Students might view Simon Biggs’s digitized Pandaemonium
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 alongside Blake’s watercolor illustrations of Paradise Lost; might read selections from Mary Shelley’s Frankenstein and view the creation scene from Bride of Frankenstein while discussing the creation of Adam and Eve in Paradise Lost; and might keep their own list of mass media references to Milton. Such pop cultural adaptations demonstrate to students the ongoing vitality of Milton’s works and provide a complementary focus in the classroom to Milton’s own bold and influential appropriations. Milton’s mode of appropriation was recognized in his own time. In his poetic epigraph to Paradise Lost, Andrew Marvell poses himself as initially skeptical about Milton’s boldness and liberty in adapting biblical materials: “the Argument / Held me a while misdoubting his Intent, / That he would ruine (for I saw him strong) / The sacred Truths to Fable and old Song.”38 Marvell goes on, however, to depict reading Paradise Lost as a process of illumination, “soon growing less severe, / I lik’d his Project,” after which he concludes with heartfelt praise: That Majesty which through thy Work doth Reign Draws the Devout, deterring the Profane. And things divine thou treatst of in such state As them preserves, and thee, inviolate.39
 
 Marvell reminds us that daring adaptation is at the core of Milton’s own artistic project. Such adaptations not only preserve “things divine” but give them new currency and power for Milton’s own time. Even Woody Allen’s citation of Milton, then, in the midst of a decidedly lewd and un-Miltonic hell is not as iconoclastic as it might at first seem. Rather, this process of bold adaptation, of appropriating canonical texts in surprising new contexts, is itself Miltonic. To neglect rewritings of Milton is to neglect Milton as rewriter and the importance of the books, music, film, and graphic arts that make him a vital, living part of today’s culture. As readers, scholars, and teachers, we best capture the spirit of Milton’s own artistic enterprise by embracing the power of popular appropriations—things unattempted yet in prose or rhyme, digital or film. That’s Milton, we think. Notes 1. Although Deconstructing Harry, like all of Woody Allen’s films, has received considerable scholarly attention, the Miltonic allusion has not been remarked upon. Useful analyses of the film in the context of Allen’s overall oeuvre and the personal scandals he faced at the time include Peter Bailey, “How We Choose to Distort It: Deconstructing Harry,” in The Reluctant Art of Woody Allen (Lexington, KY: The University Press of Kentucky, 2001), 241–53; and Sam Girgus, “Allen’s Fall: Mind, Morals, and Meaning in Deconstructing Harry,” The Films of Woody Allen, 2nd ed. (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 2002), 148–73.
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 C h ap t e r O n e Reconstructing Eden: PA R A D I S E L O S T and C.S. Lewis’s P E R E L A N D R A Sanford Schwartz
 
 As a religious apologist and author of a classic series of children’s fantasies, C.S. Lewis (1898–1963) has been a household name for more than half a century. His distinguished career as a literary scholar may be less well known to the general public, but in the rarified world of Milton scholarship his name elicits immediate recognition. The Oxford don’s contribution to the midcentury “Milton controversy,” A Preface to “Paradise Lost” (1942), remains one of the most influential modern studies of the poem and a flashpoint for ongoing debates over its form, style, and meaning. Most Milton scholars are aware of Lewis’s wide-ranging works on medieval and Renaissance literature—The Allegory of Love (1936), English Literature in the Sixteenth Century (1954), The Discarded Image (1961), in addition to the Preface—but they may be less well acquainted with the connections between his scholarship and other aspects of his career. In fact, at the same time as he drafted his lectures on Paradise Lost, Lewis also prepared the first of his immensely popular radio broadcasts (later published as Mere Christianity) and developed two of his most notable works of theological fiction, The Screwtape Letters (1942) and Perelandra (1943). In the first book, Lewis displays his gift for religious satire in the form of epistles from a senior devil to his nephew, an apprentice tempter who is cutting his teeth on a new Christian convert. In Perelandra, which also dwells on the process of temptation, Lewis turns to the medium of science fiction and reenvisions the Miltonic drama of cosmic warfare between God and Satan on the planet Venus. As we might expect, Lewis’s Perelandra reflects his own revisionist reading of Paradise Lost, which affirms Milton’s religious orthodoxy and deflates the influential Romantic view of Satan as a tragic hero. However, the story of a new and more fortunate Eden is not just a variation on its
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 seventeenth-century prototype. Lewis also attempts to reckon with some distinctively modern issues—in particular, the pioneering reformulation of the concept of time by Henri Bergson and other philosophers such as Nietzsche and William James, who upset the traditional priority of Being over Becoming and paved the way for the new and more dynamic theory of “emergent” evolution in the 1920s.1 On the surface, it seems as if Perelandra depicts an impassable conflict between a traditional Christian worldview and the modern post-Darwinian heresy of “creative” or “emergent” evolution espoused by the Satanic tempter. But strangely enough, the most distinctive features of Lewis’s new Eden are derived from the same “biological philosophy” that he appears to condemn.2 In line with Milton’s own references to the dynamic potential of the created universe, Lewis departs dramatically from traditional views of the earthly paradise and presents the prelapsarian order as a state of ceaseless flux and continuous development. Instead of an immutable condition that precedes the fall into time and change, Lewis’s new paradise is a world of perpetual movement in which the one prohibition—its Tree of the Knowledge of Good and Evil—is to avoid habitation of the Fixed Land. As we shall see, Lewis attempts to mediate the entrenched opposition between “religious” and “naturalistic” viewpoints by assimilating and transforming what he often assailed as the “in-between view” (Mere Christianity, 34) of creative evolution. Lewis is hardly “of the Devils party without knowing it,” but seen from this perspective, Perelandra possesses some of the same adventurous and seemingly subversive energies that he denied to Paradise Lost.3 I The background to Lewis’s fictional recasting of Paradise Lost lies in his lifelong love of Milton’s poetry. Lewis first read Paradise Lost when he was nine years old, and the title of his early volume of poems, Spirits in Bondage (1919)—lifted from one of Satan’s most powerful speeches (1.658)— acknowledges the influence. Milton’s Comus is the subject of his first scholarly publication (1932), and later in the 1930s he engaged in an extensive critical exchange with the eminent Miltonist, E.M.W. Tillyard.4 Arising from the tendency to read Milton’s verse as an expression of his own “mind”—Lewis called it “the personal heresy”—the debate with Tillyard anticipates the Preface by redirecting attention from the personality of the poet to the formal constituents of the poem itself. In the Preface, Lewis campaigns against “the personal heresy” on several fronts. By devoting much of the study to the conventions of literary epic, Lewis stresses Milton’s participation in an enduring cultural tradition. Similarly, by downplaying the heterodox elements of Milton’s Christianity
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 in favor of his adherence to “the great central tradition” of Augustinian theology, Lewis challenges the Romantics and their elevation of Milton’s Satan to heroic status.5 Following his friend and fellow Inkling Charles Williams, Lewis draws upon Augustine’s privative notion of evil, which grants ontological status only to the Good and relegates evil to the secondary status of a defection, distortion, or parody: “What we call bad things are good things perverted” (66), and therefore the assumed majesty of the fallen archangel should be regarded as nothing other than a “God-like imitated State” (PL 2.511). Lewis acknowledges that the epic form required Milton to “subordinate the absurdity of Satan to the misery which he suffers and inflicts” (95). But in the end “the Satanic predicament” boils down to little more than a monstrous expression of “the personal heresy.” In his “monomaniac concern with himself and his supposed rights and wrongs,” Satan is engaged in a self-negating rebellion, and to bestow one’s admiration upon this figure is “to give one’s vote not only for a world of misery, but also for a world of lies and propaganda, of wishful thinking, of incessant autobiography” (102). In Perelandra, Lewis sets out to rectify not only the errors of the critics but also the failings of the poet himself. If the veneration of Satan is attributable to the altered sensibilities of modern readers, the correlative distaste for Milton’s representation of God the Father arises from problems of the poem itself. By “trying to make Heaven too like Olympus,” Milton presents a forbidding and sometimes repellent Deity whose majesty is compromised by “anthropomorphic details that make the Divine laughter sound merely spiteful and the Divine rebukes querulous” (Preface, 131). Lewis’s fictional solution would be to avoid direct representation of the Divine and to render his angels as corporeal but barely visible presences for whom “light is instead of blood.”6 Lewis resolves his difficulties with Milton’s depiction of prelapsarian sexuality in a similar manner. His plot, which focuses on the temptation of the heroine, requires that his new Adam and Eve be kept apart, but in separating the couple for most of the novel he also manages to sidestep the problems inherent in trying to imagine “the unimaginable” (Preface, 124) difference between fallen and unfallen sexuality. As we shall see, Lewis is far more engaged in exploring the original endowment of reason, which enables his new Eve to resist the tempter’s subtle enticements to succumb to another form of “the personal heresy.” II Lewis’s Perelandra is part of a series of science-fiction novels (or “interstellar romances”) that are now well-established classics of the genre: Out of the Silent Planet (1938), Perelandra (1943), and That Hideous Strength (1945).
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 His unlikely protagonist, Elwin Ransom, is a Cambridge philologist who becomes entangled in spiritual warfare on Mars, Venus, and finally on our own “silent planet.” Ransom is a Christian from the outset, but over the course of the trilogy he develops from a perplexed victim to an anointed agent of divine redemption. In the first novel, the unwitting hero is kidnapped by two ambitious schemers—Devine, a rapacious businessman, and Weston, a brilliant physicist—who are preparing to subjugate Malacandra (Mars), the former out of sheer greed, the latter out of a twisted view of human destiny that extends the domain of European imperialism (and the more recent fantasies of the Master Race) to interplanetary conquest. During his captivity on the spaceship, Ransom discovers that “outer space” is not the terrifying void envisioned by H.G. Wells and other popularizers of modern physics, but an ocean of radiant light that recalls “the heavens” of Milton’s traditional cosmology: No: Space was the wrong name. Older thinkers had been wiser when they named it simply the heavens—the heavens which declared the glory—the “happy climes that ly Where day never shuts his eye Up in the broad fields of the sky.” He quoted Milton’s words [Comus 977–79] to himself lovingly, at this time and often. (32)
 
 Similarly, after landing and escaping from his captors, Ransom is surprised to find that Martians are not the ruthless super-intelligent monstrosities of Wells’s War of the Worlds; instead, they are peaceful rational beings who possess courage that frees them from the insecurities and fear of death. Ransom gradually overcomes his own fear of the aliens, who eventually capture Weston and Devine and send the trio back to earth and who admonish the hero to exercise his new-found courage as he faces the impending conflict in his own world. It is therefore no accident that the novel takes place primarily on the planet associated with martial virtue. In Ransom’s progressive deliverance from the terrifying Wellsian illusions of his terrestrial perspective, Lewis was not only tempering his fictional hero for his subsequent adventures but also preparing his countrymen for the decisive struggle of World War II. III Perelandra is the second installment in the Space Trilogy, but it can be read (and taught) on its own. Most of the novel takes place on the newly minted
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 world of Venus, where the stage is set for a replay of Milton’s cosmic struggle.7 Although it lacks the complex symmetries of its twelve-book epic prototype, Perelandra possesses its own distinctive if somewhat inconspicuous architecture. Like the opening of Paradise Lost, the first section of Perelandra (chs. 1–2), takes place in a fallen world, though Milton’s Hell has been replaced by our own “enemy occupied” (12) planet, which has long since tumbled from its paradisal condition and is currently entangled in a global war of unprecedented proportions. At the outset we find the narrator (identified as “Lewis”) walking apprehensively toward Ransom’s country cottage, where he meets the protagonist and senses the presence of the supernatural eldila (angels) who are sponsoring his mission. As in Milton, the main character must travel across the vast reaches of the universe to the principal scene of action, but in this case we have a benevolent hero who is about to assume an as yet undefined role in what may be “a whole new phase in the life of the Solar System” (22). As in the past, the devil will once again seek to spoil an unfallen world, but in transferring the initial focus from the adversary to the guardian of the new creation, Lewis underscores the difference between past and present while simultaneously depriving the evil one of the chance to attract the sympathy (or even the minimal level of identification) that proceeds from his introductory pride of place in Milton’s epic. The next section of the novel (chs. 3–6) recounts Ransom’s landing on the watery surface of Venus and his crucial encounter with the Eve of this new world. As he lands on the ocean waves, Ransom finds himself in the midst of a disorienting though surprisingly pleasurable flux, a “universe of shifting slopes” that never ceases to change: It looked exactly as though you were in a well-wooded valley with a river at the bottom of it. But while you watched, that seeming river did the impossible. It thrust itself up so that the land on either side sloped downwards from it; and then up farther still and shouldered half the landscape out of sight beyond its ridge; and became a huge greeny-gold hog’s back of water hanging in the sky and threatening to engulf your own land, which was now concave and reeled backwards to the next roller, and rushing upwards, became convex again. (51)
 
 Such passages are not merely a display of Lewis’s powers of description. Following the lead of Bergson and other philosophers who were challenging the traditional relationship between Being and Becoming, Lewis is inverting the deep-rooted conception of paradise as an immutable state that precedes the fall into time and change. Moreover, the condition of perpetual flux provides a means of examining the human predicament in our own world, where temporal progression is distorted by insecurity and the specter of death.
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 The issue of insecurity begins to surface when Ransom notices that he wants to repeat the experience of tasting the planet’s wondrous fruit: This itch to have things over again, as if life were a film that could be unrolled twice or even made to work backwards . . . was it possibly the root of all evil? No: of course the love of money was called that. But money itself—perhaps one valued it chiefly as a defence against chance, a security for being able to have things over again, a means of arresting the unrolling of the film. (48)
 
 Ransom understands the implications of his urge to immobilize the flow of time: our desire to overcome the temporal conditions of our existence and assume control of our own destiny is the very basis of our fallenness. If acceptance of the stream of experience is the defining feature of the paradisal state, the archetypal transgression lies in the attempt “to make sure— to be able on one day to command where I should be the next. . . . to put in our power what times should roll towards us” (208). Thus it is no accident that the one prohibition in this ever flowing Eden is to avoid settling on the Fixed Land. At first the surface of Venus appears as a directionless flux, but the situation begins to change when Ransom meets the Perelandran Eve. Physically, the Green Lady manifests the perpetual novelty of Maleldil’s (i.e., God’s) creative activity: she possesses human form, though as Ransom soon realizes, she is the progenetrix of a new and independent species. Spiritually, she is even more remarkable. Unlike her earthly counterparts who feel the compulsion to repeat, the woman simply accepts “the unrolling of the film” (48) and finds it difficult to imagine why anyone would wish to do otherwise. In this pristine state the Lady possesses a kind of intuitive wisdom, but as it turns out she is also a fast learner who grows “older” with each new conversation. At the same time, even as she learns to take account of past and future within the unfolding present, the woman also reveals what it would be like to possess a mind at peace with the progression of time. While the Lady reveals the temporal logic of her unspoiled world, Ransom tries to press upon her the perils of time in our own world. There is an element of irony in this attempt to lead the Lady out of her primitive condition, and as her new knowledge begins to unsettle her—“You make me grow older more quickly than I can bear” (68)—Ransom is shocked into the recognition of the fragile character of free agency in a time-bound world. Ransom has every reason to feel terrified by a “sense of precariousness.” He has ruptured the original “unrolling of the film” and generated the selfconsciousness which is the precondition of our freedom and therefore of the fallibility inherent in it. But once again the Lady surprises him with her
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 reply. Instead of shattering her innocence, the birth of self-consciousness engenders the joyous realization that she is a free agent who willingly assumes her place in Maleldil’s creation, and she discovers that her dawning sense of freedom is not so much terrifying as “a delight with terror in it!” (69): “How has He made me so separate from Himself? . . . The world is so much larger than I thought. I thought we went along paths—but it seems there are no paths. The going itself is the path” (70). In the course of a few remarkable pages, the author represents the dramatic awakening of a kind of self-consciousness that entails no lapse into “the personal heresy,” suggesting that it is our own fallen condition that leads us to associate the passage from innocence to experience with destruction of an original state of purity. IV The encounter between Ransom and the Lady is soon disturbed by the arrival of Weston (ch. 7). The villain of the previous novel claims that he has been transformed by his reading of “biological philosophy” (90) and now espouses a theory of “creative” or “emergent” evolution—the postulate of an immanent Life-Force (cf. Bergson’s élan vital) that impels creation to ever higher forms of development—and declares himself the instrument through which this vital impulse will take its next step forward.8 Of course, in Weston’s hands Bergson’s high-minded theory degenerates into little more than an excuse to pursue the “fixed idea” (89) of interplanetary conquest, while closer to home his real-world counterparts pervert this type of thinking into pseudo-scientific theories that justify the domination of one sector of humanity—whether class, nation, or race—over another. In this respect, modern “biological philosophy” is another manifestation of a disastrous turn in Western thought—the transfer of the “vortex of self-thinking, self-originating activity” (92) from a transcendent God to an immanent power that realizes itself in the dynamic development of Man. Behind the various promethean visions from Blake and Shelley to Nietzsche and Bergson resides the temptation to deny our dependent condition and assume the sovereignty traditionally reserved for the gods. From this perspective, the theory of creative evolution is ultimately an expression of our desire to usurp control over the conditions of our existence. It is a parody of true temporality, a theory of cosmic progression that paradoxically reveals our inability to accept the inexorable flow of time. The Un-man’s temptation, which occupies the three central chapters of the novel (chs. 8–10), turns on this paradox. As Ransom watches from the sidelines, the Un-man tries to seduce the woman with a vision of dynamic development that at once resembles and distorts the beneficent dynamism
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 of Maleldil’s creation.9 By associating the acceptance of “what is” with static repetition and “what might be” with dynamic change, the Un-man reverses the primordial relationship between flux and fixity and tries to persuade his victim that Maleldil secretly wishes her to violate his interdict on the Fixed Land in order to “see His creature become fully itself, to stand up in its own reason and its own courage even against Him” (117). In terrestrial terms, this ploy to corrupt the Lady’s imagination is simply another version of the Romantic myth of creative rebellion: the initial act of disobedience ignites the spark that liberates the species from its inherited dependency. But in contrast to the relatively rapid seduction of Eve in Paradise Lost (9.532–779), the Green Lady in her innocence is just as shrewd as her seducer, and she proves remarkably resilient in resisting the tempter’s efforts. Ransom senses a new danger, however, when the Un-man shifts tactics and begins to relate countless stories of courageous, self-sacrificing women in order to lure the woman into envisioning herself as a tragic heroine enacting “a grand rôle in the drama of her world” (133). In a reprise of Eve’s temptation to narcissistic self-love as she sees her own reflection in a pool (4.460–69), the Un-man offers the Lady a mirror with which “to walk alongside oneself as if one were a second person and to delight in one’s own beauty” (137). The Lady shows some signs of wavering, but before we have the chance to witness the outcome, Ransom decides that the trial cannot continue and makes the fateful decision to intervene. In a dramatic encounter with his own self-doubt (ch. 11), Ransom comes face to face with the horrifying realization that he has been called to engage not in the purely spiritual struggle for which he was prepared, but in direct physical combat with the Un-man. Slowly he resigns himself to the stark reality of his mission, finding reassurance within the apparent accident of his own name that “if he were not the ransom, Another would be . . . not a second crucifixion: perhaps—who knows—not even a second Incarnation . . . some act of even more appalling love, some glory of yet deeper humility” (148). He still finds the task as impossible as it is necessary, but no longer attempting to escape the wave that is rolling his way, Ransom braces himself for the fulfillment of his unsuspected destiny. V What ensues from Ransom’s spiritual crisis is an extended ordeal with the powers of darkness (chs. 12–15). In one respect, the confrontation with the Un-man is an archetypal journey to the underworld: after driving the Evil One from the surface of Perelandra, the hero descends into the forbidding interior of the planet where he endures a series of trials before finally destroying his enemy. Many readers are disturbed by this recourse to
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 physical violence, which proceeds from Ransom’s recognition that the Unman is winning the war of words and will be defeated only by the sort of power renounced by Christ himself. But like many of his compatriots, Lewis looked back on his nation’s reluctance to use force against Nazi Germany as the fatal error of the 1930s. He had little patience with the powerful pacifist movement that had been especially strong among religious groups prior to the war, and wished to remind his fellow Christians that there are times when the Lord’s work might require the virtues of St. George. In the symmetrical structure of Perelandra, the four chapters of this section (chs.12–15) are the antithesis to the four-chapter celebration of life on the surface of the planet (chs. 3–6), and they pose a serious challenge not only to the hero’s physical prowess but also to his faith in Maleldil. Ransom manages to harm the Un-man in an initial exchange of blows, but a new struggle commences as he pursues his enemy across the sea and begins to feel a sense of isolation and estrangement from his surroundings. Like Milton’s Adam, who is perplexed by the disproportion between the earth, which is merely “a spot, a graine, / An atom” compared to the “Spaces incomprehensible” (8.17–20) surrounding it, Ransom is disconcerted by the sheer vastness and seeming indifference of the natural universe, and the problem of divine purpose in this incomprehensible scheme remains unresolved until the final chapter of the novel. VI In the concluding section (chs. 16–17), Ransom ascends from the underworld and witnesses a final celebration in which the Lady and her husband (now Queen Tinidril and King Tor) are reunited and the eldila transfer guardianship of the creation to the animale rationale, who now assumes the same sovereign role that our own species was originally meant to play in the terrestrial creation. Echoing the last two books of Milton’s poem, the King goes on to present a triumphant vision of a continually developing creation as his progeny mature and multiply, and even the beasts “shall awake to a new life in us as we awake in Maleldil” (211). Ransom is awed by this vision, but for him the clouds again begin to darken when it appears that after eons of creative progress the end of this world turns out to be merely the approach to “the beginning of all things” (212). He finds the prospect of illimitable time as perplexing as the vista of boundless space in the seemingly “illimitable ocean” (164) of Perelandra. The answer to his perplexity comes in the form of a celestial Hymn of Praise that culminates in a vision of the Great Dance, which provides a glimpse of the complex and ever changing design of Maleldil’s universe. The Hymn addresses Ransom’s distress over the loss of a center by declaring that
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 each created thing is the center, or more precisely, that Maleldil is the center and “He dwells (all of Him dwells) within the seed of the smallest flower and . . . each grain, if it spoke, would say, I am at the centre; for me all things were made” (214–16). As for humanity, the animale rationale is “the keystone of the whole arch” (207), but it must avoid “the personal heresy” and live in the humble recognition that the rest of creation does not “await your coming to put on perfection . . . you are not the voice that all things utter, nor is there eternal silence in the places where you cannot come” (216). As Raphael advises Adam (PL 8.166–78), man must also accept the limitations of his knowledge. We are the glory of the creation not in our capacity to penetrate the enigma of the heavens but in our choice to live faithfully within the bounds of our finitude. After the vision fades, the King announces that he foresees a new phase in the development of his species: “I believe the waves of time will often change for us henceforward. We are coming to have it in our own choice whether we shall be above them and see many waves together or whether we shall reach them one by one as we used to” (220). By contrast, as he washes Ransom’s wounded heel and prepares for his departure, the King reminds us of the unnaturalness of the suffering and death that marks the passage of time on our own planet. Then in a final reprise of the various temptations to disrupt the progression of time, “all felt an impulse to delay” (221) as they approach the casket that will convey Ransom back to earth. Such an impulse reminds us of the inevitable sorrows and losses of our time-bound condition and offers a hint of compassion for our desire to transcend its limits. Echoing the solemn fusion of sadness and hope as Adam and Eve depart from paradise at the close of Milton’s epic, the ending of Perelandra also suggests that we must endure, if not embrace, the trials of finite freedom and recognize that the often bitter passage is the ordained route to an eternal joy. VII In light of Lewis’s reputation as a staunch defender of Christian orthodoxy, it is tempting to read Perelandra in terms of an irreconcilable conflict between spiritual and naturalistic viewpoints, a traditional Christian worldview and an insidious new philosophy inspired by the post-Darwinian tendencies of modern thought. But the dynamic character of Lewis’s imaginary universe indicates a more complicated situation than the stark opposition between Ransom and the Un-man might lead us to assume. At first glance it might seem strange if not contradictory to entertain the notion that Lewis constructed his new Eden from a blueprint provided by the other side. But such a proposition is far less problematic if we return to the Preface and
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 recall the Augustinian strategy through which Lewis reduces the figure of Satan from exalted hero to warped imitation of his Creator. From this vantage point, it is possible to imagine that on the basis of his encounter with Bergson and his successors, Lewis took the Platonic step of conceiving an “original” of which the theory of creative evolution may be considered the misshapen image. Armed with the view that “what we call bad things are good things perverted” (Preface, 66), Lewis shows how the fertile but flawed conception of time in creative evolution may lead to the discovery of real time—the dynamic temporality that Bergson liberated from the static categories of traditional metaphysics and mechanistic science but failed to extricate from the naturalistic tendencies that the latter has fostered. Or put somewhat differently, just as Bergson unearthed a new principle of Becoming out of his encounter with a theory of evolution still entangled in the traditional language of Being, Lewis transforms Paradise Lost into a Christian epic of Becoming out of his engagement with Bergson’s dynamic naturalism. Whether or not this act of appropriation results in a breach of Christian orthodoxy, we should be wary of adhering to a simple dualism between sanctified tradition and modern heresy. At the same time, we should also remain suspicious of leaping too quickly to the conclusion (as enticing as it might be) that the author of Perelandra, in his effort to reconcile Christian orthodoxy with a new concept of time, is secretly “party” to the same errant and heterodox impulses from which he tried to rescue Milton. Notes 1. Bergson’s Creative Evolution (1907) was one of the most influential books of the early twentieth century. “Emergent evolution” refers to a subsequent movement among British thinkers—including the philosopher Samuel Alexander, author of Space, Time and Deity (1920), and the zoologist C. Lloyd Morgan, author of Emergent Evolution (1923)—who modified the Darwinian paradigm to allow more room for novelty, discontinuity, and creative development in the evolutionary process. In Perelandra, Lewis uses the terms “creative” and “emergent” interchangeably. 2. C.S. Lewis, Perelandra (1943; rpt. New York: Simon & Schuster, 1996), 90. 3. I develop this view in “Paradise Reframed: Lewis, Bergson, and Changing Times on Perelandra,” Christianity and Literature 51 (2002): 569–602. On the “in-between” position of creative evolution in the struggle between religious and naturalistic viewpoints, see Peter Bowler, Reconciling Science and Religion: The Debate in Early-Twentieth-Century Britain (Chicago, IL: University of Chicago Press, 2001). 4. Tillyard, “A Note on Comus,” rpt. in Studies in Medieval and Renaissance Literature (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1966), 175–81. The debate with Tillyard, originally conducted in academic journals, was later amplified and
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 5.
 
 6. 7.
 
 8.
 
 9.
 
 reprinted in The Personal Heresy (1939). For a thoughtful consideration of Milton’s influence on Lewis, see Charles A. Huttar, “Milton,” Reading the Classics with C.S. Lewis, ed. Thomas L. Martin (Grand Rapids, MI: Baker Academic, 2000), 161–86. A Preface to “Paradise Lost” (1942; rpt. London: Oxford University Press, 1960), 92. On the impact of the Preface, see Sam McBride, “C.S. Lewis’s A Preface to ‘Paradise Lost,’ the Milton Controversy, and Lewis Scholarship,” Bulletin of Bibliography 52 (1995): 317–31. Out of the Silent Planet (1938; rpt. New York: Simon & Schuster, 1996), 119. The classic account of Lewis’s reworking of Milton is Margaret Hannay’s “A Preface to Perelandra,” in The Longing For a Form: Essays on the Fiction of C.S. Lewis, ed. Peter J. Schakel (Kent, OH: Kent State University Press, 1977), 73–90. As soon he makes his triumphant declaration, Weston’s body begins to convulse, echoing the involuntary metamorphosis of Milton’s Satan into a serpent after his triumphant return to Pandemonium (10.504f ). This is the first indication that Weston’s body is inhabited by a demon who is gradually taking possession of his soul. By the end, as the tormented physicist realizes in his occasional flashes of self-possession, the Un-man’s power has reached the point that “he does all my thinking for me” (129). Weston is an arrogant and unsavory figure, but the demon’s destruction of his faculties engenders a certain sympathy for the human victim, as culpable as he may have been in courting the powers of evil. See John S. Tanner, “The Psychology of Temptation in Perelandra and Paradise Lost: What Lewis Learned from Milton,” Renascence 52 (2000): 131–41.
 
 Chapter Two Steven Brust’s T O R E I G N H E L L : Th e R e al S t or y
 
 IN
 
 Diana Treviño Benet
 
 Authors rewrite canonical texts for various reasons. In his 1984 fantasy novel, To Reign in Hell, Steven Brust reimagines the events leading up to and including the war in Heaven in Paradise Lost to make it available and palatable to a secular, multicultural audience. The contemporary reader of fantasy is receptive to alternative realities, more inclined to prefer off-center than traditional perspectives, and certainly more sympathetic to (if not more interested in) Satan than was Milton’s seventeenth-century reader. But, because Milton’s poem is itself a rewriting of the founding myth of Christianity, To Reign in Hell is not a simple recovery of a historically distant work. In Alan Sinfield’s provocative term for the process of rewriting, Brust engages in an act of “creative vandalism,” and produces a novel that is an “anti-reading”1 because its version of events offers a flat contradiction to the assumptions and items of faith that underlie Paradise Lost. It is a truism that history is written from the point of view of the victor: To Reign in Hell purports to give us the “real” story behind the authorized version written by John Milton. Not surprisingly, since it is fictive revisionist history, the novel is about leadership and power, the awesome responsibilities of both, and their potentially transformative effects. Brust points toward Milton’s text in several ways. He quotes Paradise Lost in his title and in the epigraphs of several chapters. In his “Acknowledgments,” he thanks someone for “corrections on the Elizabethan English,” but his efforts to imitate early modern (and “biblical”) English are dreadful: “Beelzebub said we shalleth be informedeth.”2 It is not at all clear that the language is an attempt at humor. Fortunately, only Beelzebub employs this idiom, and Brust seems to lose interest in writing “Elizabethan” as he goes along. From time to time, he employs some of Milton’s epic devices more successfully.
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 For instance, he appropriates the repetition that is a feature of Paradise Lost: He wondered whether Satan would return with the page. He thought so, but then he thought not. Yaweh remembered the beginning—how the two of them had perceived each other, almost before each had perceived himself. . . . He wondered whether Satan would return with the page. He thought so, but then he thought not. (73)
 
 Brust also uses soliloquy to reveal the true nature of Abdiel, the story’s arch-villain. Just as Satan does in Paradise Lost, Abdiel engages in inner dialogue, questioning himself as he draws “near to a conclusion about his intentions” (49). More interesting than Brust’s stylistic imitations are the “faultlines” in the originary text that give him entry points into the story. After identifying some faultlines, I shall focus below on some of the strategies Brust uses to create an antireading of Milton, which include the division of a known character’s typical attributes among several characters; the reassignment of a familiar character’s distinctive preoccupations to another character; the reorientation of the plot by foregrounding a character who plays a minor role in the originary text; and the presentation of developing characters, who are still learning what powers they possess and how to use them. By “faultlines and breaking points” Sinfield refers to places in a text that “enable dissident readings.”3 The most obvious faultline registers as a noticeable rupture or discontinuity in the coherence of a narrative. This gap may elicit an effort on the part of the reader to sustain the text’s coherence, as when, for instance, the “fit reader” of Paradise Lost accepts that, whatever Eve’s dream may suggest about her moral state to a modern perspective, she is entirely innocent until she eats the forbidden fruit. However, a faultline, being a gap that creates questions or invites speculation of the kind that subverts the primary meaning of the narrative, may evoke the opposite response. A faultline is the textual occasion that provides the space for a contrarian reading of the text. To Reign in Hell includes three of the faultlines that enable Brust’s dissident reading: two are acknowledged, subtly, by paraphrase, the third is implicit but underlies the entire novel. The following lines spoken by Yaweh point to one of the important faultlines in Milton’s poem: This day I have brought forth him whom I declare to be my son . . . Yeshuah . . . is rightful king of Heaven, and he who does not accept his law or disobeys him earns my wrath and shall be expelled from Heaven on that day (175).
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 These lines paraphrase Paradise Lost, Book 5, lines 603–15, a passage that provides a major creative opportunity for Brust by raising issues that Raphael’s narrative does not address. Why, for instance, does the Father decide to beget the Son, and why at this time? What does it mean for him to “beget” the Son? Why does the Father name the Son “head” of the angels or decide a “Messiah King” (5.664) is needed? The project of To Reign in Hell is to provide answers to these and related questions. A second faultline occurs in the debate between Satan and Abdiel at the end of Book 5. Abdiel’s words in the novel indicate the relevant lines of the poem: Who would have thought to hear such words spoken[?]. You have defied Yaweh, from whom our lives flow, and you lead these to do the same. How dare you! He from whom we are all sprung may yet forgive you and those who have listened to you if you will fall, now, upon your faces, and ask his forgiveness. Pray to him, and it may not be too late. Refuse, and the wrath of Yaweh will descend upon you! (207–8)
 
 These words condense and paraphrase Paradise Lost 5. 810–11; 823–25; 845–48; and 877–81. While the meaning is essentially the same, the context has been utterly transformed. Abdiel’s brazen hypocrisy in this confrontation is important and a fine example of how Brust subverts Milton’s text. But Satan’s response to Abdiel’s references to Yaweh as their “creator” is more significant because it, too, points to the originary text that provides Brust’s creative impetus. Satan’s answer to the hypocrite is that “it was no conscious act of Yaweh that brought life to Heaven. It may have been an act of his, without thought or deliberation” (208). His objection in the poem, beginning with “That we were formed then saist thou,” is more detailed: Doctrin which we would know whence learnt: who saw When this creation was? rememberst thou Thy making, while the Maker gave thee being? We know no time when we were not as now; Know none before us, self-begot, self-rais’d By our own quick’ning power, when fatal course Had circl’d his full Orbe. (5.853–62)
 
 For Brust’s novel, this is the major faultline in Paradise Lost. Rereading the passage from the perspective of To Reign in Hell, a student of Milton can only wonder why Satan would say such things before one-third of the population of Heaven if they were lies. No one other than Abdiel contradicts him in his absolute denial of God’s creative role, and the general silence suggests that Satan could be telling the truth.
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 This faultline spreads into a chasm wide enough to contain Brust’s roiling waves of cacoastrum from which struggling figures, “self-begot,” emerge, like the “Tawnie Lion [that “half-appeer’d” out of the earth] pawing to get free / His hinder parts” (7.463–65). Brust’s Satan tells the truth when he denies that Yaweh was his creator in any intentional way. In the beginning, one of the shapes that rises from the illiaster has “an instinct to survive”: So this form resists, and strives to hold itself together. And as it survives, cacoastrum and illiaster produce more illiaster, and consciousness produces more consciousness, and now there are two. (24)
 
 The first form is Yaweh and the second is Satan, who tells Beelzebub, “It was our battle that created the other Firstborn, or so Lucifer tells me . . . So, one could say, all of Heaven is the product of Yaweh and me” (85). The next bit of dialogue is illuminating: “By the selfsame logic, milord, art thou the product of Yaweh.” Satan stopped in the middle of the trail and looked down at his friend. “You know, I never thought of that.” (85)
 
 The Firstborn, working together, created the archangels in the Second Wave, who in turn participated in the creation of the rest in the Third Wave. As a group, the Firstborn are like royalty in Brust’s Heaven, but there is at first no power or significance attached to individual primacy. Another of the faultlines in Paradise Lost that serves as a creative donnée for Brust is in Book 3, when the Father informs the angels that man must die unless someone “will be mortal to redeem / Man’s mortal crime” (214–15). “He asked, but all the heav’nly choir stood mute, / And silence was in heav’n” (217–18). Though the passage does not make an explicit appearance in To Reign, it is central to Brust’s antireading. So obvious it is that Milton uses this silence to emphasize the Son’s unique love that it seems perverse to focus, instead, on the mute angels. But when we do turn our attention to them, we find them transformed by their silence into an abashed, cowardly host. These are Brust’s angels of the Third Wave: not even one of them is interested in self-sacrifice. The conflicts that move the plot of To Reign in Hell arise from the unwillingness of any of the angels to sacrifice themselves for the good of the rest. Lucifer has figured out that unless preemptive action is taken, the waves of cacoastrum that come without warning will destroy Heaven (28). Instead of waiting passively for the wave that will reclaim the angels and their home into the flux, Yaweh and Lucifer have devised a plan that involves starting a
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 wave deliberately. Fighting the flux together, the angels would use the opportunity to construct a globe (designed by Asmodai) that would be safe from further waves. But this security has a price. Approximately one thousand angels would be lost to the flux as they work outside of Heaven’s walls. Abdiel’s response to the Plan is typical of every angel who stands to be thus endangered: “There is nothing wrong . . . with not wanting to be there when the Plan goes into operation. No one, in all the hosts, would actually want to be holding off the flux. I’m no different” (49). As they learn of the Plan, the individual angels of the Third Wave think immediately of hiding when it is put into operation. This summary of the situation in Heaven at the beginning of To Reign in Hell hints at one strategy Brust uses to create his dissident reading: he divides the qualities belonging to a major character in the originary text among several characters. The characteristics of Satan and the attributes of the Father in Milton’s poem are parceled out to others. Because I discuss Satan a little later, I will here discuss only the restriction and dispersal of Yaweh’s powers. Until a critical point in the novel, Yaweh is not a creator in any special sense, except to the extent that he wields the shaping scepter made for him by Asmodai. He is the Firstborn of the Firstborn, but this distinction has no particular importance beyond the fact that he is “the most respected” in Heaven (40): They [the Firstborn] are given tasks, by each other and for each other. Yaweh takes the center of Heaven, where he can look out at everything during the Waves and influence the illiaster everywhere. (34)
 
 Four of the other Firstborn are regents of the North, South, East, and West. Yaweh, who “is able to conjure images of what is taking place throughout Heaven” (52), watches from the central position, where he is protected by the strong but thick-headed Michael. Raphael, the other Firstborn, whose special gift is healing, also dwells in the center. It is assumed that all of the Firstborn have a say in the Plan: “I’m unsure,” Satan tells Beelzebub; “Yaweh isn’t sure. Michael isn’t sure. Lucifer is sure and Raphael is sure. We haven’t spoken to Belial or Leviathan.” Yaweh is not the ruler of Heaven; the Firstborn all have to consider whether they “have the right to coerce” the other angels to carry out the Plan (28). Not only is Yaweh not a creator like the Father in Paradise Lost, but Heaven is what it is because of the abilities of Lucifer and Asmodai. It was because of their “arts . . . that light had been brought to Heaven” (39): Lucifer . . . had accidentally discovered how to make the soil of Heaven produce things that grew . . . Lucifer discovers that many of the growing things of Heaven, when eaten, bring sustenance to angels. . . .
 
 40 / diana treviño benet Asmodai . . . discovers how to shape the textures of Heaven. . . . He creates a tool for [Michael to cut through cacoastrum]. . . . and is still making tools when the Third Wave begins. . . . The Sword of Michael does as it was intended. Yaweh holds a scepter, which forces shape and order upon chaos. Satan bears an emerald, which turns cacoastrum in upon itself, burning until it is consumed. And other tools are used as well. (34–36)
 
 Thanks to the tools fashioned by Asmodai, Michael has almighty power, the ability to “create” illiaster from the cacoastrum, and Raphael power to heal what the flux has damaged. In Brust’s Heaven, creation and the intelligence that moves it are a team effort headed by the brilliant Asmodai and Lucifer, who has explained “most of the mysteries of Heaven and creation that were known” (39). Others have also made important contributions: Leviathan created the sea during the Second Wave (17); Lilith “invented differentiation of genders, and then taught the angels why” (40); and so on. A second key strategy is Brust’s transposition of the characteristic concerns of Yaweh and Satan. In Paradise Lost, the Father represents truth and emphasizes the importance of free will: Freely [the angels] stood who stood, and fell who fell. Not free, what proof could they have givn sincere Of true allegiance, constant Faith or Love [?] (3.102–4)
 
 In To Reign in Hell, free will becomes Satan’s preoccupation after he learns from Yaweh of the role he is expected to take in the Plan. If the younger angels do not want to risk their lives in the creation of the new world, it will be Satan’s job to force them to do so. He is profoundly unhappy about the need for coercion. “I’m not sure it’s right to force the hosts to risk themselves in this if they don’t want to,” he says to Asmodai (68). Satan’s concern for the freedom of the angels of the Third Wave is expressed over and over, and his reluctance to try to override that freedom contributes to his defining characteristic in the novel, indecision. Satan goes back and forth endlessly between the alternatives. At the very least, he believes that the angels who stand to lose their lives should be told the truth about the Plan. He never wavers in his commitment to truth. Lest the reader give Satan too much credit for insisting on truth and being loathe to interfere with free will, Brust shows that, in the circumstances, his priorities and principles are mistaken. Moreover, several contradictions in his position gradually emerge. Satan thinks the Plan is “a benefit to all of Heaven,” and does not object to its being carried out as long as he, personally, does not have to do the coercing. Why should I ask someone to risk himself if he chose not to? Who gave me this right? The more I thought the less pleased I became. At last, I resolved
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 Though Satan recognizes the benefit the Plan promises for the majority of the angels, he is so afraid of coercion that he urges those who disagree with it to refuse to participate: “I warn you that the results of this may be severe,” he says, “but, above all, you must be honest with yourselves” (206–7). Fear lies behind Satan’s inability to do what is necessary as well as his inability to tell others what to do. It is no accident that he seems to disappear from the action for periods of time, and that more than once someone remarks that “all of Heaven is spending its time finding Satan”; it becomes plain that, with his doubts, “whether he meant to or not, he started it all” (125). He cannot participate in the Plan, but because he knows it is necessary, he cannot oppose it, either. Lilith confronts Satan about his responsibility for the conflict that splits Heaven: If you had had the courage—the courage of mind, I mean—to lead us before, we would have won long ago. . . . It is only because we are so much stronger than Yaweh that we have survived all of your hesitations so far. We still have a chance of winning. That is despite you, not because of you. If you err once more, we will lose, and be cast out of Heaven or destroyed. (262–63)
 
 “Courage of mind” must remind us that Milton’s Satan boasts of being “one who brings / A mind not to be changed by place or time” (1.252–53). Courage is one of his chief characteristics, but Brust’s Satan lacks the courage to master his own doubts and to lead. And the source of this disabling fear is a failed relationship with Lilith: “I pushed you. I shouldn’t have. I didn’t think it through,” he admits to her. “And so now you spend all of your time thinking, instead of making up your mind,” she concludes (226). Heaven falls apart because Satan realizes he was wrong to disregard his lover’s free will. Satan is not the only actor in the heavenly drama who is diminished, cut way down to imperfect human size. Just as he is associated with free will in Brust’s fantasy novel, Yaweh is identified with necessity, the justification that Satan claims in Paradise Lost as he anticipates harming Adam and Eve: And should I at your harmless innocence Melt, as I doe, yet public reason just, . . . . . . . . . . . . . compels me now To do what else though damnd I should abhorre. So spake the Fiend, and with necessitie, The Tyrant’s plea, excus’d his devilish deeds. (4.388–94)
 
 In To Reign in Hell, Satan summarizes the argument of Yaweh and Lucifer thus: “We risk all of Heaven, if we do nothing. . . . what is coercing us is our
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 own understanding. We can’t know what the problem is, and know what to do about it, without acting” (28). Yaweh comes to feel that he is the only one capable of implementing the Plan, so necessity motivates him externally and internally. Necessity also compels Yaweh to lie, as Abdiel suggests, by claiming to be the creator of the angels: “I don’t like it, but I think it’s necessary” (154). Yeshuah persuades him to attack his former friends by appealing to necessity: “It may hurt you, Father, and I feel for that, but what choice do you have?” (191). Yaweh does not deny what he has become by ignoring the angels’ free will and by arguing from necessity. As he admits to Yeshuah, “We are tyrants. . . . We don’t wish to be, but to do what we have to, we must tell, not ask. . . . I had to either abandon the Plan entirely or become a tyrant. What else could it be?” (203). The pride that characterizes Milton’s Satan becomes one of the sins of Yaweh. In a scene that recalls Satan’s rejection of reconciliation with Heaven because of his “dread of shame / Among the spirits beneath” (4.82–83), Yaweh rejects reconciliation with Satan when Yeshuah remarks that “You’ll be laughed out into the flux—both of you” (250). Later, after he demands that Satan “Lie through [his] teeth” and “back up [his] claim to being supreme Lord of Heaven” (250), Yaweh accuses Satan of pride but fails to understand that it moves him, too (251). The most chilling indication of pride, however, is Yaweh’s desire that Heaven should “end” with him (275). Another strategy Brust employs in his dissident rewriting of Milton’s rebellion in Heaven is to bring a “minor [character] into the foreground.”4 Satan’s deceptiveness, his manipulative abilities, and his treachery in Paradise Lost are characteristics that Brust transfers to Abdiel, the villain motivated in the novel by fear, self-preservation, and a modicum of ambition. These mundane feelings would seem to diminish Abdiel, but Brust presents him (along with others) as a being still discovering his capacities. Abdiel first learns how to control others by a form of hypnosis (74–75) and subsequently how to draw the free illiaster from other angels and put it to use (150). Abdiel’s emerging abilities, together with the deception he practices so well, turn Yaweh and Satan into his victims, and their needless alienation from each other is the least of their problems. Abdiel remakes the placid world around Yaweh into an organization designed to protect a newly paranoid leader. In short order, angels are transformed into ranked cherubim and seraphim armed to protect Yaweh from a nonexistent threat. Under Abdiel’s tutelage, Yaweh recreates himself, lying to strengthen his power over the angels: I existed, timeless and eternal, alone in the void, from the beginning. This you know, because the beginning was when I came to be. Before me, there was only flux. . . . I reached into the flux, and I drew forth the Firstborn. (169)
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 The false god does not even have the distinction of being the idea man. Abdiel proposes that Yaweh prove his claims by creating Yeshuah while the gathered angels watch in astonishment. Indeed, without Abdiel’s power (assisted by Raphael) of drawing on others’ illiaster, Yaweh could not have produced his son. Abdiel is the true conceiver, the maker of the world we think we know from Milton’s poem. The villain’s pivotal role alters the nature and significance of the conflict and the war in Heaven entirely. His control of the situation recasts the contest that defines the universe in Milton’s poem: the battle of good versus evil seems, for a while, to be transformed in Brust’s novel into a battle between freedom and coercion, between self-preservation and self-sacrifice. It does involve those things. But, eventually, the conflict reveals itself more clearly as a battle of power versus fear, of leadership versus temporizing, as Asmodai explains to Lucifer and Lilith: The reason that [Satan] objected in the first place was because he felt uncomfortable with the idea of coercing the angels into helping with the Plan. . . . [But] he knows that the Plan is necessary. If he leads a rebellion, he’ll only have to do the same thing Yaweh is doing. So, for him, where’s the gain? (126)
 
 Abdiel’s manipulation touches even Yeshuah. In Brust’s novel, the son sacrifices himself willingly. But instead of dying so to save undeserving sinners, Yeshuah dies to reverse the outcome of the war his father is losing, as angels change sides or desert, confused about where their self-interest lies. Yeshuah’s self-destruction deliberately starts the Fourth Wave that simultaneously rids Heaven of those opposed to Yaweh and necessitates the implementation of the Plan. If Yeshuah sacrifices himself to perpetuate the tyranny of Heaven, it is a pragmatic tyranny that does what it must to promote the general welfare. Even the defeated Satan, in the Hell of regrets, acknowledges the superiority of Yaweh’s methods as he anticipates their next battlefield in the new world: “Yaweh had been a good teacher, Heaven a good school. Satan had learned” (286). Brust’s novel has many pleasures to offer the reader. Though its plot consists chiefly of a series of miscommunications and misunderstandings, like one of Shakespeare’s early comedies, its pure inventiveness, its characters, and the issues they raise are absorbing and entertaining. On the evidence of To Reign in Hell, Brust was an engaged and thoughtful reader of Paradise Lost before making the creative decision to explore its faultlines. The novel answers some of the questions that an attentive, nonspecialist reader of Milton’s poem might ask: why, for instance, does the Son disappear from sacred history after he supposedly creates the world? There are sly jokes that
 
 44 / diana treviño benet
 
 the student of Milton, particularly, will appreciate. For example, in the novel Abdiel is the first to state the need for weapons, and Yaweh, the first to invent them. He instructs Abdiel to bring to his palace two hundred angels, “But before bringing them, have each of them find a sapling—a straight sapling of good wood about his own height, and sharpen one end of it” (99). Faithfully following Satan around, the loyal Beelzebub exists in the form of a golden retriever. The archangel Mephistopheles wears only black, like a heavenly New Yorker among the more colorful masses. There are many points of contact between epic and novel, as when Yaweh, instead of Satan, is wounded during the war in Heaven, and goes “down clutching his side” (267). And, of course, Abdiel’s successful villainy is a continual reminder that “Hypocrisy [is] the only evil that walks / Invisible” (3.683). I began this essay by using Sinfield’s word, “vandalism,” to characterize Brust’s dissident rewriting of Milton because it refers to a deliberately transgressive act. There is no getting around the novel’s systematic transvaluation of important aspects of Milton’s story. Since that story is itself a rewriting of portions of the Bible and of Christian tradition, Brust’s version eviscerates essential components of the Christian myth. Readers who esteem Paradise Lost primarily as a restatement of those tenets may feel that “vandalism,” with all its negative connotations, is an accurate description of Brust’s approach to the epic. But most people appreciate the potentially transgressive quality of art, and from that perspective, the novel can be seen as a provocative literary pendant to the poem. With its jokes and subtle allusions to Paradise Lost, To Reign in Hell is far too enjoyable and intelligent for students of Milton to read it as anti-Christian polemic. Besides, Brust’s vandalism is figurative; it dismantles Paradise Lost, recycles some of its materials, and uses them to create a new structure—without destroying or in any way damaging Milton’s great work. It seems to be the passionless vandalism of a perspective so thoroughly secular that it has nothing to do with “atheism.” Brust reads Paradise Lost as pure fantasy, a tale with no connection, however tenuous, to any kind of reality. He turns one fantasy inside out to create another fantasy more suited, perhaps, in his view, to our secular and culturally diverse world. The novel’s most serious assault on the originary text, then, is its casual erasure of the moral foundation that Milton assumes and elaborates. And the issues Brust dramatizes are complex and timely enough to raise the question of whether the good / evil binary that informs Paradise Lost properly belongs to a remote world and time. “Because someone performs an evil action, does that mean it can’t be for a good cause?” Satan asks Lilith (201). To Reign in Hell proposes that deceit and coercion may be necessary to accomplish desirable goals; it suggests that, no matter what a libertarian like Milton might think, the sanctity of free will is not invariably valid as a
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 guiding principle. To Reign in Hell rewrites the founding myth of Christianity for a secular age, for a world well versed in moral ambiguity, and deeply uneasy about the black / white moral binary of seemingly inflexible religious perspective. Notes This essay is dedicated to the memory of Jeanne Benet, who introduced me to Brust’s novel. 1. Alan Sinfield, Faultlines: Cultural Materialism and the Politics of Dissident Reading (Berkeley and Los Angeles: University of California Press, 1992), 24. 2. To Reign in Hell (New York: Tom Doherty Associates, 1984), 77. Subsequent references to the novel will appear parenthetically in the text by page number. 3. Sinfield, Faultlines, 9. 4. Ibid., 24.
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 Chapter Three “Fighting Since Time Began”: Milton and Satan in Philip Pullman’s H I S D A R K M AT E R I A L S Stephen Burt
 
 In 2001 Philip Pullman’s The Amber Spyglass—the third novel in his trilogy His Dark Materials—won Britain’s Whitbread Prize. The award made clear Pullman’s status as both a bestselling author of young adult fantasy and “an important contemporary novelist regardless of genre.”1 Book one, called in America The Golden Compass, begins on an alternate earth where an ecclesiastical hierarchy rules Europe. Everyone on this Earth has a “daemon,” an animal that represents part of his or her soul; the eleven-year-old heroine, Lyra, discovers a Church-sponsored plot to cut children away from their daemons, and joins an expedition to discover its source. Book two, The Subtle Knife, introduces multiple Earths (including our own), witches, and angels; its boy hero, Will, acquires the titular blade, which cuts passages between worlds. The Amber Spyglass leads Lyra and Will through the land of the dead, into a war in Heaven, and to a new Eden, where their love will determine the fate of all the worlds. Pullman’s complicated (and compulsively readable) text encompasses “Rebelling Angels, the Forbidden Tree, / Heav’n, Hell, Earth, Chaos, All”: the novels portray a corrupt Church hierarchy, new forcers of conscience who hope to replace it, a nun-turned-scientist (church-outed by the prelates), and young people who learn the meaning of right choosing as they discover metaphysical boundaries.2 Pullman has discussed his rewritings of Milton (and of Genesis) in interviews, explaining that his “book depicts the Temptation and Fall . . . as the beginning of true human freedom, something to be celebrated.”3 Journalists note Pullman’s stand against organized religion, contrasting his work to that of C.S. Lewis.4 The books carry epigraphs from Milton, Blake, Dickinson, Ashbery, and other
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 poets; both the title His Dark Materials and the title The Golden Compass quote Paradise Lost. Pullman once dubbed his trilogy “Paradise Lost for teenagers in three volumes.”5 Yet His Dark Materials is not a direct transformation of Milton’s story into modern fantasy (on the order of Steven Brust’s To Reign in Hell). Instead it works out ideas developed by “Satanist” readers of Paradise Lost, most of all Blake (to whom Pullman acknowledges debts) and William Empson (whom Pullman claims not to have read).6 His Dark Materials builds events, phrases, and arguments from Paradise Lost into a narrative that takes antihierarchical notions of freedom where more responsible (or intentionalist) readings of Milton may not go. Yet the novels do not simply attack Milton’s God, nor settle (as Milton’s Satan finally does) for opposition to existing systems. Rather, Pullman’s novels use their apparent Satanism to describe a more complicated (perhaps more truly Miltonic) ethics focused on experience and individual choice. It might be worth showing first how far Pullman’s uses of Milton go, not only in plot but in allusive details. In an echo of Adam’s last unfallen conversation with Eve, the former nun, Mary Malone, tells Lyra and Will, “I’m worried about you going off on your own.”7 Pullman’s good flying witches come from Finland; so do Milton’s bad ones (2.665). The witches’ “council proper,” moreover, resembles the council in Hell, “with many passionate voices for open war at once, and some others urging caution, and a few, though those were the wisest, suggesting a mission” (SK 47; compare 2.51). Pullman’s war in Heaven co-opts the insubstantial dubiousness of its Miltonic prototype: ghosts battle “invisible Specters, grappling and wrestling and tearing at things Will and Lyra couldn’t see at all” (AS 389). Several characters recall Galileo; Mary even invents an “Optic Glass” (1.288). Many readers have found much sympathy for the devil in Paradise Lost. John Carey writes that such readers “emphasize Satan’s courage,” point to Milton’s defenses of liberty, or agree with Blake’s “Proverbs of Hell” that Milton “was of the Devils party without knowing it.”8 Neil Forsyth recapitulates earlier visions of Satan as a “republican hero,” noting Robert Burns’s praise for the “dauntless magnanimity, the intrepid, unyielding independence; the desperate daring, and noble defiance of hardship, in that great Personage.”9 Peter Kitson describes “admiration of the Satanic” in both Shelleys, in Godwin, and in Byron, for whom “Lucifer is a reasonable spirit who refuses to believe that truth is established simply because God says it is so.”10 Twentieth-century “Satanists” stress Milton’s heterodox theology or his Romantic inheritors. For Denis Saurat, Milton emphasized “the divinity of matter” and “the legitimacy of desire,” making Satan “the great champion of passion in revolt against divine reason.”11 Harold Bloom called Satan “the hero as poet,” “organizing his chaos” and “finding what must suffice.”12
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 The most thorough (and entertaining) modern Satanist has been William Empson, also an outspoken opponent of Christianity in general. Empson in Milton’s God defended “Blake and Shelley, who said that the reason why the poem is so good is that it makes God so bad.”13 Empson argued that Satan deserved our sympathies throughout the first half of the poem; that Eve had a compelling rationale in the second; that Milton’s attempt to justify the Christian God proposed that God become (in an indefinite future) immanent and nonpersonal (hence no longer able to delight in torturing the damned); and that this attempt failed, though its failure made the poem great. Pullman’s writings often appear consistent with the “Satanist” tradition and with Empson. Pullman’s best-known essay imagines “the Republic of Heaven,” also the words on which The Amber Spyglass ends (AS 518).14 “Every single religion that has a monotheistic god,” Pullman told Huw Spanner, “ends up by persecuting other people and killing them.”15 Pullman described his Satanic epic elsewhere: “Eve must fall. Lyra must be tempted. . . . But this time Satan is understood to be good rather than evil.”16 Pullman’s books amplify what John Rumrich calls “Milton’s aversion to . . . an alliance of civil authority and religious concerns.”17 The Church in Lyra’s world combines what Milton considered especially bad aspects of several denominations (“Pope Calvin had moved the seat of the Papacy to Geneva”); a witch, however, opines that “every church is the same: control, destroy, obliterate every good feeling” (GC 27, SK 45). Pullman’s opposition to Christian churches recalls Empson’s boldest argument against them. If the Son is the Father, the Atonement makes no sense; if the Son is distinct from the Father, God the Father insists on “torturing somebody else to death” to exact the “oblation” he himself has determined: “Dye hee or Justice must” (PL 3.210).18 The word “oblation” suggests crucifixion in Pullman: “In every world the agents of the Authority are sacrificing children to their cruel God!” (SK 243). In Lyra’s world these sacrifices come through a Church agency, the General Oblation Board (GC 79). Lyra’s mother, Mrs. Coulter, secretly directs the Board; several times, however, she refuses to sacrifice her own daughter, and Pullman’s plot turns on those surprising refusals. If Empson found the core evil of Christianity in the Father’s willingness to sacrifice his Son, Pullman suggests that even a mother as power-hungry as Mrs. Coulter would not kill her own child—no human person could be as bad as the Christian God. To follow opposition to Christian ideas and authorities through Pullman’s story is to find types of Satan in Pullman’s characters. For the first two volumes, no character seems more like Milton’s Satan than Lyra’s father, Lord Asriel, who marshals an army to fight a war against God. “Lord Asriel,” says his manservant, has “been nursing a rebellion in his heart,” “a rebellion against the highest power of all” (SK 40–41). Satan builds
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 fortifications in “the limits of the North” (5.755), where Asriel conducts his experiments. The new world where he erects his later fortress also resembles the Miltonic Hell, with “arsenals and magazines,” “engines of war,” even “a lake of molten sulphur” (SK 126, AS 55–56). Like Sin and Death in Milton, Asriel builds “a Bridge of wondrous length” (2.1028) linking “this frail World” to others. Asriel can build his bridge, however, only by killing Lyra’s friend Roger. “I needed a sacrifice,” he later explains (AS 59). The scene makes Asriel a type at once of Abraham, God the Father, and Satan: Pullman’s description accentuates the third of these comparisons, making the “crag outlined against the sky” (where the killing takes place) resemble Milton’s Mount Niphates (GC 319). After the sacrifice, Asriel hails “that light up there: that’s the sun of another world!” (GC 347; compare 4.32–35). Nor is he the only bright and powerful rebel: Pullman’s story is full of Satanic figures, as if to make us work in discriminating among them. In some ways the character most like Satan is Lyra. Forsyth calls Satan “a good speaker” and a “dominating character” who “makes the text itself . . . inveigling, unreliable, seductive, fascinating” (7). Lyra the storyteller (whose name suggests “liar” and who must learn to “tell them the truth”) is or does all these things (AS 313). The essential attributes of Milton’s Satan, after Book I, are “hiding and spying,” lying and flying; Lyra does these things too—they almost define her (GC 8). A Himalayan girl who helps Will and Lyra “thinks [them] devils” (AS 175). Other types of Satan are Church allies, such as Lord Boreal (Sir Charles Latrom), whose name makes him lord of winter, whose alias surname is “mortal” spelled backwards, and who has a “serpent daemon’s mailed head and emerald eyes” (GC 82–83). Some readers see Lyra’s seductive, scheming mother, Mrs. Coulter, as Satanic. One interviewer observed thus: “Mrs Coulter is a very interesting creation. Is it a case, as in Milton, of Satan getting all the best scenes?”19 The bad armored bear Iofur Raknison is the Satan of his species, “a subtle politician” who constructs “alliances and treaties,” “fire-mines,” and a palace “carved all over with representations of warfare” (GC 295, 277, 285; compare 1.713–16). Mary Malone becomes the beneficent Satan in Pullman’s Garden; she “deceive[s] the guardian” to enter a new world where she becomes Lyra’s tempter (SK 225). Mary’s “task was to find the boy and the girl, and then play the serpent, whatever that meant” (AS 80). Then there is Pullman’s “unconquerable Will” (cf. PL 1.106), whose surprisingly violent exploits liken him to heroes of pagan epic, and who certainly displays “courage never to submit or yield” (1.108). These analogies both demonstrate and complicate Pullman’s Satanism: to take the right side, to champion the Republic, we need to decide for ourselves who the “right” Satan is.
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 Pullman’s qualified Satanism draws on Milton’s other heterodoxies, especially in Pullman’s invention of Dust. Dust exists throughout the universe but gravitates toward human beings, especially after puberty; it also accretes to the work of human hands. The Church thinks it evidence of original sin. In fact, however, “Dust is only a name for what happens when matter begins to understand itself ”; its properties prove that “MATTER AND SPIRIT ARE ONE” (AS 31, SK 221). Anne-Marie Bird notes its dual sources in the Bible (“dust thou art”) and modern physics (“dark matter”); dust for Bird demonstrates “the interdependency of soul and body.”20 These demonstrations echo both Milton’s epic and his de doctrina Christiana, which (as Stephen Dobranski and John Rumrich put it) “insists on the common materiality and mortality of body and soul.”21 Stephen Fallon confirms that for Milton “everything is both material and alive: angels are not incorporeal, and what we think of as inanimate matter is animate.”22 Nor is that view solely Milton’s. John Rogers has described a “Vitalist Moment,” around 1650, when English intellectuals embraced “vitalism, known also as animist materialism”: this set of ideas “holds in its tamest manifestation the inseparability of body and soul and, in its boldest, the infusion of all material substance with the power of reason and selfmotion.”23 Vitalism, Rogers explains, became not only a radical (Protestant) answer to Calvinist predestination, but also an answer to “the new mechanist materialism” identified with Hobbes.24 Pullman’s final “Satanic” use of Paradise Lost is in one sense his first (signaled in his title) and in another his most obscure. Empson finds Milton “repeatedly suggesting that there may be life on other planets.”25 The series’ title alludes to one such suggestion: “Unless th’ Almighty Maker them ordain / His dark materials to create more Worlds” (2.915–16). “To believe that there are rational creatures on other planets,” Empson explained, “is very hard to reconcile with the belief that salvation is only through Christ.”26 “The young Donne, to judge from his poems, believed that every planet could have its Incarnation, and believed this with delight, because it automatically liberated an independent conscience from any earthly religious authority.”27 Exactly this conundrum comes up in The Golden Compass, when scientists (“experimental theologians”) “postulated the existence of numerous other worlds like this one. . . . The Holy Church naturally disapproved of this abominable heresy” (GC 28). Pullman opposes institutional religion, takes the side of rebels in cosmic war against divine and civil authority, endorses the temptation of his new Eve, and rewrites the creation story so that Satan’s version becomes more credible than Abdiel’s or the Father’s.28 His use of Satanist traditions (and of other Miltonic unorthodoxies) seems inarguable. In what sense, then, is the trilogy not Satanist? In some important ways it is not: its dissent from
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 Satanism is in one way both the most important fact about its ending and the core of the ethics the trilogy recommends. However outspoken in interviews, Pullman as novelist places his metaphysics almost entirely in the mouths of characters. John Parry, Will’s father, explains, “There are two great powers . . . and they’ve been fighting since time began. . . . Every little increase in human freedom has been fought over ferociously between those who want us to know more and be wiser and stronger, and those who want us to obey and be humble and submit” (SK 283). On this reading all knowledge and all discovery— perhaps even all desire—is good, all humility, all obedience, perhaps even all sacrifice, bad. Yet the fall into experience, the discovery of new powers (whether the powers of sexuality or the powers of the subtle knife), is not always in Pullman an unmixed blessing. His trilogy leads not simply to a war but to a series of choices: the right choices often involve pursuing new discoveries, but sometimes involve abjuring them instead. The Church mistakes sexuality for sin, experience for evil, and innocence for goodness: in Lyra’s world it is to blame for much evil. In other worlds, however, unhindered secular curiosity has worked great harm. The knife that creates paths between worlds has also created the horrific Specters; it comes from Ci’gazze, short for Citta della ragazze (“city of thieves”), whose Italianate settings invoke Galileo. “The specters are our fault, our fault alone,” says the guardian of the knife, Giacomo Paradisi; “They came because my predecessors, alchemists, philosophers, men of learning, were making an inquiry into the deepest nature of things” (SK 165). Ci’gazze and its tower (the Torre degli Angeli, where the knife is kept) combine Florence with Babel, “A Citie and Towre, whose top may reach to Heav’n” (12.44). The good armored bear Iorek Byrnison opines that “It would have been infinitely better if [the knife] had never been made”—now that it exists, however, Will “must still use it, and do what I can to help good things come about” (AS 181). Asriel’s bridge to the stars—corresponding to more advanced modern technology—unleashes ecocatastrophe throughout the worlds. Some damage looks familiar: “Since the vast disturbances in the Arctic, the ice had begun to disappear” (AS 42). If the trilogy’s ecological, even anti-Enlightenment, warnings make it less than entirely Satanic, its insistence on the Republic of Heaven remains. Kolbrener highlights “Milton’s resistance to Enlightenment paradigms of knowledge in which oppositions are . . . irreconcilable.”29 Bird and others see such resistance in Pullman. His characters, like his readers, begin with a certain set of dualisms, in which one side of a conflict, one parent, one choice, seems to deserve our allegiance and trust; we readers—along with the young characters—learn that people and things can change, and that we must judge them ourselves. One of Pullman’s best critics, Naomi Wood, has
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 shown how Pullman’s nonjudgmental narrator and his shifts among points of view mean that “readers . . . must evaluate characters” and “develop more independent judgment,” just as his young heroes do.30 In this sense Pullman’s trilogy ends up being Miltonic, but neither Christian nor Satanic: it describes learning how to choose. Pullman attacks Lewis’s Narnia books not only for their “hatred of the flesh” but because they “condemn . . . children for growing up”; he has called his trilogy “a story about what it means to . . . become adult.”31 One fan calls His Dark Materials “finally . . . a book where it was okay to grow up.”32 If Church theology deprecates experience, Mary Malone’s new world and its wheeled creatures let her do the reverse: “The speed and power and grace of the adult[s] was startling by contrast, and Mary saw how much a growing youngster must long for the day when the wheels would fit” (AS 126). What is awful about the world of the dead in Pullman—sublimely awful, an example of the negative sublime—is that the dead cannot grow or change: they cannot have any more firsthand experience. (This is why they so desperately want it vicariously, through the stories Lyra tells.) “Just as Lyra is growing up,” Pullman told Dave Weich, “accumulating new experiences and seeing the world in a wider and more complex way, so the reader is doing that as well.” “Experience, next to thee I owe, / Best guide,” says the newly fallen Eve (9.807–08). Pullman’s narrative sides with experience, endorses young people’s (or all people’s) work against prohibitions intended to preserve innocence indefinitely. Yet Pullman is decidedly not “Satanist” in that he sometimes insists on self-restraint and self-sacrifice: he does not always take the side of desire. Most Satanist readers of Paradise Lost agree that the fallen angel is most heroic and most sympathetic in the first two books, “degraded” later on: for Bloom, Satan “ceases, during his soliloquy on Mount Niphates, to be a poet and . . . becomes a mere rebel, a childish inverter of conventional moral categories.”33 Even at the start of the poem, however, Satan’s intentions and plans take rebellion as an end in itself—“ever to do ill our sole delight, / As being the contrary to his high will / Whom we resist” (1.160–62). Nor does Satan choose to give up anything—his status as Romantic hero comes in part from the grandeur of the desires he will not abjure. His Dark Materials, by contrast, insists on self-sacrifice for a cause. “Putting your own feelings first . . . no matter what the cost,” Pullman writes, “is not a republican virtue.”34 In one sense the difference at the heart of the book is the difference between sacrificing one’s own soul or daemon, as Lyra must do in the land of the dead, and sacrificing the soul of somebody else. Lyra’s resolve to enter the land of the dead comes about through her (secular) notion of guilt: “You got no notion how I feel sad and wicked and sorry about my friend Roger,” she tells her adult helpers, “and I want to
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 say sorry and make it as good as I can . . . and if I have to die to do what’s proper then I will, and be happy while I do” (AS 266). While Lyra will help overthrow the Authority (as her father has been trying to do), she will also learn to evaluate and check her desires: “I just done what I wanted to do, and I shouldn’t,” she apologizes to Will (SK 139). The final choice is the hardest. After realizing the love they share, Will and Lyra learn that they must separate permanently, each returning to his or her home world, or else die within ten years. Rather than die young, they choose to live full lives apart. “I knew from the very beginning,” Pullman told Spanner, “that it would have to end in that sort of renunciation.” By contrast, Milton’s Books 9–12 return often to Adam and Eve’s inability to imagine lives apart; this inability contributes both to Adam’s fall, and to their joint repentance later on. “How can I live without thee?” Adam asks; “to loose thee were to loose my self ” (9.908, 958). Eve later tells Adam, “without thee here to stay, / Is to go hence unwilling” (12.616–17). Will and Lyra together choose, as Adam could not, eternal separation for the sake of better futures apart. While Eve’s fall makes Nature “sigh,” Will and Lyra’s amorous temptation is entirely felicitous (9.783; compare AS 465, 470). Yet any attempt to read that “fall” as a simple reversal of Miltonic values, a victory for unrestrained desire, or a blow for Romantic Satanism, may fail when readers realize that Lyra and Will make (and choose to make) the one sacrifice Adam and Eve never do.35 Pullman’s respect for self-sacrifice extends to his typology, which identifies his young heroes not only with Satan, Adam and Eve, but with Jesus. David Gooderham is wrong when he writes that Pullman includes “no allusion to the death and resurrection of Christ.”36 Emulating both Christ and Lyca, Blake’s “little girl lost,” Lyra is brought close to death, and kept hidden, before her near-miraculous awakening leaves an empty cave.37 She then harrows Hell: her “destiny is . . . to help all the ghosts out of the land of the dead forever” (AS 309). “Without this child, we shall all die,” a scholarly character says (GC 154). Will becomes a type of Christ too. The Son in Paradise Lost tells the Father he hopes “that thou in mee thy Son belov’d / Mayst ever rest well pleas’d” (10.70–71). Will, too “craved to hear the words ‘Well done, well done, my child; no one on earth could have done better’ ” (SK 272). He hears just these words later on. Pullman’s ending reminds us that his young lovers, like most teen couples, may be ill-advised to tie their fates permanently together. It shows us, conversely, that both Will and Lyra have grown up enough to make their own choices. Richard Poole writes that Pullman’s characters “confront . . . difficult choices” focused on “sacrifice”: “Will and Lyra’s renunciation of one another is only the most plangent example”—in fact, most of the supporting characters choose to “die so that Will and Lyra may continue their quest. Without
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 exception these characters surprise themselves into self-sacrifice.”38 Mary Harris Russell concludes that Pullman’s denouements offer “a model of posttheistic ethical decision making” and “emphasize what earlier ethicists would have called redemptive self-sacrifice and cognitive science-based ethicists call an imaginative leap.”39 Miltonists call it right choosing. It is the quality which, in Paradise Lost, the Son and Adam, but never Satan, show. His Dark Materials becomes a story not just of Satanic “unconquerable Will” (1.106) but of “Will and Reason (Reason also is choice)” (3.108). Milton’s Areopagitica argues that “God uses not to captivat under a perpetuall childhood of prescription, but trusts [man] with the gift of reason to be his own chooser” (1006): “Reason is but choosing,” the pamphlet continues, and “passions within us . . . rightly temper’d are the very ingredients of vertu” (1010). Many commentators find tension between Milton’s emphasis on “the absolute integrity of the individual conscience” and his apparent commitment to “an omniscient God whose will must be obeyed.”40 Pullman has not so much simply sided with Satan as isolated that tension and sided with choice. By The Amber Spyglass, the words “choice” and “choose” become almost as important to Pullman as to Milton. When Mrs. Coulter tells Will that she is protecting Lyra (both protecting her from assassination, and “protecting” her from growing up), Will objects “why don’t you explain it to her and give her the choice?” (AS 141). A heroic witch tells the young people’s daemons: “I know you will make the best choice. But it is yours to make, and no one else’s” (AS 475). “Whatever I do,” says Will at the end of the trilogy, “I will choose it, no one else.” The angel Xaphania calls his determination “the first steps toward wisdom” (AS 496). Pullman credits his discovery that “responsibility and delight can coexist” to the teacher from whom he learned to read Paradise Lost (AS 521). “The Republic of Heaven” asks for more works which imagine that coexistence, in which “the fantasy and the realism . . . connect” and “children learn to grow up.”41 The desideratum is not Satanic or Blakean energy alone (nor was it for Blake); it is, instead, an informed choice that loves the people and things of this world. Will’s last conversation with his father confirms that we have been reading a book about choosing: “Will said to his father’s ghost ‘You said I was a warrior. You told me that was my nature and I shouldn’t argue with it. Father, you were wrong. I fought because I had to. I can’t choose my nature, but I can choose what I do. And I will choose, because now I’m free.’ ” John Parry responds “Well done, my boy. Well done indeed” (AS 418). Notes 1. Robert McCrum, quoted in Claire Squires, Philip Pullman’s His Dark Materials Trilogy (London: Continuum, 2003), 71. On Pullman’s reception, see Ibid.,
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 Chapter Four H I S D A R K M AT E R I A L S , PA R A D I S E L O S T , and the Common Reader Lauren Shohet
 
 Retelling is the sine qua non of culture: we are the stories we repeat.1 For cultures that value innovation, this presents artists with a problem. This tension was enormously productive for early modern humanists, impelled both to imitatio and inventio.2 Postmodern interest in fresh adaptations of traditional texts suggests that it continues today. One way contemporary culture deals with the problems entailed in retelling is wielding the category of the “popular,” setting up hierarchies based on “derivativeness” versus originality.3 Like most hierarchies that cultures establish to manage complexity, this distinction is not entirely cogent. High art’s characteristic dialogue with the canon—its frequent self-consciousness about genre— constitutes its own form of derivativeness. Furthermore, this dichotomy suppresses the recognition that the audiences for “elite” and “popular” texts overlap. Although certain strands of conservative cultural critique (from seventeenth-century anti-aesthetic polemic to the culture wars of 1980s America) insist upon the separation of elite art and popular entertainment, we all are members of multiple interpretive communities. The two texts that concern me here—John Milton’s late-seventeenthcentury epic poem Paradise Lost and Philip Pullman’s turn-of-the-twentyfirst-century fantasy fiction trilogy His Dark Materials—self-consciously work through intertwining issues of popularity, canonicity, and multiple audiences by focusing on the problem of retelling. In their retellings (of Scripture in the first instance, of Paradise Lost in the second), both Milton and Pullman refuse to limit their texts to one genre, instead pulling together a range of modes along the continuum of popular and elite. Whereas a popular/elite bifurcation depends upon receivers’ allegiance to a single community, Paradise Lost and His Dark Materials both explore what “we” have in common. The identity of that “we” is part of what interests both works,
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 and both forge copious, flexible readers as much as they search out readymade audiences. If the narrator of Paradise Lost seeks “fit audience,” His Dark Materials’ interest in how elitism, popularity, and commonality play out in political, ethical, spiritual, and aesthetic orders moves us to ask “fit for what”? And whereas the epic’s narrator professes contentment with an audience “fit . . . though few,” the trilogy’s sales figures, as well as its movie and stage adaptations, indicate some success in proliferating the Miltonic audience into the “fit and many.” The initial notion of “fitness” that Milton’s narrator proffers at the beginning of Paradise Lost—fit to perceive justice in “the ways of God toward men” (1.26)—multiplies as that poem unfolds, coming to mean diverse things to different characters and readers. As time has brought the epic to new audiences, responses have become legion, making readers who have found themselves “fit” for justifying the devil (William Empson), for political revolution (William Blake), cultural conservatism (William Bennett), feminist critique (Christine Froula), feminist theodicy (Diane McColley), and more.4 Pullman’s rich and nuanced engagement of Paradise Lost, in turn, extends and reflects upon the question of “fit” reading: in particular, of adequate—that is, edgily dissenting—reading as in some sense foundational to democratic (i.e., popular) participation. In other words, Pullman helps gloss why it should be a quotation from Milton that is engraved upon the façade of the New York Public Library. Both in the work it does with canonical texts (which may not be recognizable to all audiences) and in the way that the trilogy presses its characters into scenes of rereading (accessible to all its readers), His Dark Materials illuminates how textual layering is transformative, enabling dissent because readerly awareness of previous readings reveals glimpses of those earlier readers exclaiming, “No, it’s not like that, it’s like this!” Alerted to the possibility of disagreement, later readers are positioned to further dissent. By emphasizing reading as a practice, His Dark Materials revisits Paradise Lost—that most canonical of high-culture texts—in a way that is neither nostalgic nor recuperative, but rather keeps dissenting reading alive. The trilogy does indeed “illumine” “what in [the epic] is dark” (1.22–23) (unfamiliar, scholarly, archaic), but not—or not only—by animating recondite texts and traditions. Rather, the way it uses fantasy fiction to involve readers in what is lively and urgent in those traditions continues Milton’s (and Miltonists’) own struggles to maintain the politically (mostly) emancipating Milton throughout the theologically (mostly) orthodox epic: to build what Pullman’s shaman character calls “the Republic of Heaven.”5 It’s not clear exactly how much Pullman’s texts like Milton; but then, it’s not clear exactly how much Milton’s texts like Milton.6
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 Published between 1995 and 2000, Pullman’s trilogy comprises The Golden Compass, The Subtle Knife, and The Amber Spyglass. Throughout, His Dark Materials establishes very close relationships to Paradise Lost, quoting from the text at some points, paraphrasing it at others, borrowing characters and plot points. The Miltonic issues most pointedly addressed in Pullman’s trilogy include accounting for the human condition, testing the limits of human potential, discerning truth in a confusing cosmos, building just political systems, negotiating individual identity and communal participation, locating humans within ecosystems, defining love and friendship, reconciling science and faith, and exploring the ethical dimensions of art. His Dark Materials tells the epic story of young teenaged characters named Lyra and Will, inhabitants of similar but separate worlds. While pursuing a series of more modest intermediate goals, Lyra and Will find themselves deciding to redress the malevolent cosmic order established by what’s called “the Authority” whereby the spirits of the dead are exiled to the “prison camp” of a Virgilian Underworld. Simultaneously, Lyra and Will learn that the cosmos is imperiled by the draining away of a force the novels eventually identify as material consciousness, generated by all mature conscious beings, by matter’s consciousness of itself—a substance known in Lyra’s world as “Dust,” and in ours (which also is Will’s) as angels. At the trilogy’s end, the order is righted first by Will and Lyra’s consummated love, then by their separation, whereby they sacrifice one another’s immanent presence in order that each may live out life upon his or her “Native Soile,” as Milton’s Eve would say (PL 11.270). By undertaking nuanced and genuinely important exegesis of Paradise Lost through the genre that publishers call “young-adult fantasy fiction,” His Dark Materials transgresses boundaries homologous to those breached by “Things unattempted yet in Prose or Rhime” (PL 1.16). His Dark Materials not only comments upon Paradise Lost, but also invokes centurieslong traditions of commentary surrounding the epic, and indeed draws readers into Miltonic responses avant (après?) la lettre. Pullman’s thoroughgoing engagements with Milton, in popular form, raise the question of what this means to the many audiences who have not read Paradise Lost: how allusions work differently for audiences who catch them entirely, hear them partially, or miss them entirely. The breadth of the trilogy’s conversations with figures in the canonical Western tradition—including Plato, Aquinas, Calvin, Descartes, Margaret Cavendish, Leibniz, Blake, Mary Shelley, and others—further multiplies the kinds of audiences who approach it: readers familiar with some precursors may not know others. One response to such a challenge would be C.S. Lewis’s in the Narnia chronicles: to craft a charmingly embellished introduction to the canon that
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 inexperienced readers can receive on their own terms, eventually recognizing the source text (Paradise Lost for The Magician’s Nephew; Sir Gawain for The Silver Chair) should they come to it later. Lewis’s adaptations, however, do not fully engage their source texts in the sense of questioning them, challenging them, pushing their arguments past where they take themselves. Pullman’s project is different in that it produces debates about, by means of, with and against and through, its conversation partners. By focusing on what professional scholars and “lay” readers have in common— rather than transliterating the elite into the popular, à la Lewis—His Dark Materials offers something less in the genre of “Milton in Popular Culture” than “Milton as Popular Culture,” or perhaps “Popular Culture as Miltonic.” Furthermore, when His Dark Materials cites as many popular forms as canonical ones—fantasy novel, gothic fiction, warrior-training tale, Wild West adventure, school story, servant fiction, “young-adult” bildungsroman— it draws in literacies that may be more the province of general readers than professional ones. His Dark Materials enables multiple sets of readers to speak with textual authority to one another. Insofar as they are concerned with what we have, or can build, in common, His Dark Materials and Paradise Lost alike imagine how readerly communities can be formulated without definitively answering the question of what individual readers may recognize in textual and generic allusions. The literacy promulgated by the experience of reading the trilogy is one of use, not naming: less quizzing the reader “do you recognize that this is Aquinas?” than embroiling the reader in a Thomistic dilemma. Pullman’s trilogy begins and ends with scenes that suggest why cultures must have multiple modes of telling, hearing, and understanding at their disposal. His Dark Materials begins with its protagonist Lyra sneaking into a faculty “Retiring Room” in an Oxford college. The room is set to welcome a scholarly community, present (“the long benches were pulled out ready for the guests”) and past (“portraits of former Masters hung high up in the gloom”).7 The room excludes Lyra, however, for a number of reasons: she is female, young, uneducated, and ragged. To experienced readers, the setting will recall Plato’s symposium and the many representations of intellectual dinner parties in the Western tradition that emulate it. This implied comparison between Lyra’s Oxford and Plato’s Athens points up traditional exclusions of women and the poorly dressed from the banquet of philosophical debate. Lyra’s first act in the retiring room is one of violation: she pings a crystal goblet, and “the sound rang clearly through the hall.” In this way, Lyra strikes her own note in the room, under the gaze of the “portraits of former Masters.” This scene also places Lyra within a tradition of narrative exegesis (and specifically of exegesis narrated as juvenile fantasy), when Lyra ducks into a wardrobe like Lucy at the beginning of Lewis’s Narnia
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 adventures (GC 7). Lyra takes Lucy’s place in the wardrobe in a way that emphasizes intertextual engagement not as repetition, but rather as transformation. His Dark Materials makes the tradition its starting point when Lyra “with enormous care” takes a robe “off its hanger and laid it on the floor of the wardrobe” (18). Lyra here “carefully” uses a literary antecedent (the fur robe shared by this novel and the Narnia chronicles) as her basis (“on the floor”). But her soul-mate cautions her against becoming drowsily complacent in it: “If you get too comfortable you’ll go to sleep” (18). Lyra’s crashing the symposium positions her to avert a murder: meet transgression— “careful” but not “too comfortable”—maintains not only continuity, but life. Thirteen hundred pages later, the trilogy concludes with the tolling of many different bells, sounding together, but by no means in complete harmony: “this one high, that one low, some close by, others farther off, one cracked and peevish, another grave and sonorous” (AS 518). The intervening trilogy has multiplied Lyra’s single, defiant tone into a richly multivocal, widely inclusive, asymmetrical pealing of sounds. They do not always agree, but—unlike in the opening scene of scholarly exclusion—they are in the same conversation, audible to the same receivers. The status of Paradise Lost as retelling is recognizable to all, since the epic refracts the most “popular” of early modern texts, the Bible. Genesis itself (by far the most prominent biblical book in Paradise Lost) contains more subtle traces of retellings, most famously the Yahwist/Priestly echo of two different creations, recounted in 1.27 (“male and female created he them”) and in 2.22 (“the rib, which the Lord God had taken from man, made he a woman”). Although Mary Nyquist has influentially argued that Milton’s creation story entirely suppresses the first account in favor of the second, Milton’s knowledge of Hebraic thought and especially his readers’ intimate familiarity with the Bible make the elision available for analysis as a thematized choice of the narrator’s—not necessarily the poem’s.8 When Paradise Lost alludes to parallel Greek creation stories, or when it typologically invokes Old and New Testament iterations of homologous events, the poem likewise layers multiple accounts. Mining retellings within and around Scripture, Paradise Lost emphasizes what we all have in common: “our general Ancestor” (4.659), as the narrator names Adam, and the deep similarities of origin myths. Layered and saliently varying retellings abound within Paradise Lost itself. We learn of the war in heaven from the narrator, from Satan, and from Raphael; we hear of Eve’s creation both from her and from Adam. These accounts vary in detail: did a tenth or a third of heaven’s host follow Satan? What made Eve re-turn to Adam? Much ink is spilled over an expectation of resolution—of privileging one side of an either/or dichotomy. But the narrative structure that introduces different possibilities serially, giving the receiver
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 time to live with each alternative before it is retracted or revised, militates against this critical impulse for resolution. These moments yield “both/and” experiences, not “either/or.” When Eve’s version of her creation remains in the reader’s mind for four books before we hear Adam’s rather different story (making it difficult to simply erase the first version from our consciousness), the poem offers a place for receivers to do the cognitive work of “both/and”: to keep both possibilities simultaneously in play. The poem echoes this on the rhetorical level with its proliferation of “or” structures (“Sing Heav’nly Muse, that on the secret top / Of Oreb, or of Sinai, didst inspire / That Shepherd . . . / . . . Or if Sion Hill / Delight thee more . . . / . . . I thence / Invoke thy aid” [1.6ff, emphasis added to conjunctions]). Peter Herman characterizes the many “ors” of Paradise Lost as a “Miltonic poetics of incertitude.”9 But we might instead consider their proliferation less as Herman’s radical undecidability than as “both/and” that mirror on the rhetorical level the narrative and cognitive/hermeneutic work of entertaining multiple possibilities. The multiplicity visible in the poem’s fabric lets readers imagine “it happened this way and that way”: Yahwist and Priestly, Eve’s version and Adam’s, the narrator’s sympathy for God’s and for the devil’s party. Making use of conventions of fantasy fiction, His Dark Materials plays out this “both/and” thinking in the multiple, related worlds in which the trilogy takes place. The trilogy recounts that there are “untold billions of parallel worlds,” which come into being each time a choice bifurcates reality into what is (in its own world) and what might have been (and is, in a parallel universe). The most closely related of these worlds—Will’s (ours) and Lyra’s—are startling in both their differences and their similarities, their overlayerings opening out “both/and” perception. In Lyra’s world, for instance, every person has an animal-formed “daemon,” in the Platonic sense of something like a soul, who serves as bosom companion. Children’s daemons are mutable; at puberty, their form becomes fixed for life. This externalized soul produces cultural customs and habits of being quite different from ours. Yet Lyra’s world also has a Bible, with a book of Genesis, and where but in its third chapter should there be a story of the Fall: “And the woman said unto the serpent, We may eat of the fruit of the trees of the garden: “But of the fruit of the tree which is in the midst of the garden, God hath said, Ye shall not eat of it, neither shall ye touch it, lest ye die. “And the serpent said unto the woman, Ye shall not surely die: “For God doth know that in the day ye eat thereof, then your eyes shall be opened, and your daemons shall assume their true forms, and ye shall be as gods, knowing good and evil. “. . . the woman saw that the tree was . . . to be desired to reveal the true form of one’s daemon.” (GC 371–72)
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 Some form of the Fall is common to all worlds in Pullman’s trilogy; the Genesis of Lyra’s world articulates the Fall as the daemon/soul leaving behind the playful shape-shifting of childhood to assume its mature morphology. The next Genesis passage from Lyra’s Bible even more pointedly reveals how the layering of versions changes experiences of reading. The reader has spent much of the book in an adventure tale of children trying to escape the horrifying quasi-castration practiced by a quasi-Calvinist Church that severs pre-pubescent children from their daemons in an effort to inoculate children against the depravity of “Dust.” This Church understands “Dust” as “the physical evidence for original sin” (GC 371): later in the trilogy, more sympathetic interpreters explain that “matter loves matter[;] it seeks to know more about itself, and Dust is formed” [AS 31–32]. The Golden Compass’s reader returns from an exotic adventure tale to almostfamiliar biblical verses. But when the consequences of the Fall are told in the exact language of our own Bible (“dust thou art, and unto dust shalt thou return” [GC 373]), “dust” has acquired such a different resonance over the course of the novel that we experience this sameness with a shock of profound difference. The trilogy’s (Blakean) model of experience entails “a conscious and informed interest in the world” (SK 280) made by “thinking and feeling and reflecting, by gaining wisdom and passing it on” (AS 491). Among other things, Fallenness works as a mode of reading: “informed,” self-conscious, individually processed in relationship to “wisdom gained and passed on.” This informed, participatory, always potentially dissenting rereading yields a kind of postlapsarian innocence: in the words of the Kleist essay cited in the trilogy’s acknowledgments, “we must eat from the tree of knowledge again and fall back into a state of innocence.”10 The shock of both familiarity and strangeness when the reader encounters the “dust to dust” verse in Lyra’s Bible makes readers experience Pullman’s version of a fortunate fall (whether or not they name Kleist or Milton as they read). The line “Dust thou art, and unto dust shalt thou return” looks exactly the same before and after we have “fallen” into readerly relationship with the trilogy’s Satan (complicatedly cum redemptor), Lord Asriel, but rereading those superficially unchanged words is an experience utterly transformed: a consequence of a readerly Fall. It is Lord Asriel who is Lyra’s, and our, guide to this sentence (“He opened the Bible again and pointed [the verse] out to Lyra” [GC 373]). In response to Lyra’s recitation, Asriel points out both the instability of texts and the interestedness of narration: “Church scholars have always puzzled over the translation of that verse. Some say it should read not ‘unto dust shalt thou return’ but ‘thou shalt be subject
 
 66 / lauren shohet to dust,’ and others say the whole verse is a kind of pun on the words ‘ground’ and ‘dust,’ and it really means that God’s admitting his own nature to be partly sinful. No one agrees. No one can, because the text is corrupt. But it was too good a word to waste, and that’s why the particles became known as Dust.” (373)
 
 Like the bells tolling “one high, that one low, some close by, others farther off, one cracked and peevish, another grave and sonorous,” “no one agrees” about how to read this—and, Asriel notes, the impossibility of readers’ agreement is the condition of textuality (“corrupt,” fallen, hence gloriously irreducible: since experts themselves disagree, there cannot be a right answer). Asriel also wryly notes the ways that narrators pursue their own agendas, here emphasizing poetic profiteering as much as theological purchase: “it was too good a word to waste.” This narrative theory is uttered by Lord Asriel, one of the two figures who incite the greatest readerly ambivalence in the novels: Lyra “was afraid of her father, and she admired him profoundly, and she thought he was stark mad” (377). Asriel’s function in His Dark Materials as the avatar of dissent parallels Satan’s role in Paradise Lost, but the texts give somewhat different directions to their readers about how to understand their narratology. Both Asriel and Satan attract the reader’s sympathy to their cause. In Paradise Lost it is the narrator, not Satan, who (perhaps) moves the reader to consider the source of such “seductions” to the devil’s party (2.368), cautioning for instance that Satan “seemd / For dignity compos’d and high exploit: / But all was false and hollow; though his Tongue / Dropt Manna, and could make the worse appear / The better reason” (2.110–13). In His Dark Materials, by contrast, Asriel himself comments upon the interestedness of telling: “it was too good a word to waste, and that’s why the particles became known as Dust” (emphasis added). Not only in his actions, but also in the tools he provides the reader to reflect upon Asriel’s own, and the reader’s, “dark” practices, Asriel acts as both redemptor (leading the rebellion against tyranny of “the Authority”) and villain (the “dark intentions” [390] he executes when he sacrifices an innocent child to open the path to other worlds). The layering of innocent and experienced versions of existence that comes with the Fall reveals the interestedness of representation. In Paradise Lost, one of Eve’s first thoughts upon eating the fruit is “to Adam in what sort / Shall I appeer?” (9.816). One version of the Fall portrayed in His Dark Materials similarly stresses how Fallen creatures recognize that they inhabit language, that they live in narratives. The trilogy’s most Edenic world is peopled by creatures who use seedpods both as wheels they can fit to their bodies (a technology of mobility) and as the source of a substance that enables them to perceive “sraf ” or “Light”—their word for “Dust”—with
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 their naked eyes (a technology of consciousness). One of these creatures recounts to the human physicist Dr. Mary Malone that this people (the mulefa) came to consciousness when “We discovered how to use the wheels. One day a creature with no name discovered a seedpod and began to play, and as she played, she—” “She?” “She, yes. She had no name before then. She saw a snake coiling itself through the hole in a seedpod, and the snake said—” “The snake spoke to her?” “No, no! It is a make-like. The story tells that the snake said, ‘What do you know? What do you remember? What do you see ahead?’ And she said, ‘Nothing, nothing, nothing.’ So the snake said, ‘Put your foot through the hole in the seedpod where I was playing, and you will become wise.’ So she put a foot in where the snake had been. And the oil entered her blood and helped her see more clearly than before, and the first thing she saw was the sraf. It was so strange and pleasant that she wanted to share it at once with her kindred. So she and her mate took the seedpods, and they discovered that they knew who they were, they knew they were mulefa and not grazers. They gave each other names. They named themselves mulefa. They named the seed tree, and all the creatures and plants.” “Because they were different, said Mary.” (AS 224)
 
 Innocent, the creature has no sense of the temporal versions of cognitive experience that synchronically yield consciousness (what we “know,” “remember,” and “see ahead”) and diachronically yield narratives. She becomes experienced when the snake draws her attention to the possibility of entering narrative and consciousness by layering the versions we call past, present, and future. Fallen, she becomes self-conscious about inhabiting language (“They named themselves mulefa. They named the seed tree, and all the creatures and plants.”) In homologous fashion, to fully understand this origin myth and its importance, the scientifically minded Mary Malone needs to be reminded that this is indeed a story (“The snake spoke to her?” “No, no! It is a make-like [metaphor]. The story tells that.”). To recognize that one inhabits stories—lives in language—is not to have one’s fate sealed. Milton’s God makes this point in naming Adam and Eve “Authors to Themselves” (3.122): the characters are indeed in a story, but they write their narrative as much as they play it out. In His Dark Materials, Will resolutely refuses to hear narratives that he feels will undermine his self-determination—or, more properly, will force him to face the inevitable compromise of autonomy that comes with living in the world. “What work have I got to do?” Will asks Xaphania, the trilogy’s Michael, as she declares the new dispensation, “but [Will] went on at once, ‘No, on second thought, don’t tell me. I shall decide what I do. If you [tell me] . . . it’ll feel as if I didn’t have a choice’ ” (AS 496).11 Indeed, the fate of the world depends upon
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 Lyra’s not recognizing the story she is in. “Destined to bring about the end of destiny” (GC 310), Lyra must not know that she is the trilogy’s “Eve, again!” (SK 314—as Paradise Lost hails Mary as “second Eve” [5.387]). Lyra “must [end destiny] . . . without knowing what she is doing” (GC 310), or her foreknowledge would vitiate the possibilities that come about through choice (“Not free, what proof could they have giv’n sincere / Of true allegiance, constant Faith or Love, / Where onely what they needs must do, appeard, / Not what they would?” [PL 3.103–6]). Intertextuality may be the human condition, but, as Asriel remarks, “the text is corrupt”: misheard, mistranslated, mistransmitted—that is, free because not foreknowable. In His Dark Materials, salvation comes about by means of a misunderstood directive about the act of storytelling itself.12 These instructions bring together two strands of how Lyra, as “Eve,” saves her world. First, Lyra and Will renegotiate the terms of death. Whereas “the Authority” has been imprisoning spirits of the dead in the Underworld, Lyra and Will create an exit. Thereafter, ghosts can earn release by offering the “truth about what [each person has] seen and touched and heard and loved and known in the world” (AS 317). However, “if people live their whole lives and they’ve got nothing to tell about it when they’ve finished, then they’ll never leave the world of the dead” (AS 492–93). In pointed distinction to Christian myth, the authentic storytelling of individuals earns release from death. Second, Will and Lyra “fall” into love. Given the delicate and catastrophically disrupted ecology of Dust, the mature consciousness generated by their love halts the Dust deficit at precisely the right time and place to have cosmic effect: “The Dust pouring down from the stars had found a living home again, and these children-no-longer-children, saturated with love, were the cause of it all” (AS 470). This is why it is crucial that Lyra should fall, and angels send Dr. Mary Malone to her in order for Mary to “play the serpent” (SK 250). Seeking direction in her quest to redress the Dust deficit demonstrated most explicitly in the world of the mulefa, Mary encounters ghosts emerging from the Underworld. One instructs her, “Tell them stories. They need the truth. You must tell them true stories, and everything will be well. Just tell them stories” (AS 432). The ghost’s “them” is surely the harpies, but Mary misunderstands “them” as the as-yet-virginal Will and Lyra. Mary complies, vividly recalling her own first love to the adolescents, and the misdirected story meets its mark. “As Mary [spoke], . . . Lyra felt something strange happen to her body. She felt as if she had been handed the key to a great house she hadn’t known was there, a house that was somehow inside her” (AS 444). And the next day she and Will complete their fall. This kind of fruitful mistransmission is not a failure of retelling, but rather its condition (adama/adam; Moses/Jesus; Genesis/Paradise Lost; “the
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 text is corrupt.”) This is why fully engaged adaptations do so much more than dumb down their source texts. Doing Paradise Lost (well) in popular idiom by no means unmoors culture from “the classics.” Since any important retelling cannot be faithful (or it would be a weak and slavish imitation, unable to offer its sources any proof sincere of true allegiance, constant Faith, or love), perhaps adaptation’s best chance is casting its seeds where “mistaken” reception is most likely to bear fruit. And popular culture may be uniquely positioned to maintain the vitality of the most important questions (reading, democracy). Popular culture is promiscuous; indeed, it works rather like the genetics of apple seeds. Michael Pollan contrasts apples with other plants by explaining that apples are more pronouncedly heterozygous: every apple seed “contains the genetic instructions for a completely new and different apple tree”; “wherever the apple tree goes, its offspring propose so many different variations on what it means to be an apple . . . that a couple of these novelties are almost bound to have whatever qualities it takes to prosper in the tree’s adopted home.”13 Every apple seed—rather like, I would suggest, the vast untidiness of interbreeding popular cultures—can “reach down into its vast store of genes, accumulated over the course of its travels through Asia and Europe, and discover the precise combination of traits required to survive in the [for popular culture, read ‘a’] New World.”14 His Dark Materials genetically embeds Paradise Lost, which genetically embeds Scripture. Thereby retellings offer elite and popular audiences a common banquet of the fruit of that forbidden tree. Notes 1. The notion of adaptation articulated here has developed in conversation and collaboration with Katherine Rowe and will be pursued both in her work and mine in the future. 2. See Thomas Greene, The Light in Troy: Imitation and Discovery in Renaissance Poetry (New Haven, CT: Yale University Press, 1982). 3. See Walter Ong, Orality and Literacy: The Technologizing of the Word (New York: Methuen, 1982). 4. William Empson, Milton’s God (Norfolk, CT: New Directions, 1961); Diane McColley, Milton’s Eve (Urbana, IL: University of Illinois Press, 1983); Christine Froula, “When Eve Reads Milton: Undoing the Canonical Economy,” Critical Inquiry 10 (1983): 321–47; William Bennett, USA Today, October 11, 2001; William Blake, Milton, ed. Essick and Viscomi (Princeton: Princeton University Press, 1993). 5. Philip Pullman, The Amber Spyglass (New York: Knopf, 2000), 362. Hereafter AS. 6. See Stanley Fish, Surprised by Sin: The Reader in “Paradise Lost,” 2nd ed. (Cambridge, MA: Harvard University Press, 1998). 7. Philip Pullman, The Golden Compass (New York: Knopf, 1995), 1. Hereafter GC.
 
 70 / lauren shohet 8. Mary Nyquist, “The Genesis of Gendered Subjectivity in the Divorce Tracts and in Paradise Lost,” in Re-Membering Milton: Essays on the Texts and Traditions, ed. Mary Nyquist and Margaret Ferguson (New York and London: Methuen, 1987), 99–127. 9. Peter Herman, “Paradise Lost, the Miltonic ‘Or,’ and the Poetics of Incertitude,” Studies in English Literature 1500–1900 43.1 (2003): 181–211. 10. Heinrich von Kleist, Selected Writings, trans. and ed. David Constantine (Indianapolis: Hackett, 1997), 416. 11. On how Will’s position works in the trilogy’s allegory of human “will,” see my “Reading Dark Materials,” “His Dark Materials” Illuminated, ed. Millicent Lenz (Detroit, MI: Wayne State University Press, 2005), 22–36. 12. I thank Katherine Rowe for drawing this to my attention. 13. Michael Pollan, The Botany of Desire: A Plant’s Eye View of the World (New York: Random House, 2001), 10–11. 14. Ibid., 13.
 
 Chapter Five Adapting Milton for Children: Margaret Hodges’s C O M U S (1996) and the Tale of Childe Rowland Gregory M. Colón Semenza
 
 However central his position in the Western canon—however much a poet for “all time”—so far as I know, no critic has ever denied that Milton was “of an age.”1 Unlike the works of Shakespeare, the other Johnson’s poet of nature and Harold Bloom’s inventor of the human,2 Milton’s writings are relentlessly inseparable from the political and historical contexts in which they were written. Although the ascendancy of historicism in early modern studies continues to ensure that the literary Milton will suffer no neglect as a result of his historicity, one cannot help feeling just a bit surprised by the idea of a pop-cultural Milton, especially one who comes “recommended for ages 4–8.”3 Adaptations of Shakespeare for children rarely raise eyebrows anymore, in part because they are authorized by a critical heritage dating back to the publication of the first folio in 1623, which has enshrined Shakespeare’s plays as nearly archetypal “stories” or “tales.” When in 1992, for instance, Home Box Office released thirteen short films entitled Shakespeare: The Animated Tales, producers didn’t seem all that concerned that Shakespeare’s plays were 400 years older than the ten-yearolds for whom they were adapted. As the promotional materials made clear, Shakespeare comes before history; he is not caught up in it, like Milton and the rest of us: “Next to God,” proclaims the introduction to the animated Romeo and Juliet, “a wise man once said, Shakespeare created most. In the thirty-seven plays that are his chief legacy to the world . . . human nature is displayed in all its astonishing variety.”4 Whereas Shakespeare would appear to be highly adaptable, then, due to the myth of the so-called Bard’s timeless and apolitical oeuvre, Milton seems like the least adaptable of writers because his texts are so thoroughly political, topical, and historical. Such
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 features clash with the main objectives of a children’s literature industry that typically constructs its readers as pre-psychological, pre-sociological, and ahistorical creatures.5 This essay considers the challenges and implications of adapting Milton for young children by examining the particular case of Margaret Hodges’s Comus. Released in 1996, with illustrations by Trina Schart Hyman, Comus, according to its publisher, is intended for children of five to eight years-old, while Amazon.com recommends the book for children between the ages of four and eight.6 Even for an author as skillful as Hodges—whose St. George and the Dragon, an adaptation of Spenser’s The Faerie Queene, won the Caldecott Medal in 1984—the idea of introducing to five-year olds Milton’s masque of chastity seems a bit absurd. By focusing especially on Hodges’s attribution of the old Scottish ballad of Childe Rowland as a direct source for Milton’s A Masque at Ludlow Castle, I hope to show how one particular children’s writer transforms Milton into an author appropriate for young children. The inside of Hodges’s dust jacket informs potential consumers that her Comus “is based on John Milton’s masque of the old English fairy tale, Childe Roland.”7 The claim is repeated in more detail in the “Author’s Note” that serves as an epilogue for the story: “The oldest of all the old English fairy tales may be the one called ‘Childe Roland.’ The poet John Milton liked the story so much that he retold it as a play, which he called a ‘masque’ because it was full of disguises.”8 This rather odd assertion, which Hodges seems determined to emphasize, is made even more puzzling when we consider the fact that only a very few general readers are likely to be familiar with the Childe Rowland tale. The medieval ballad of Childe Rowland, which exists today only in fragments, was first published in 1814 in John Jamieson’s Illustrations of Northern Antiquities. Therein the author explains that, for the purpose of “exciting curiosity,” he has added to the poetic fragments prose passages based on oral versions of the story that were still preserved, “in however mutilated a state,” in contemporary Scotland.9 I offer here a general summary of the tale based on Jamieson’s version: Childe Rowland, a son of King Arthur, is playing an outdoor game with his two older brothers and his sister, Burd Ellen, when he accidentally kicks a ball over a church. His sister runs “round about the aisle” to fetch the ball and, much to the astonishment of her brothers, she does not come back. The eldest brother seeks the advice of Merlin, who explains that Burd Ellen has been taken captive by the King of Elfland. We then learn that the two older brothers set out separately to find their sister but are never heard from again. Before Childe Rowland begins his own journey, he decides to consult Merlin, who gives him two specific charges: first, Rowland must with his father’s sword cut off the head of anyone he meets on the way to Elfland; second, he must not eat
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 or drink until Burd Ellen has been recovered. We then watch as the starving and thirsty Rowland chops off the heads of various innocent well-wishers and direction-givers until he reaches the dark castle of the Elfin King. Once in the castle he finds that his sister and his brothers have all been placed under a spell by the King of Elfland. The king discovers Rowland’s invasion of the castle and breaks open the doors, with Fi, fi, fo, fum! I smell the blood of a Christian man! Be he dead, be he living, wi’ my brand I’ll clash his harns [brains] frae his harn-pan [brain-pan]. ( Jamieson, 397)
 
 After Childe Rowland has beaten down the king, he grants him mercy upon the condition that Burd Ellen and his brothers are released from their spells and captivity. The king agrees, and the happy siblings return home. Jamieson certainly succeeded in promoting interest in the ballad; in 1890, Joseph Jacobs included a slightly revised version of “Childe Rowland” in his pioneering collection, English Fairy Tales, and he offered a thorough analysis of its sources, structure, and themes in the “Notes and References” section of the same book.10 It was in these notes that Jacobs put forward the original claim that “Childe Rowland” served as a major source for Milton’s Comus. Since only two Milton critics have ever even acknowledged Jacobs’s claim—Friedrich Brie in 1925 and William Riley Parker in 1968 (Parker includes Jacobs and Brie in his index but does not mention Childe Rowland)11—we can safely assume that Hodges was directly influenced by Jacobs’s English Fairy Tales, an extraordinarily popular work with which this adaptor of various Arthurian legends would undoubtedly be familiar. That the Childe Rowland story was well known in the seventeenth century seems obvious, and Milton himself certainly knew something of it. In Shakespeare’s King Lear, after all, the ever-cryptic Poor Tom offers what is perhaps his most cryptic lines: “Child Rowland to the dark tower came, / His word was still, ‘Fie, foh, and fum, / I smell the blood of a British man.”12 Edgar’s words remind us of the distinguished progeny of the Shakespearean line, “Child Rowland to the dark tower came,” which would serve for the title of, and the central refrain in, Robert Browning’s great poem of 1852, and which also would influence what many critics believe to be Stephen King’s most literary of works: The Dark Tower trilogy. Unlike Browning, though, Milton would have been familiar with the actual version of the tale that Shakespeare references in King Lear. Certainly, the basic plot parallels between the tale and Comus are undeniable; brothers set out to find a lost sister who has been kidnapped and enchanted by a wicked sorcerer.
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 Nonetheless, Jacobs’s claim that the tale served as a direct source for Comus seems questionable, at best. Not only are the plot parallels overly general—especially in consideration of the commonness of the lost sibling motif in the fairy tale tradition—but also because there is a more likely source for Comus: Peele’s Old Wives Tale (c. 1592), which centers upon the kidnapping by a wicked sorcerer of a young girl who is eventually rescued by her lover after her two brothers have failed her. Indeed, most critics view the Elizabethan play as a primary source for the masque. And as the best editor of The Old Wives Tale, Frank S. Hook, has argued, Peele very likely knew the tale, but even “he is not telling the Childe Rowland story.”13 In any case, I am less interested here in how well Milton knew the story of Childe Rowland than I am in why Hodges is so insistent that he did. Specifically I wish to argue that Hodges exploits Jacobs’s erroneous attribution of Childe Rowland as a source “text” in order to transform Milton’s A Masque at Ludlow Castle into an archetypal narrative. Such a transformation not only authorizes Comus as a text appropriate for children; it re-presents Milton himself as a children’s author. Interestingly Hodges is not the first person to suggest the latter idea. In 1968, William Riley Parker argued that “Comus was a children’s entertainment, requested by children and acted by children, with admiring elders more as spectators than participants.”14 Lee Jacobus took up the issue again in 1973 in an article entitled “Milton’s Comus as Children’s Literature,” in which he argues that Milton actually invents a new genre, the children’s romance: “For one who loved and respected children as much as Milton did (see Of Education), it is only fitting and reasonable that he should make such a contribution to their enjoyment.”15 While Roy Flannagan is correct that the historical research of such scholars as Barbara Breasted, Cedric Brown, and Leah Marcus has gone a long way toward proving that Comus was not, in fact, written for children—it being written to “honor one of the most trusted members of Charles I’s Privy Council, the Earl of Bridgewater upon his installation in an important civic and legal position”16—I would like to pursue one of Parker’s and Jacobus’s indisputable points: that children were part of the original audience for Milton’s masque. Within the past half-decade, children’s literature specialists have developed and begun to theorize the concept of “crosswriting,” which recognizes that “a dialogic mix of older and younger voices occurs in texts too often read as univocal.”17 In a 1997 special edition of the journal Children’s Literature and in the 1999 collection, Transcending Boundaries, edited by Sandra L. Beckett, contributors focus on authors who address dual audiences of children and adults, either in the same or in different texts. The crosswriting concept is particularly useful because it reminds us that the Flannagan/ Jacobus, either/or debate relies on an oversimplification of the literature it
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 attempts to evaluate; that is, whereas Jacobus wishes to argue that Comus is children’s romance, Flannagan insists that it is an adult masque. Crosswriting allows that it may be both. This solution is particularly satisfactory in the case of Comus, in which the audience of children is addressed largely in terms of plot and character, and the adult audience is addressed on various allegorical and thematic levels. Crosswriting might also help us to understand Hodges’s use of Childe Rowland as a pre-text for Comus. In today’s multimillion dollar children’s literature industry, and especially in a country in which such literature is regularly screened and often censored by parents, publishers, and local and national special interest groups, we might reasonably argue that all children’s literature is a form of crosswriting. As Zohar Shavit reminds us, Every book for children is first read by adults. If adults don’t approve of a certain text, the author may find it extremely difficult to reach an audience, let alone find his/her way to being published. It is the adults who have the right and the obligation to provide for children and it is the adults who, in the framework of these obligations, produce books for children.18
 
 Paradoxically, in the case of Hodges’s appropriation of Milton (a case of one crosswriter rewriting another), appealing to twentieth-century adults depends precisely on an ability to rid Comus of everything that was originally intended for adults. Bury the political allegory. Bury the local specificity. And, by all means, bury the sexual themes. Focus on, even invent, a universal “plot” that erases history and historical difference altogether. In the reading that follows, then, I hope to lay out more specifically how the Childe Rowland attribution functions in the process of rewriting a Miltonic text appropriate for twentieth-century children. Stressing again that Hodges’s knowledge of the tale stems from her familiarity with Jacobs’s English Fairy Tales, it is important to consider first one of Jacobs’s most heavy-handed revisions of the ballad originally published by Jamieson. In the original version, Rowland is told by a friendly hen-wife that when he comes to the entrance of the Elfin castle, he must “go round it three times widershins, and every time say, ‘Open, door!’ ”19 He thanks her by chopping off her head and then proceeds to enter the castle, following her advice. In the more famous version, Jacobs introduces the term “widershins” in two crucial places: first, when Merlin explains to the eldest brother why Burd Ellen has been kidnapped: “because she went round the church ‘widershins’ ”; and second, in the final sentence, in order to emphasize the moral of the tale: “And they reached home, and the good queen, their mother, and Burd Ellen never went round a church widershins again.”20
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 As Jacobs glosses the term, widershins is similar to the German “wider Schein,” which means against the sun or counterclockwise.21 Etymologically speaking, the term develops from the combination of the Middle High German term “wider” or “against” and “sinnes” (“in the direction of ”), the basic implication here being that Burd Ellen has moved in a direction contrary to the church. Importantly, the version of Childe Rowland with which Hodges is familiar suggests explicitly that Burd Ellen is somehow responsible for her own abduction. While Milton critics have long debated the degree to which the Lady is culpable for one thing or another in Comus—especially for the “gums of glutinous heat” that bind her to Comus’s chair—there is no suggestion in Milton’s masque that she is to blame for trusting one whom she believes to be an old shepherd. The first drastic change explained by Hodges’s reliance on Childe Rowland, then, involves the reasons for the children being lost in the dark wood at the beginning of the story. In Milton’s Comus, the children are making their way through a “drear Wood” in order to “attend their Fathers state,” an undeniably purposeful journey, which Stephen Orgel has recently described as a movement from “one home to another, from the court at Whitehall to the court at Ludlow,” and which Barbara Lewalski characterizes as a “figure for the journey of life to a divine Father’s house.”22 In both cases, the children are moving in a positive, even a necessary direction, against the various obstacles and evil forces that threaten to harm them. In Hodges’s Comus, on the other hand, the story begins with the children’s violation—however accidental—of a most basic rule: Once upon a time there were three children who lived with their father and mother in a castle at Ludlow, near the River Severn. Alice was the oldest. Then came John, then Thomas. In a wild woods not far from the river, the children often played hide-and-seek or roamed about, looking for flowers and berries. But one day, as they went along and went along in the wild woods, they strayed too far from home.23
 
 These children already live in Ludlow Castle, which represents quite literally “home” or a safe haven, as opposed to the final destination of an allegorical journey. Like Burd Ellen and her three brothers, Hodges’s children become lost as the result of an incorrect movement associated with play, not with pilgrimage. While no serious reader of Milton’s Comus can deny that the masque participates in the socialization of the children it depicts, by stressing that her children stray too far from home, Hodges transforms Milton’s celebration of fortitude and temperance into a message of fear. The crosswriter becomes indistinguishable here from the parents to whom she writes: “I told you what would happen if you wandered too far
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 away from home,” she whispers to her young readers. On the other hand, she challenges the parents by appealing to their worst anxieties: “beware of the dangerous, lustful man waiting in the woods to defile your children.” Whereas Milton’s masque highlights the importance of the journey—the need, that is, for children to confront the unavoidable dangers of the world—Hodges’s Comus implores adults to prevent children from taking the journey itself. Hodges’s imposition onto the Comus plot of the widershins motif, which we find in the Childe Rowland tale, serves also to Christianize the story in ways even Milton never intended by suggesting that the children have gone astray (i.e., they have sinned). Indeed we might reasonably assert that the children’s voluntary movement into the wild wood and away from their parents doubles for the book’s adult audience as a figure for original sin. As in the case of Eve in Paradise Lost, danger and temptation follow naturally from independence.24 While Milton critics have themselves noted the similarities between Comus and Satan, especially in terms of the characters’ similar rhetorical positions, most have been careful enough to recognize that the son of Circe and Bacchus is not the former angel, Lucifer. Rather, he represents sensual folly, and so on. As Roy Flannagan remarks, Comus “should probably be pictured not as Ben Jonson saw him, a ‘fat Bacchus,’ but rather as an attractive man.”25 Hodges makes no such distinction between Comus and Satan. Like the Elfin King of the Childe Rowland ballad, who “smell[s] the blood of a Christian man,” Hodges’s Comus is presented as the Christian adversary. When Alice is accosted by him, dazzled by the magic dust with which he blinds her, she fails to see the devil before her: “In the dark of night she did not see the two little horns among his thick curly locks or the cloven hoofs below his shepherd’s dress”26 (see figure 5.1). Hyman’s illustrations, though, never allow the reader to forget that Alice has become inseparable from Eve in Paradise. The most explicit image features a frontal view of Alice, transfixed to Comus’s chair and in the process of being tempted by a rather traditional Satanic figure (see figure 5.2). The simultaneously phallic and yonic carved chair (whereas the protruding top end of the carving is phallic, the bottom end resembles very clearly a uterus), which doubles as an upside-down cross, the hell-fire red lighting, the nude goat-like devil, and the ever-curious serpent (interestingly not yet forced to crawl on its belly) all serve to highlight the Edenic scenario. Such simple parallels between Alice and Eve, Comus and Satan, have the effect of transforming other characters in the story as well. The Attendant Spirit, for instance, who represents a Platonic daemon-spirit in Milton’s masque, albeit with similarities to a guardian angel, becomes quite literally in Hodges’s book a “Good Spirit who had come from the other end of the
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 Figure 5.1 A horned and hoofed Comus misleads Alice. ©1996 by Trina Schart Hyman
 
 rainbow, sent from heaven to guard those in danger.”27 And only when Alice cries out, “Heaven help me!” in Hodges’s version, do her brothers rush in to save her, reminding us that these children are protected by God, not, like Milton’s children, quite capable of protecting themselves, even if they require the aid of Sabrina to free the Lady from the chair.28 The widershins motif, borrowed from Jacobs’s version of Childe Rowland, authorizes Hodges’s extreme Christianization of the Lady’s predicament, allowing her to transform the Comus universe into one in which God will always protect lost children. If Milton’s children learn that they are free to fall but sufficient to stand, Hodges’s children are protected from ever really having to test themselves. Children not only need to be protected from the dangers lurking in the woods, but they also need a rescue party to bring them home. The children are stripped in Hodges of any real agency, a fact that reveals in contradistinction Milton’s faith in the strength and intelligence of the children he creates. A related further consequence of Hodges’s decision to adapt “Milton’s masque of the old English fairy tale,” as opposed to the masque itself, is the
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 Figure 5.2
 
 Comus tempts Alice. © 1996 by Trina Schart Hyman
 
 diminution of the Lady’s agency, relative to that of the boys. In Jacobs’s version of Childe Rowland, Burd Ellen is responsible for her own abduction, is transformed into a zombie as a result of the Elfin King’s sorcery, and is forced to await rescue by her youngest brother. In Milton, on the other hand, the Lady is forcefully kidnapped, is shown to be capable of seeing through Comus’s deceptive machinations, capable of countering his charming rhetoric, and capable of using her own power of chastity as protection against him. Hodges’s reliance on Jacobs not only makes the rescue by the boys the center of the story’s heroic action29 but also, by overtly Christianizing the Comus universe, she replaces the power of chastity—an internal and voluntary condition in Milton—with the power of heaven, which is external to the Lady. Somewhat ironically, Milton’s Comus seems decidedly more feminist in its representation of the Lady than Hodges’s modern adaptation. Hodges is not, of course, the first children’s author to adapt Milton. Children’s versions of Paradise Lost actually date back to 1828 when Eliza Weaver Bradburn penned The Story of “Paradise Lost” for Children, reprinted
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 four times by the Methodist Sunday School union and undeniably aimed at the socialization of Christian children according to the basic Miltonic tenet of voluntary obedience.30 In addition, as the works of C.S. Lewis and Philip Pullman have shown, appropriations of Paradise Lost for adolescents and young adults can be both intelligent and remarkably successful in the popular publishing industry, whether the goal of the literature is socialization, as in the case of Lewis, or antisocialization, as in the case of Pullman. What I have been arguing, though, is that in the face of an extraordinarily unusual and difficult task—attempting to adapt Milton for twentiethcentury children (and their parents)—Margaret Hodges must actually subordinate the Miltonic text to the authority of a highly questionable pretext. This process of adaptation, by the way, is precisely the opposite of what tends to happen when Shakespeare is adapted for children. As Douglas King has noted, “the fundamental processes undertaken by adaptors of Shakespeare [for children] are normally paraphrasis and narrative interpolation. . . . The result is that the essential dramatic element transmitted to children is what so often comes to be called the ‘tale.’ ”31 In other words, Shakespeare’s highly complex and largely ambiguous plays and his carefully individualized characters are usually reduced in adaptation to basic plot lines. We should probably ask how “Shakespeare” signifies, though, when A Winter’s Tale, for example, is rendered indistinguishable from its source text, Greene’s Pandosto. We might have to remind ourselves that Shakespeare typically did not author his own tales. A rather ironic fact, then, is that most modern adaptors of Shakespeare for children present him as a god-like creator of universal stories, which, in actuality, he himself adapted from previous writers; most adaptors, that is, cover up the textual provenance of the typical Shakespearean “story” in order to highlight and exploit the myth of Shakespeare’s unparalleled genius. Conversely, adaptors of Milton, if Hodges’s Comus is any indication, work to highlight the textual provenance of the Miltonic text in order to overcome the myth of Milton’s bogey: the anxiety produced by that most intellectual, most polemical, and most historical of English writers. The emphasis on Comus, specifically, as simply a version of the Childe Rowland folktale allows Hodges to stress the authority of the latter whenever the Miltonic text clashes with the moral, practical, and economic demands of the modern publishing industry. In the previously discussed “Author’s Note” on the original performance of A Masque, Hodges seeks to glorify Comus by defining it in relation to a mythological past, claiming that it is the direct offspring of “the oldest of all the old English fairy tales.” This rather preposterous claim for the story’s antiquity is balanced by an attempt—in the final sentence—to establish also the text’s futurity: “The towers of Ludlow Castle still stand, Comus is still performed there to this
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 very day, and the story lives on forever.”32 Even in the context of discussing the poem’s occasional nature, then, Hodges’s reliance on the Childe Rowland tale transforms a highly topical, historically specific, and allegorically political text, inseparable from the early modern genre, the masque, into an archetypal narrative. To put it another way, Hodges transforms Milton—the poet “of an age”—into a Shakespeare-like poet “for all time,” reinventing a Milton whom even the helpless and innocent modern children she has helped to construct would be quite capable of understanding. Notes 1. From Ben Jonson, “To the Memory of my Beloved the Author Mr. William Shakespeare,” in The Norton Facsimile of the First Folio of Shakespeare, 2nd ed., ed. Charlton Hinman (New York and London: W.W. Norton, 1996), 10. 2. Samuel Johnson famously described Shakespeare as “the poet that holds up to his readers a faithful mirrour of manners and of life,” (“Preface,” in Johnson on Shakespeare, ed. Bertrand H. Bronson [New Haven, CT: Yale University Press]). See also Harold Bloom’s Shakespeare: The Invention of the Human (New York: Riverhead Books, 1998). 3. I am combining the age recommendations from Amazon.com, which characterizes Hodges’s Comus as appropriate for 4–8 year olds (March 25, 2004 ⬍ h t t p : / / w w w. a m a z o n . c o m / e x e c / o b i d o s / t g / d e t a i l / - / 0 8 2 3 4 1 1 – 46X/qid⫽1080309384/sr⫽1–1/ref⫽sr_1_/103–3561907–3323816?v⫽glanc e&s⫽books⬎), and the publisher, Holiday House, which claims it is appropriate for ages 5–8 (March 25, 2004 ⬍http://www. holidayhouse.com/⬎). 4. From Romeo and Juliet (New York: Knopf, 1992), n.p. 5. The greatest example of such perceptions of children remains Isaac Singer’s Nobel Prize lecture on children’s literature: “Children . . . have no use for psychology. They detest sociology. They still believe in God, the family, angels, devils, witches . . . and other obsolete stuff . . . They love interesting stories, not commentary, guides, or footnotes” (Nobel Lecture [New York: Farrar Straus Giroux, 1978], 13–14). 6. See note 3 above. 7. Hodges, Comus, illus. by Trina Schart Hyman (New York: Holiday House, 1996). For ease of reference, I have paginated Hodges’s unpaginated book. 8. Hodges, Comus, 28. 9. John Jamieson, Illustrations of Northern Antiquities from the Earlier Teutonic and Scandinavian Romances, ed. Henry William Weber (Edinburgh: Ballantyne, 1814), 397. 10. See Joseph Jacobs, English Fairy Tales and More English Fairy Tales, ed. Donald Haase (Santa Barbara, CA: ABC CLIO, 2002), 167–73. Jacobs also published a barely revised version of these notes several years later in Folk-Lore, 2 (1891): 182–97. 11. See William Riley Parker, Milton: A Biography, 2nd ed., vol. 2 (Oxford: Clarendon, 1996), 1306; and Brie, “Das Märchen von Childe Rowland und sein Nachleben,” Anglica , 2 (1925): 118–43.
 
 82 / gregory m. colón semenza 12. Shakespeare, King Lear, in The Riverside Shakespeare, ed. G. Blakemore Evans (Boston: Houghton Mifflin, 1997), 3.4.182–84. 13. The Dramatic Works of George Peele, vol. 3 (New Haven, CT and London: Yale University Press, 1970), 324. 14. Parker, Milton, 1:132 15. Lee Jacobus, “Milton’s Comus as Children’s Literature,” 72, Children’s Literature 2 (1973): 67–72. 16. Roy Flannagan, “Comus,” in The Cambridge Companion to Milton, ed. Dennis Danielson (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1989), 110. 17. U.C. Knoepflmacher and Mitzi Myers, “From the Editors: ‘Cross-Writing’ and the Reconceptualizing of Children’s Literary Studies,” Children’s Literature 25 (1997): vii. 18. Zohar Shavit, “The Double Attribution of Texts for Children and How It Affects Writing for Children,” in Transcending Boundaries: Writing for a Dual Audience of Children and Adults, ed. Sandra L. Beckett (New York and London: Garland, 1999), 83–97, quoted in 84. 19. Jamieson, Illustrations, 400. 20. Jacobs, English Fairy Tales, 90, 94. 21. Ibid., 172. 22. Comus, lines 37, 35. See also Stephen Orgel, “The Case for Comus,” 31–45, Representations 81 (2003): 34; and Barbara Lewalski, The Life of John Milton (Oxford: Blackwell, 2000), 76. 23. Hodges, Comus, 2. 24. See Paradise Lost, 9.378–416, in Flannagan, Riverside. 25. Flannagan, “Comus,” 28. 26. Hodges, Comus, 7. 27. Ibid., 14. 28. Ibid., 21. 29. Jacobs may have been influenced by Browning’s great poem, which highlights Rowland’s bravery itself as the central subject of the work. 30. Eliza Weaver Bradburn, The Story of Paradise Lost, For Children (London, 1828). For a useful analysis of Bradburn’s strategies for adapting Milton, see Julie Pfeiffer, “ ‘Dream not of other worlds’: Paradise Lost and the Child Reader,” Children’s Literature 27 (1999): 1–21. 31. Douglas King, “Mediating the Supernatural in Adaptations of Shakespeare for Children: Three Unique Productions through Text and Illustration,” in Reimagining Shakespeare for Children, ed. Naomi Miller (New York: Routledge, 2002), 129–37, quoted in 129. 32. Hodges, Comus, 28.
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 Chapter Six Popularizing Pandaemonium: Milton and the Horror Film Eric C. Brown
 
 Milton first conceived of Paradise Lost as a play in ten acts, and the epic has been occasionally adapted (though rarely with lasting success) to fit the dramatic: a 1674 stage-play by John Dryden, a 1978 opera by Krzysztof Penderecki, and recently (in 2002) a musical by Michael Merriam.1 As for a direct film adaptation, John Collier’s closet drama Milton’s Paradise Lost: Screenplay for Cinema of the Mind (1973), with its “parade of scenes based on Milton’s glorious and appalling images” (vii), may be the closest.2 Nonetheless, a steady line of films dating back to the silent era have appropriated elements of Milton’s work. Horror films in particular have perpetuated Blake’s infamous conception of Milton as being “of the Devils party without knowing it,” assuming in Milton a kind of Virgilian guide to all things infernal. Thus from Luigi Maggi’s Satana (Satan, or the Drama of Humanity) (Italy, 1911) to such later films as Michael Winner’s The Sentinel (1977) and David Fincher’s Seven (1995), the horror genre has represented Milton as signifier for the diabolical.3 Perhaps sensing this influence, James B. Twitchell suggested some twenty years ago in Dreadful Pleasures: An Anatomy of Modern Horror that “a good case could be made that modern monsters have Milton’s Satan as their great progenitor.”4 Twitchell contends that modern monsters “have their own unique existences, their own solipsistic codes, not just a ‘room of their own’ but their own self-contained worlds.”5 What interests me in this point is less the idea that modern monsters have transcended the role of foil, scapegoat, and general fallguy for the hero, than that horror depends preeminently on the conditions of its spatialization—here “self-contained worlds.” For although the English Romantics may have found rebellious Satan the most compelling of Milton’s constructs, twentieth-century horror adaptations more often turned to Milton’s idea of demonic space, specifically the palace of
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 Pandaemonium. In their exposé of the menace of bureaucracy, industrialization, materialism, and most importantly homogeneity, such films reinforce the horrors of “personal space” being invaded—the distillation of most works of horror, perhaps.6 The two explicitly Miltonic horror films I discuss here project the shapes of pandaemonium onto diverse American landscapes: a small, rural town in Jack Clayton’s Something Wicked This Way Comes (1983) and the city of New York in Taylor Hackford’s The Devil’s Advocate (1997). The Horrors of Pandaemonium Milton’s graphics for the construction of Pandaemonium have been linked to a number of buildings, including St. Paul’s and St. Peter’s Cathedrals, though the poem itself holds up the two most significant analogues: “Babel, and the works of Memphian Kings” (1.694).7 The aspiring heights of mortal towers and pyramids are humbled by the sudden ascent of demonic sites, which accomplish in a single hour “What in an age they with incessant toyle / And hands innumerable scarce perform” (1.698–99). The supernatural speed of the fallen angels in Paradise Lost returns Milton to the folklore of fiends in L’Allegro, where the “drudging Goblin” threshes corn in one night “That ten day-labourers could not end” (105, 109). The folkloric link is sustained when the infernal spirits later shrink to the size of “smallest Dwarfs,” or “Faerie Elves” (1.779, 781), a conceit capturing a kind of horror absent in the more famous similes comparing the palace to a bee-hive. The woodland “faerie elves,” Milton writes, inspire fear in those rustics who hear their “midnight Revels, by a Forrest side / Or Fountain” (1.781–83). The horror of this effect produces simultaneously “joy and fear” (1.788), forerunning Twitchell’s idea that modern horror films proffer a “dreadful pleasure”—the seduction of scaring ourselves. If pandaemonium is literally a “place of all demons” (and an inversion of the classical “pan-theon,” gathering place of “all gods”), the sylvan faeries suggest it is also the place of the panic-inducing satyr-god Pan: the pastoral fallen into the infernal, revels perverted into the orgiastic. The capitol of hell is also “Built like a Temple.” But it is a temple that flaunts its baroque trappings: “Pilasters round,” “Doric pillars,” “bossy Sculptures,” and a roof of “fretted Gold” (1.713–17). Anticipating the dining hall of Harry Potter’s Hogwarts, the “arched roof ” is further pixilated with “many a row / Of Starry Lamps and blazing Cressets” to give light “as from a sky” (1.726, 729–30). In effect, everything about the place strives toward the mimetic; its architect is Vulcan, who, Homer tells us and Milton repeats, “built in Heav’n high Towrs” (1.749) for the other deities. He now labors, in Mammon’s words, to make heaven and hell sufficiently
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 “resemble” one another: “As he our darkness, cannot we his Light / Imitate when we please?” (2.268, 269–70).8 This repetition compulsion comprises a kind of poetics of pandaemonium itself: as Barbara Lewalski and others have shown, Milton’s use of blank verse and avoidance of royalist-favored rhyme in Paradise Lost make a political as well as poetical statement. It is significant, then, that the Demons try to “rhyme” heaven, to duplicate the sound and appearance with ostentatious materiality.9 The strained couplet that they form in their echoing of Heaven’s grandeur is one of the foremost grotesqueries of the new underworld. It is also a signal for what Paul Oppenheimer, in a study of modern horror films, has called the “redundancy” of demonic space: “one is borne round and round in never-ending circles of the same rooms, fields, offices, or whatever, among the same sorts of objects, whose meanings gather toward a new, frightening imperialism of greed.”10 The honeycombed hive of Pandaemonium confirms this image with its implied replication of cells; the demons throng around their capitol’s “Gates / And Porches wide” (1.761–62) like bees “about the Hive / In clusters” (1.770–71). So while the demonism of Pandaemonium incorporates a collective mentality that threatens the loss of the individual, it is also founded on carnivalesque inversions of high and low, a derangement of direction through repetition, and finally that paradoxical pleasure of horror itself.
 
 Something Wicked This Way Comes Something Wicked This Way Comes, written as novel and screenplay by Ray Bradbury, and despite taking its title from Shakespeare’s Macbeth, is suffused with the Miltonic. The film begins with a woodland scene, and we see a quiet pond through candy-colored foliage—immediately evoking that classic underworld trope of falling leaves upon a shore—what Milton calls the “Autumnal Leaves that strow the Brooks / In Vallombrosa” (1.302–3). There is even a skiff silently crossing the surface, and a voice-over tells us it is October in Greentown, Illinois, an ominously violent time of year when “10,000 pumpkins lie waiting to be cut.” The story proper begins with the arrival into town of a “seller of lightning rods,” just ahead of a “terrible storm.” What that storm might bring is presaged in a montage of the town’s Deadly Sinners: avaricious Mr. Tetley, “obsessed with money,” lusty Mr. Crosetti the barber, “always talking about far away ladies,” proud Ed the Bartender, “yesterday’s football hero” now a paraplegic, and vain Ms. Foley, the schoolmarm, “once . . . the most beautiful woman in town.” Their “hidden desires” are made manifest in the arrival of an exotic carnival, which fulfills them only to capture and undo them.
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 Two twelve-year-old boys are the main protagonists—the narrator, Will Halloway, and Jim Nightshade, his best friend and “shadow.” Along with the narrator’s father, Jason Robards as Charles Halloway (i.e., “hallow” or “holy” way), who also serves as local librarian, they champion the heavenly troop. It is alone, however, that the children first encounter the lightning rod salesman, “Tom Fury,” preaching in the streets about the coming “hellfire storm.” The lightning rods, he asserts, are for those people who might need “special protection.” The devices, however, only indirectly protect the person; as Fury remarks, “I can tell which of your old homes is in danger.” Thus the immediate threat of this storm is to domestic space. Fury sells one to the boys, “Once the lightning rod on the pyramids of Egypt. Trained for three-thousand years to pitch the lightning back to the high heavens.” The War in Heaven is clearly sounded here, but the metaphor is mixed. Fury has given Nightshade a piece of Pandaemonium— a relic of “those Memphian kings” whose monuments, along with Babel, serve as model and successor for the demonic edifice. But it is the demons of pandaemonium who most need protection, still reeling from, as Satan puts it, “Sulphurous Hail / Shot after us in storm,” as well as “the Thunder, / Wing’d with red Lightning” (1.171–72, 174–75). The transference of the lightning rod from infernal palace to domestic haven suggests the film’s trajectory: both a dismantling of demonic power and a reformation of the boys who, though free to fall (as the pageant of sinners around them and even Nightshade’s dark and vaguely venomous name might portend) are sufficient to stand, so long as their home is impervious. It is another version of horror that the children encounter when they enter the library: deteriorative, entropic space only ever incompletely organized, here fluctuating between check ins and outs, losses and retrievals. The prodigious multiplication of books on the library shelves further manifest Oppenheimer’s redundancy of space, hermeneutic circles of Dewey’s and decimals and other data, insistently “available” and yet, in their totality, bewilderingly and always already unreadable. From this collection, Halloway offers to his son virtual adventures (travels to the North Pole and Zane Grey) and to Nightshade the “Arabian Nights—full of magicians and monsters”—an allusion, perhaps, to Nightshade’s fabulous mendacity; we soon learn he spins fantastic stories about his absent father. When the boy declines The Arabian Nights, Halloway offers instead Drums of Doom: The Saga of the Thunder Lizards. Both the pagan tales of Araby and the doom of the dinosaurs construct a world of mortal anxieties: the drama behind the Arabian Nights, for instance, is the impending execution of Scheherazade; the discourse of dinosaurs is disturbed by their eventual extinction. The prehistoric beasts recall, too, the Tartarean punishments of Satan and his host transformed into ash-eating reptiles in Book 10 of Paradise Lost. It is
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 textuality itself here that appears dangerous, partly because the narrativity it enfolds has a real rather than fictive correspondence with the material world: we are alerted by another voice-over that the death of Charles Halloway, the librarian, may also be imminent because of a heart “too old and too tired, too full of yearning and regrets.” Too full, in other words, of desirable fictions and reimagined histories that overwhelm both his body and the story he’s living—as father, certainly, and even especially as a gatekeeper for other people’s narratives. (The uncanny repetitions of hardcover bindings later become spine-tingling when the boys are hunted through the shelves by the film’s villain.) Into this world of texts made material and menacing enters the ekphrastic palace of Paradise Lost, incarnate as the film’s carnival: the Pandemonium Shadow Show (see figure 6.1). When the carnival train arrives, advance fliers have already advertised such attractions as “The Magic Mirror Maze” and “St. Anthony’s Temple of Temptation.” And “Dark’s Pandemonium Carnival,” like Milton’s, is “suddenly built,” sprawling over the fairgrounds in mere seconds in the dead of night. Jim and Will race through a graveyard to spy on its arrival; the graveyard sculptures include various angelic figures who become penetrated by a beam of red light when the train passes, another citation of the War in Heaven trope. The boys are entranced, even entering one trailer inhabited by an oracle and temptress known as the “Dust Witch” (played by Pam Grier) who also happens to have an assortment of spiders. They flee after spotting one of her tarantulas, but return with vigor the next morning to see
 
 Figure 6.1
 
 Dark’s Pandaemonium Carnival
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 that the spooky midnight carnival is apparently just a “plain, ordinary carnival,” with the usual ferris wheels, fortune tellers, and sideshow tents. Soon, however, we see that it has the power to fulfill those “hidden desires” of the town: the football player, lured to the “Maze of Mirrors,” sees his limbs restored in his reflection and enters; Tutley wins 1,000 dollars; the barber gets his seraglio of dancing women (Grier again), and Ms. Foley, the teacher, after leaving the maze, later regains her youth. But as the Maze of Mirrors implies, all these are merely the distorted and fatal fulfillments of illicit desire, and the reward of their sins is death (or in this Disneyfied case, disappearance). Ed never exits the fun-house mirrors, Tutley vanishes after riding the ferris wheel, the barber is engulfed by his harem, and Ms. Foley’s youth brings with it a consequent blindness. A central component of Pandaemonium here, along with the byzantine mirrors reflecting and repeating, distorting, and disorienting, is the carousel. It is when the curious boys sneak under its tent flap that Jonathan Pryce’s Mr. Dark appears, dragging them from their horses and “back to earth.” Nightshade makes an interesting slip upon the meeting—the boy asks this devilish figure whether he’s the Dark of Dark’s “Pandominium” Carnival, rhyming the word with “condominium,” as if instantiating modern conformity as the informing signifier for Milton’s coinage. Dark accepts the designation, and his lair fittingly contains the closest visual markers of Milton’s Pandaemonium—arched backdrops and alcoves, embossed walls and sculptures, a throne-like electric chair for torturing that seller of lightning rods. The one thing feared by Dark is the same “Thunder, / Wing’d with red Lightning” (1.174–75) that frighted the rebel host: “lightning reveals our dark corners,” Dark says, disclosing the horrors of space itself. After the boys “see too much,” Dark goes hunting for them. When interrogated, Charles Halloway tries to conceal their identities, giving Nightshade the alias “Milton Blumquist.” The librarian’s naming of Milton here creates a meta-narrative in which Halloway seems to recognize he’s appearing in some version of Paradise Lost. The Devil picks up on it, too, however, attempting to displace such literacy and especially its implications for his own designs: “The town’s librarian. . . . All that time spent living only through other men’s lives, dreaming only other men’s dreams. What a waste.” The comment is ironically self-reflexive; Dark has just described one of the primary conditions of Pandaemonium—a facsimile of heaven, a wounded replica of other mighty fortresses. Indeed, it is the Devil’s plight in this film to be himself concerned only with other people’s dreams. One condition of the Miltonic hell is to be consumed with what others are doing—Satan with Adam and Eve, Dark with every town on his rail-line. When the tempestuous bolts of lightning finally jolt the sky and electrify Dark, we see him spun away by a carousel of red-eyed horses, winged
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 cherubim, and the trumpeting angels of Revelation. And when the whole carnival assemblage hurtles into the heavens, it leaves behind the Halloway trinity and a last line: “A memory that would live as long as sons tell sons of our fathers they love.” The film reinstates the celestial God / Son bond of Paradise Lost as a means of redeeming a town of sinners, a gathering place of demons. The Devil’s Advocate In Taylor Hackford’s The Devil’s Advocate, Keanu Reeves plays Kevin Lomax, a small-town Florida lawyer—whose “unblemished record” both as prosecutor and defender alerts us discursively to his initially immaculate innocence. He is summoned to work for the Goliath New York City firm of “Milton, Chadwick, Waters,” where Al Pacino’s John Milton serves as the firm’s and film’s diabolical head. Rendering New York as a Pandaemonium equivalent, The Devil’s Advocate is caught up with an earlier Miltonic horror film, The Sentinel. In this film, Christina Raines’s “Alison Parker,” dissuaded by the high rents elsewhere (an unconscionable $600 for one apartment), takes up residence in an impossibly economic Brooklyn Heights complex, peopled she believes with eccentric tenants and one fifth-floor voyeur, the eponymous and Tiresian “Sentinel,” the blind Father Halliran. The motley residents, she later discovers, are all devils, the revenants of convicted murderers, with the building itself poised at the gate of hell. She is destined to take the good priest’s place as the next Sentinel and discovers this when scouring a shelf of books (“all the same”), reading from Paradise Lost, “to thee thy course by Lot hath giv’n / Charge and strict watch that to this happie Place / No evil thing approach or enter in” (4.561–63). The informing narrative of The Sentinel is thus Milton’s depiction of Gabriel in Book 4 of Paradise Lost as overseer of the Gates of Eden. The New York apartments serve as the borderland between hell and Eden—the latter a place, unlike in The Devil’s Advocate to follow, seen as worth protecting. The film is also a useful foil to The Devil’s Advocate for its presiding Roman Catholicism (Milton’s Paradise Lost has even been disguised as a Latin text), whereas The Devil’s Advocate is decidedly Protestant throughout. The climax of The Sentinel offers a famous sequence when the complex comes alive with demons on the night the changing-of-the-guard is to take place. Like the Miltonic Pandaemonium films before it, The Devil’s Advocate foregrounds demonic space over a Faustian bargain. Hackford repeatedly insists throughout his DVD commentary that this is a “moral tale”; this insistence culminates with his statement near the end, “we tried to make it about free will, not make it a special effects piece, a ghoul piece, a monster
 
 92 / eric c. brown
 
 piece, but make it about something.” Whatever musings on free will make it into the film are subsumed into Hackford’s vision of a contemporary Pandaemonium: an urban cluster of skyscrapers, subways, and city streets that offer the illusion of infinite variety even as they comprise a labyrinth of dead-ends. The suggestion seems to be that Lomax’s assimilation into the citified hive looms as the largest threat to what had been his own agency of choice while still a self-employed lawyer in Florida. His zealously religious mother, in fact, pronounces as much when she warns him of the move: “Let me tell you about New York. ‘Fallen, fallen, is Babylon the Great. It has become a dwelling place of demons.’ ” Her allusion to Revelation 18 figures forth the apocalyptic end of Lomax’s dream opportunity, consumed in a conflagration by the finale. Oppenheimer has observed that the first representations of Babel in the Middle Ages seem “nothing so much as a tall, rectangular, and modern office building,” a correlation reproduced in the visuals of The Devil’s Advocate.11 Bruno Rubeo, the production designer, further implies the demonism of the space: “This set was designed to be seductive, yet sexy and mysterious, so you can’t really tell where it goes.” The same draw toward derangement is signified by Paradise Lost’s Elvish midnight revels (charmingly threatening), by the fall of Babel into confusion, and by the ultimate metamorphosis of Satan and his followers into one universal, hissing mass of serpents. The cinematography heightens this disorientation: time lapse photography vivifies the cityscape in a flutter of light and motion, Hackford begins several shots with skyscrapers angled horizontally across the screen, and the interior of the law firm is covered in a repeating façade of uniform, prefab concrete. Moreover, there are two extended scenes—one upon the precipice of Milton’s office building and another later on the girders of a construction site—intended to induce vertigo in the viewer. (There is a stress too on buildings-in-process, on remodeling and scaffolding, supporting one of the Devil’s extended rants in which he accuses mankind of seeking to “build egos the size of cathedrals.”) A significant dimension of New York life for Hackford seems to be the paucity of available (and affordable) apartments, thus sharpening the value of space itself. The apartment of Alex Cullen, a client accused of murdering his wife, is a notable example. Not only is he himself a notorious real estate developer, but Hackford proudly relates in his commentary that the apartment location—full of “glass, marble, brass, gold-leaf ”—is in fact the real-life penthouse of Donald Trump, occupying the top four floors of Trump Tower. It is glaringly evocative of what William McClung, referring to the “roof ” of Pandaemonium, calls the “gilded, paneled ceilings that are the staple of depraved interior decoration.”12
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 One of the less elegant ironies of the film is that while Lomax can quote Scripture with his fellow congregationalists, he seems oblivious to the literary significance of his mentor’s name (the counter-trope to Something Wicked’s hyper-literate Halloway). Nonetheless, it is Lomax who later offers the only direct quotation of Paradise Lost in the film: “Better to reign in Hell, then serve in Heav’n” (1.263), suggesting that he may have been deviously playing along with his father the whole time, and intertextually savvy. The film in fact is full of these dramatic ironies, all lost on Lomax: he and the Devil are followed by a man carrying an enormous box labeled “Halo Lighting,” the firm’s headquarters is situated in “Penta Plaza,” as in “Pentagram,” and Lomax joins the Devil for an enthusiastic scene in “The Garden”: that is, Madison Square Garden, where they attend a boxing match. There is even a Beelzebub figure: Eddie “Barzoon,” a name that hums with the buzz of Beelzebub’s Hebrew epithet “Lord of the Flies.” As managing director of the firm, Barzoon has been Milton’s second until the arrival of Lomax, and governs especially the shredding, or “housekeeping,” of the firm’s paper-trails—a kind of “Lord of the Files.” The most compellingly Miltonic scene in the film pits Lomax against Milton in a final confrontation. Satan wants Lomax to beget the Antichrist via his half-sister Christabella. Meanwhile, the austere surroundings of Milton’s abode have become inspirited. A dominant bas-relief behind Milton’s altar/desk animates with the naked forms of men and women in sensual play. The sculpture owes something both to Rodin’s Gates of Hell and Blake’s languid illustrations of Paradise Lost, especially the depiction of the “Downfall of the Rebel Angels,” where one demon with hands on head is an identical image.13 And Hackford’s imagining it to have “broke[n] off some temple someplace” takes us back directly to Pandaemonium, also “Built like a temple.”14 God, says Pacino’s Milton, is an “absentee landlord”; thus “the twentieth century is all mine.” And given his metaphor, we must suppose he especially means the radical reconfiguration of space rather than the genocidal evils Hackford claims invoked here: the world as urban condominium, the Devil as squatter. But as Lomax points out to Milton, “in the Bible, you lose, we’re destined to lose”; Milton, for the first time now figured as an author, responds, “we’re going to write our own book.” Confronted with no other apparent options, Lomax finally kills himself, effectively canceling the collaboration. The Devil is consumed in flames, Christabella transforms and withers into a mummy, the immured souls combust. In our last view of the Devil, he seems to take on his “true” shape—a kind of Keanu/Pacino hybrid with effulgent angel wings. The narrative returns meekly to its origins—the Satanic angel thwarted—with, after all, no rewrite (see figure 6.2).
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 Figure 6.2
 
 Climax of The Devil’s Advocate
 
 Conclusion Pandaemonium serves as counter-trope to that other overriding placement of Milton in popular film—the author of fallen innocence (see the HBO documentary Paradise Lost: The Child Murders at Robin Hood Hills [dir. Joe Berlinger and Bruce Sinofsky, 1996], the Canadian antipollution short Paradise Lost [dir. Evelyn Lambart, 1970], or the centrality of Paradise Lost in the made-for-TV movie Cheaters [dir. John Stockwell, 2000], in which a teacher leads his students in a conspiracy to beat an endowed school in competitive state exams). The template exists even outside the horror genre: not enough has been made of hell’s blueprints in John Landis’s Animal House (1978), for instance, a work that evokes Milton throughout, and that takes as its central concern the demonic chaos of a fraternity rather than the “defiant titanism” of an individualized Lucifer. (Though the “Bluto” played by John Belushi recalls the classic “Pluto,” his Dionysian misrule is exploded into a greater anarchy of deviltry.) And Monty Python’s Flying Circus reconceives Milton’s work as that of failed engineers. In a sketch titled “M1 Interchange Built by Characters from Milton’s Paradise Lost,” we are taken by a news crew to “an impressive piece of motorway interchange building.” There we see that “working on the site,” armed with picks, shovels, hoes, and some heavy machinery, are “six angels, three devils, and Adam and Eve.” Despite the “impressiveness” of the motorway, we soon learn that the crew has been at odds: according to the foreman, “No one really got on. Satan didn’t get on with Eve . . . Archangel Gabriel didn’t get on with Satan . . . nobody got on with the Serpent, so now they have to work on a rota[tion]: forces of good from ten till three, forces of evil three to six.”15 This reduction of Pandaemonium ad absurdum nonetheless contains all the markers of the horrifying: the assimilation of the individual parts into a
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 faceless collective, a road that leads precisely nowhere. But it is the parodic allusiveness itself that may ultimately make this sketch a conclusive encapsulation of the Miltonic horror film. Self-conscious literariness pervades these Miltonic films, distinguishing them from other “haunted house” cinema: in Something Wicked, the repetition of vaguely sinister books on shelves and a final war of words (Hallowell quotes Shakespeare, Dark Longfellow); in The Devil’s Advocate, the idea that the Devil is “rewriting” history, creating new teleological space for a new textuality.16 Some of this literariness is residual; almost all of these films were adapted from books. But some of this is another by-product of Pandaemonium, which is never itself but ever a copy, keenly aware of and frustrated by its indebtedness. The convolutions of repetition can be seen in Pandaemonium’s spatialization of narrativity, akin to de Certeau’s citified “walkers . . . whose bodies follow the thicks and thins of an urban ‘text’ they write without being able to read it”; the busy urban traceries of Pandaemonium are similarly built upon “networks of these moving, intersecting writings” that “compose a manifold story . . . shaped out of fragments of trajectories and alterations of spaces” that remain “daily and indefinitely other.”17 Satan’s capitol has shape and form only insofar as it can conjure up its physical and textual Others—Babylon or Cairo, Babel or Memphis—and its architecture is equally driven by texts always prior to itself: the Homeric fall of Mulciber, the medieval Romances of violent “champions bold” and “paynim cavalry,” oral tales of elves and fairies, and even the commands and summons of the fallen angels, still serving as evangelical messengers.18 Its horrors are those of an uncanny space at once undergirded by and straining beyond its own circumscriptions. And like Pandaemonium itself, these films too may finally be haunted most by their own reiterations. Notes 1. John Dryden, The State of Innocence and the Fall of Man (London, 1674); Penderecki, Paradise Lost, libretto in English by Christopher Fry (New York: Schott, 1978); for Merriam, see ⬍http://www.lancerentertainment.com/aboutpl.html⬎. Access Date: November 15, 2003. 2. John Collier, Milton’s Paradise Lost: Screenplay for Cinema of the Mind (New York: Knopf, 1973). 3. Fincher’s Seven, however, is largely nonspecific in its reference to Paradise Lost, and relies far more on Dantean contrapasso than Milton’s theology for its treatment of sin. The official site for The Devil’s Advocate (⬍http://movies. warnerbros.com/devils⬎) has also adopted Dante as its spokesman. 4. James B. Twitchell, Dreadful Pleasures (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 1985), 304 n. 3. 5. Ibid.
 
 96 / eric c. brown 6. On horror as “boundary violation,” see especially Stephen Prince, “Dread, Taboo, and The Thing: Toward a Social Theory of the Horror Film,” Wide Angle 10.3 (1988): 19–29; Noël Carroll, The Philosophy of Horror, or Paradoxes of the Heart (New York and London: Routledge, 1990); and Isabel Cristina Pinedo, “Postmodern Elements of the Contemporary Horror Film,” in The Horror Film, ed. Stephen Prince (New Brunswick, NJ: Rutgers University Press, 2004), 85–117. 7. Romish allusions begin with Rebecca King, “The Source of Milton’s Pandaemonium,” Modern Philology 29.2 (1931): 187–98; more recently cf. Joseph Lyle, “Architecture and Idolatry in Paradise Lost,” SEL 40.1 (Winter 2000): 139–55. 8. Steven Blakemore, “Pandemonium and Babel: Architectural Hierarchy in Paradise Lost,” Milton Quarterly 20.4 (December 1986): 142–45, argues that “Milton’s point is that evil can only imitate and parody goodness. Pandemonium itself is a perverse parody of heaven,” as with its high golden roof recalling the low-cast pavements of heaven. (For the literary history of the former image, see James A. Freeman, “ ‘The Roof Was Fretted Gold,’ ” Comparative Literature 27.3 [Summer 1975]: 254–66.) Roger Martin offers an imperialist interpretation of the architecture in “The Colonization of Paradise: Milton’s Pandemonium and Montezuma’s Tenochtitlan,” Comparative Literature Studies 35 (1998): 321–55. 9. A similar additive garishness is evident in Milton’s supposed response to Dryden’s offer of a rhymed adaptation: “it seems you have a mind to Tagg my points,” after the “foppish fad of wearing ribbons ‘tagged’ with bits of metal at the end.” See Barbara Lewalski, The Life of John Milton: A Critical Biography (Oxford: Blackwell, 2000), 508. 10. Paul Oppenheimer, Evil and the Demonic: A New Theory of Monstrous Behavior (New York: New York University Press, 1996), 7. In Mazes of the Serpent: An Anatomy of Horror Narrative (Ithaca, NY and London: Cornell University Press, 2002), Roger B. Salomon notes the persistence of this trope “of endless and reiterative nightmare” in such works as Arthur Machen’s The House of Souls (London: Grant Richards, 1923), where it unfolds as “the repeated eruptions in nature of the terrible force he calls Pan, a force of decreation, withering, meltdown, and death” (Salomon, Mazes of the Serpent, 98). See too Victor Sage’s extension of this pattern to “narrative redundancy” in Horror Fiction in the Protestant Tradition (New York: St. Martin’s, 1988), 127. 11. Oppenheimer, Evil and the Demonic,153. 12. William McClung, “The Architecture of Pandaemonium,” Milton Quarterly 15.4 (1981): 109–12. 13. Warner Brothers encountered legal problems when it was accused of duplicating Frederick Hart’s sculpture “Ex Nihilo,” which appears on the façade of the Washington National Cathedral in Washington, DC. The final settlement included the alteration of several early scenes involving the backdrop, though the filmmakers also ultimately denied any reference to Hart’s work. 14. McClung observes that both Roland Mushat Frye and Amy Lee Turner argue for Pandaemonium as “a mélange of varying styles and as an assemblage of discordant architectural elements, that is, as a monster” (109); comparable grotesqueries emerge in Hackford’s “ultra-modern” set design—hybridized by
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 an “Italian and Japanese architect”—in a return to the fabric of Pandaemonium’s disorder. See Frye, Milton’s Imagery and the Visual Arts: Iconographic Tradition in the Epic Poems (Princeton: Princeton University Press, 1978), 134–35, and Turner, “Milton and the Arts of Design,” in A Milton Encyclopedia, ed. William B. Hunter et al., 9 vols. (Lewisburg, PA: Bucknell University Press, 1978), 1:90–102. Monty Python’s Flying Circus, episode 35 (first aired December 14, 1972). Quoted in The Complete Monty Python’s Flying Circus: All the Words, ed. Roger Wilmut, 2 vols. (New York: Pantheon, 1989), 2:167. Cf. the suspicious and prolific movie-producer John Milton in the self-parodic Scream 3 (dir. Wes Craven, 2000). Michel de Certeau, The Practice of Everyday Life, trans. Steven Rendall (Berkeley, CA: University of California Press, 2002), 93. The obverse of this fallen literariness can be glimpsed in the Wings of Desire remake City of Angels (dir. Brad Silberling, 1998)—even titularly a reverse of Satan’s City of Demons—where the angelic host loiters in libraries, one of the few earthly repositories where their infinite intellect can be stimulated.
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 C h ap t e r S e v e n Miltonic Loneliness and Monstrous Desire from PA R A D I S E L O S T to B R I D E O F F R A N K E N S T E I N Laura Lunger Knoppers
 
 “Warning! The Monster demands a Mate!” proclaims a publicity poster for director James Whale’s 1935 Bride of Frankenstein, sequel to his 1931 blockbuster Frankenstein starring Boris Karloff as the monster and Colin Clive as his obsessed creator (see figure 7.1).1 Hence, near the end of Bride of Frankenstein, the crazed Dr. Septimus Pretorius (Ernest Thesiger) and “Henry” Frankenstein, who has been coerced into collaborating, complete their creation of a female mate in a spectacular eight-minute scene composed of some eighty shots, complete with Franz Waxman’s triumphal music, elaborately sparking machinery, and a fantastically high laboratory set, in which the bride’s mummy-like body is raised on a metal platform to be animated by lightning-generated electricity.2 The moment of new life is conveyed by an extreme close-up of the open eyes of the bride (Elsa Lanchester) looking through a slit in her bandages (“She’s alive! Alive!”). And the bizarre birth is followed by an equally bizarre wedding ritual, in which the bride, now resplendent with Nefertiti-inspired hair and flowing white gown, is presented by Dr. Pretorius (“The bride of Frankenstein!”) to the accompaniment of pealing wedding bells. The scene, indeed, is so spectacular that it takes our minds—and literally our eyes—off the lonely Creature who has been waiting expectantly. The camera now pans over to the Creature who enters from the back of the set and whose presence puts the monsteress on full alert. For the moment, the Creature seems to have found the companion he has sought, and he eagerly approaches his intended bride: “Friend?.” But the bride is revolting: emitting a piercing scream and backing away. Despite Pretorius’s warnings (“Stand back. Stand back!”), the Creature perseveres, grasping the hand of
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 Figure 7.1
 
 Publicity poster for Bride of Frankenstein
 
 the bride and smiling hopefully (see figure 7.2). But camera close-ups reveal the bride’s terrified hissing before returning to the devastated Creature: “She hate me. Like others.” After instructing Frankenstein to go to his waiting wife, the Creature—tears coursing down his cheeks—pulls a level to ignite the final dramatic explosion, immolating himself, his disdainful bride, and Dr. Pretorius, the scientist who has so disastrously failed him. James Whale’s blackly comic film seems a parody of all things Miltonic. While evoking Miltonic situations—Edenic creation, good and evil, Eve as helpmate for a lonely Adam—the film rereads Milton’s paradise through a Romantic lens: both Mary Shelley and William Blake. Shelley’s gothic appropriation of Milton provides much of the plot line for both Whale’s
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 Figure 7.2
 
 The monster seizes the Bride’s hand “gently”
 
 Frankenstein and its sequel (idealistic but flawed scientist, monster who ravages the area but is nonetheless sympathetic). From Blake (whose “The Garden of Love” is quoted on the cover of the shooting script for Bride for Frankenstein), Whale draws the witty, sardonic reversals of The Marriage of Heaven and Hell, the Milton who is “a true poet and of the Devils party without knowing it.”3 Yet when in the final moments of the film, the lonely Creature chooses—like Milton’s Adam—not to live without his Eve, Milton is shown to be the tool more than the target of Whale’s critique.4 Bride of Frankenstein tells a powerful tale of Miltonic loneliness and monstrous desire that, via Mary Shelley, reechoes in popular culture even today. Much in Whale’s films seem a send-up, rather than any kind of true rendition, of Milton’s prelapsarian couple. Whale’s Creature/Adam, famously played by Karloff in both Frankenstein films, is marked not by a “fair large Front and Eye sublime” (4.300) or “Hyacinthin Locks” that “from his parted forelock manly hung” (4.301, 302), but by a flat-topped head with protruding brow, electrodes, stitches from his origin as the composite of dead bodies, a seven-foot height, and a lumbering walk necessitated by thirteen-pound elevated boots. Rather than a tongue that “readily could name / What e’re I saw” (8.272–73), or the eloquence of
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 Mary Shelley’s Creature whom we meet only after he has learned language, Karloff ’s Creature is mute (although emitting an expressive range of fearful growls and pleasurable grunts). When finally taught language by a blind hermit, the Creature’s speech is simple and labored: “Bread.” “Drink.” “Fire no good.” “I love dead. Hate living.” Far from conversing in dialogue with a heavenly Creator, a shape divine who comes as his “Guide / To the Garden of bliss” (8.298–99), Karloff’s Creature is left by his maker to be tortured and later killed in Frankenstein. Resurrected largely by the lure of additional box office profits, the Creature is again abandoned, systematically misunderstood, and persecuted by the townspeople in Bride of Frankenstein. While Adam is comforted and educated by his divine maker, Karloff’s Creature discovers his origins only when two intruding hunters cruelly disabuse the blind hermit who has befriended him: “He isn’t human. Frankenstein made him out of dead bodies.” In Whale’s Bride of Frankenstein, furthermore, the quest for Eve is neither the benevolent plan of an omniscient deity, nor the natural desire of a longing Adam/Creature, but the ambitious plot of the mad scientist, Dr. Pretorius, who seems motivated by a desire to bond with Henry Frankenstein and a blasphemous desire to outdo God. Thesiger’s campy and effete Dr. Pretorius enters the film early on, barging into the Frankenstein bedroom and luring Frankenstein away to see his creation: “I also have created life, as we say, in God’s own image.” As Pretorious reveals to Henry the homoculi that he has grown in tiny bottles, drinking “To a new world of gods and monsters,” he mockingly transforms the Genesis texts reiterated from Milton to Shelley: “Leave the charnel house and follow the lead of nature—or of God, if you like your Bible stories. ‘Male and female created he them.’ ‘Be fruitful and multiply.’ Create a race, a man-made race upon the face of the earth. Why not?” Indeed, Pretorius is repeatedly and explicitly linked with the devil, recalling above all the quipping devil of Blake’s The Marriage of Heaven and Hell. Included among his homoculi is “the very devil,” clad in a black cape and (according to the script) bearing “a disturbing resemblance to Pretorius himself ” (see figure 7.3). “There is a certain likeness to me” Pretorius comments wryly, as the camera zooms in for a close-up: “Don’t you think?—Or do I flatter myself? I took a great deal of pains with him. Sometimes I have wondered. . . .” Pretorius’s speech breaks off in the script, but in the film he completes what turns out to be a quintessentially Blakean thought: “Sometimes I have wondered whether life wouldn’t be much more amusing if we were all devils and no nonsense about angels and being good.” In a cut scene, Pretorius’s unsavory assistant reiterates the devilish connection: “He is the Devil I tell you—and now he’s got a lot of little devils all in bottles, no higher than that!”
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 Figure 7.3
 
 Dr. Pretorius and “Satan”
 
 The creation scene of Bride of Frankenstein similarly both evokes and seems far from Genesis and Milton. The Adam-figure is put to sleep (as in Genesis and Milton), not so that a perfect Eve can then be created out of his rib, but so that he will leave Henry alone. As Henry protests (“I’m exhausted. I must get sleep.”), and the Creature becomes increasingly insistent (“Work. Finish. Then sleep.”), Pretorius offers the Creature drugged whiskey, to which he responds “Drink—Good!” before falling over into temporary oblivion. Furthermore, while the purported goal of the creation scene is to make a mate for Henry’s original Creature, the scene foregrounds an intense relationship between the two male scientists. Henry is initially blackmailed into cooperating in the new creation to save his wife Elizabeth, who has been kidnapped. But as the scene proceeds, he seems to forget about her for long stretches of time in the excitement of the moment with Pretorius. The scene takes on overt sexual overtones, with pulsating music, rapid cuts, and angled close-ups that add to the intensity, and the sexual innuendo of scientists’ description of the rising platform (“It’s coming up.”), before an orgiastic infusion of lightning brings life to the bride. The film’s most radical subversion, of course, is the Bride’s horrified reaction to her intended mate. Although not imagined in Genesis, Milton’s
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 Eve does fleetingly turn away from Adam, finding him “less faire, / Less winning soft, less amiablie milde” (4.478–79) than her own watery image. But the seeming rejection is part of an education and ultimate embrace of Adam and of “manly grace / And wisdom which alone is truly fair” (4.490–91). Shelley’s Victor Frankenstein likewise considers the possibility of rejection—“She also might turn with disgust from him to the superior beauty of man; she might quit him, and he be again alone, exasperated by the fresh provocation of being deserted by one of his own species”—but arguably as a rationalization for his refusal to complete the creation of the mate for the Creature.5 Hence, the utter and devastating rejection of the Creature in Bride, consonant with the film’s undermining of heterosexual relationships, seems far distant both from Shelley’s sympathetically depicted homes and from Milton’s blissful couple: “hand in hand . . . the lovliest pair / That ever since in loves imbraces met” (4.321–22). But does Whale’s Bride of Frankenstein in fact constitute a parody of all things Miltonic? Does the film reject the Edenic companionship that is at the heart of Milton’s domestic epic? Does it reveal Genesis to be a misguided, even oppressive text? There is no question that the normative, heterosexual text of Genesis 1, “Be fruitful and multiply,” is heavily undermined. But the Genesis 2 text, “It is not good for man to be alone”— favored by Milton6—reappears and echoes throughout the film. The final moments of the film, like Books 4, 8, and 9 of Paradise Lost, show the horror of loneliness to the human psyche. What turns the flowers to graves in Blake’s “The Garden of Love” is societal and institutional repression, “Thou shalt not” written over the chapel door.7 Milton’s defining presentation of loneliness, desire, and the need for companionship is at the heart of Whale’s satire on the repressive moralism of 1930s America. Even in the midst of Edenic bliss, Milton’s Adam is not happy. Observing that among all the animals he cannot find fellowship, Adam asserts: “In solitude / What happiness, who can enjoy alone, / Or all enjoying, what contentment find?” (8.364–66). Adam articulates his need and desire for Eve in dialogue with his Creator: “Of fellowship I speak / Such as I seek, fit to participate / All rational delight” (8.389–91). When the divine maker rejoins that he himself is “alone / From all Eternitie” (8.405–6), Adam argues that the necessity for fellowship is based on human imperfection, and hence man’s need: “By conversation with his like to help, / Or solace his defects” (8.418–19). But Adam’s request is both prompted and fulfilled by a benevolent and generous Creator, who “ere thou spak’st / Knew it not good for Man to be alone” (8.444–45). Yet arguably the most vivid depiction of loneliness in Paradise Lost is not the initially solitary Adam, but the tormented Satan.8 Having left his companions in hell, Satan takes his “solitarie way” through Chaos; landing
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 on earth, he walks “up and down alone bent on his prey” (3.441), and he insists to Uriel that his “Unspeakable desire to see, and know / All these his wondrous works” (3.662–63) has brought him to earth, “Alone, thus wandring” (3.667). Satan’s self-chosen solitariness becomes the site of his truly “Unspeakable,” monstrous desire as he views the “Sight hateful, sight tormenting!” (4.505) of Adam and Eve, “Imparadis’t in one anothers arms,” while he “to Hell [is] thrust, / Where neither joy nor love, but fierce desire, / Among our other torments not the least, / Still unfulfill’d with pain of longing pines” (4.508–11). As Satan turns to destroy the companionship he cannot share, loneliness is the crucial mark of his damnation. Mary Shelley’s Creature, product of the narcissistic and self-chosen isolation of his flawed human creator, is even more agonizingly alone.9 Abandoned by Frankenstein and spurned by all he encounters, the Creature comes to increasing self-knowledge through his reading of Paradise Lost (found fortuitously in a knapsack), and his quest for Eve closely echoes the language of Milton’s Adam.10 While he allows his thoughts “to ramble in the fields of Paradise . . . to fancy amiable and lovely creatures sympathizing with my feelings and cheering my gloom” (98), in reality, there is no remedy for the Creature’s loneliness: “no Eve soothed my sorrows, or shared my thoughts; I was alone” (ibid). Echoing Adam’s desire for a mate “to solace his defects,” but in much more dire circumstances, the monster confronts the recalcitrant Frankenstein: “I am alone, and miserable; man will not associate with me; but one as deformed and horrible as myself would not deny herself to me. My companion must be of the same species, and have the same defects. This being you must create” (107). When Frankenstein ultimately refuses to accede to the Creature’s request, tearing up the work on which he has progressed, the anguished Creature—lamenting “Shall each man . . . find a wife for his bosom, and each beast have his mate, and I be alone?” (130)—shifts from alignment with Milton’s Adam to Milton’s Satan. Whale’s 1931 and 1935 Frankenstein films remobilize the meaning of Milton’s own subtext: “It is not good for man to be alone,” conveying through staging, camera work, visual editing, language, and mise en scene the isolation that produces the monster and his subsequent alienation. That the film audience must constantly view the deformed Creature (only vaguely and briefly described in Shelley’s text) highlights his unnaturalness, as do the recurrent camera shots from below that exaggerate Boris Karloff ’s already artificially increased height.11 Both Whale films recurrently show the Creature alone: in the dark of the castle, wandering through the forest (in contrast to Frankenstein’s busy, warm, and well-lit home), pursued by a frenzied lynch mob, or trapped in the burning mill and screaming in agony.12 That Karloff ’s Creature cannot speak for much of the two films renders him even more vulnerable and isolated.
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 But such loneliness and isolation produce an even more pronounced sympathy for Karloff ’s Creature than has long marked reactions to Milton’s Satan. The Creature is infused with longing and pathos: depicted, for instance, in his recurrent hand gestures. In the 1931 Frankenstein, the Creature’s sensitivity to light is shown in an early scene as, having been hitherto shut in complete darkness, he reaches out longingly to the sunlight, seemingly trying to touch it. Such an affecting scene links back not only to the Creature’s sensitivity to beauty and light in Shelley’s Frankenstein but to the tormented Satan’s apostrophe to the Sun in Paradise Lost. Miltonic language of loneliness, ranging from the pathetic to the parodic, suffuses Whale’s Frankenstein and especially Bride of Frankenstein. In Frankenstein, Henry’s mad and obsessive, if also idealistic, quest to create new life is shown as a disastrous desire to be alone, an implicit violation of Genesis 2. Hence, opening scenes of the film juxtapose a darkened graveyard, in which Frankenstein and his deformed assistant Fritz (Dwight Frye) are seeking body parts, with the comfortable, high society living room of Frankenstein’s fiancée, Elizabeth (Mae Clarke), in which Henry’s portrait is prominently displayed among a clutter of objects. Next seen toiling away in his isolated castle laboratory, Henry rejects Elizabeth’s attempts to reclaim him into society with explicit language of solitude: “Send them away! Nobody must come here”; “You must leave me alone now!”; “You must leave me alone.” Such language is even more insistent in Bride. Dr. Pretorius intrudes into the Frankenstein household: “Tell him that Doctor Pretorius is here on a secret matter of grave importance and must see him alone—tonight.” Frankenstein’s servant, Minnie, repeats with exaggerated emphasis: “he said tonight—ALONE.” Alone together, the two scientists create the monstrous bride, as the solitary Frankenstein had earlier produced the Creature. Symbol of the loneliness out of which he was generated, the Creature is increasingly isolated as Bride proceeds. Whether depicting the Creature sitting alone and chained in prison or stumbling through barren scenes and graveyards, followed by a frenzied mob reminiscent of the lynchings of the 1930s, the film underscores visually the horrific cost of being alone. Bride of Frankenstein shows not only the loneliness of the outsider, but how the potential remedy—the satisfaction of the Creature’s desire—is denied by a repressive society. Karloff ’s Creature finds domestic bliss, albeit briefly, not with a new Eve but with the blind hermit (O.P. Heggie), a scene in which the terms “alone,” “lonely,” and “friend” are reiterated. Whereas much of the rest of the film uses distorted camera angles, stark expressionistic settings, and humor to achieve ironic distance, the interaction with blind hermit is surprisingly un-ironic, even sentimental. The hermit plays
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 Schubert’s “Ave Maria” on his violin as the Creature approaches, smiling and sensitive to the beautiful music. A number of close-ups, including the hermit’s face and the Creature’s longing looks and stretched out, bloodied hands, heighten the emotional intensity of the scene. Welcoming the Creature, the hermit confides thus: “I have prayed many times for God to send me a friend—It’s very lonely here and it’s been a long time since a human being came into this hut. I shall look after you, and you will comfort me.” As the hermit offers a prayer of gratitude, (“Our Father I thank thee that in Thy great mercy Thou hast taken pity on my great loneliness—and now out of the silence of the night hast brought two of Thy lonely children together”), a close-up shows a tear trickling down the cheek of the moved Creature. The hermit becomes, in fact, a true helpmate for the Creature, keeping house, feeding him, and teaching him how to speak, including a version of Genesis 2: “Before you came, I was all alone. It is bad to be alone” (enthusiastically repeated as: “Alone—Bad. Friend—Good!” ). Yet the unconventional domestic arrangement is violently broken up by a couple of rude and uncomprehending hunters, who represent a society that can only see a “monster” in the Creature. Having staged the blind hermit scene with no apparent irony, Whale reintroduces “alone” (or perhaps “It is not good for man to be alone”) in the subsequent scene, set in a graveyard vault. Pretorius and two assistants enter to find a female skeleton to make a mate for the monster. Having completed this ghoulish task, the assistants rapidly depart, but Pretorius sits down to a smoke and a dinner of chicken and wine alongside the disinterred skeleton, topped by a skull. Becoming slightly tipsy, the doctor laughs maniacally and, gesturing to the bones and skull, anticipates a mock-wedding ritual: “I give you the monster!” As the monster, which has clambered into the vault to escape yet another lynch mob, suddenly appears, Pretorius is remarkably unperturbed, commenting casually: “Oh. I thought I was alone.” When the Creature approaches Pretorius as a “friend” and queries “You make man like me?,” Pretorius gives him an even better idea. The scene ends with a close-up of the Creature, in a Hamlet-like pose holding up the skull, repeating: “Woman. Friend. Wife.” Whale’s depiction of acute psychic pain and of the perverse origins of the “normal” solution of marriage is complete. The final minutes of Bride of Frankenstein restage and revise the falls of Milton’s Adam and Eve. Eve falls when she insists on being alone, working by herself without Adam. The price that the Bride pays is also death. Milton’s Adam, on the other hand, falls when he refuses to live alone without Eve. “How can I live without thee[?]” (9.908) he plaintively asks, and he makes the grand and seemingly heroic but nonetheless wrong choice to
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 join his fallen spouse. Karloff ’s Creature recognizes the cost. But, in a fallen world and with his desire always/already monstrous, his choices are limited. Frankenstein’s truly solitary Creature can find companionship only in death: unlike Milton’s Eden, this Blakean garden of love is filled with graves. The genuinely horrific final moments of Bride of Frankenstein nonetheless affirm the human need that is at the core of Paradise Lost. In Blake’s “The Garden of Love,” the “Priests in black gowns . . . / And binding with briars, my joys & desires,”13 evince the institutional hypocrisy that produces the suffering and isolation depicted throughout Songs of Innocence and of Experience. Whale’s Bride of Frankenstein shows that each attempt of the Creature to find companionship is thwarted or distorted by societal prejudices. That the Creature and the mad scientist die at the end satisfies the letter of the law with the Production Code’s concern that the film uphold the sanctity of marriage and the home.14 But Karloff ’s Creature evokes not only horror but sympathy, destabilizing (like Milton’s Satan before him) the roles of hero and monster and the categories of good and evil. What remains is not an unequivocally “happy ending” of marriage restored and crime punished, but the image of the monster whose loneliness, not remedied like Adam’s, tragically becomes a mark of his damnation. * * * Both Karloff ’s Creature and Elsa Lanchester’s Bride became instant pop cultural icons. Universal Studios followed the Whale films with Son of Frankenstein (1939), Ghost of Frankenstein (1942), Frankenstein Meets the Wolf Man (1943), and Abbot and Costello Meet Frankenstein (1948).15 Animated cartoons also resurrected Karloff ’s Creature. Variously renamed as Frankincense Monster, Borax Karoff, and Neon Noodle, the Creature reappeared in 1930s classic Warner Brothers cartoons with Bugs Bunny, Porky Pig, and Daffy Duck; and in the 1940s a cartoon Frankenstein Monster menaced Betty Boop before being turned into a flower.16 More recently, the Bride has had a role in the Rocky Horror Picture Show and Karloff ’s Creature appears in a recurrent Conan O’Brien skit. Do these B-grade horrors or literate comics retain anything of Milton’s Adam and Eve, or of the desiring and anguished Satan of Paradise Lost ? I would argue that a distinctive Miltonic loneliness continues to mark pop cultural reproductions of Frankenstein’s Creature, and indeed that this pathos and sympathy distinguish the Creature from other long-standing fellow monsters such as Dracula, Wolfman, the Mummy, or Jekyll and Hyde. A brief look in an unlikely place—Mel Brook’s parodic Young Frankenstein (1974)—will help to demonstrate the continuance of this Miltonic motif.
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 Young Frankenstein, closely linked to the 1930s Whale films that it affectionately spoofs, keeps in central focus the theme of loneliness derived from Genesis, via Milton and Shelley. The mad scientist, Frederick Frankenstein (Fronkensteen), played by Gene Wilder, has acquired a buxom blonde assistant, Inga (Teri Garr), who protests, “I don’t want to stay up here alone,” when they discover a secret passageway behind a bookcase in his grandfather’s castle. Frankenstein’s Creature (Peter Boyle) evinces the same affinity for music and light as his predecessors, but finally, in large part due to the fact that all of his features are enlarged (including his “enormous schwanstugel”), he wins the love of Frankenstein’s fiancée (Madeline Kahn), who gradually takes on the flowing white gown and lightning-swept hairdo of the 1935 bride. Young Frankenstein also reiterates the language of loneliness in restaging the scene with the blind hermit (Gene Hackman): “A visitor is all I ask. A temporary companion to help me pass a few short hours in my lonely life.” But what was uniquely serious in Whale is memorably sent up, as the well-meaning hermit pours scalding soup into the Creature’s lap, shatters his mug before he can take even a sip of wine, sets his thumb afire, and, as the Creature flees screeching, comes to the doorway to say: “Wait! Where are you going? I was going to make espresso.” Given a voice when his repentant creator Frankenstein undergoes a risky brain transfusion, the Creature in Young Frankenstein explains his modus operandi as stemming from loneliness and unfulfilled desire: “In my loneliness, I decided that if I could not inspire love, which was my deepest hope, I would instead cause fear.” But in the final scene of the Creature in bed, reading the Wall Street Journal, while his new Bride comes sweeping in (matched by a bedroom scene with the newly married Frankenstein and his assistant), the film makes abundantly clear that sex—even (or especially) monstrous sex—is the remedy to loneliness. A deleted earlier scene in which Frankenstein visits his assistant late at night (“What’s wrong doctor? You seem a little lonely”) is a similar send-up. Frankenstein’s response before tucking into her bedroom (“Oh not lonely. Just feel the need of a good intellectual discussion.”) could be as much a parody of Milton’s original insistence on intellectual companionship as a humorous reiteration of Mary Shelley. Frankenstein’s lonely Creature thus reveals not only the rich productivity and plurality of reinterpretations enabled by the mass media, but an important instance of Milton’s largely overlooked presence in popular culture. No longer confined to the theater, television, video, or even Halloween costumes, the flat-fronted, electrode-lobed visage of Boris Karloff ’s forlorn Creature has appeared in recent years on U.S. postage stamps—as well as on pencils, erasers, mouse pads, and pens issued by the United States Postal
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 Service. Detached from its origins, the lonely Creature becomes reiterated and reiterable, taking on new meanings in new contexts. Paradoxically, in the productions and consumptions of popular culture, the isolated and solitary Creature, derived from Milton via Mary Shelley and Boris Karloff, is anything but alone. Notes 1. An excellent introduction to horror film, with some commentary on Bride of Frankenstein, is Peter Hutchings, The Horror Film (London: Longman, 2004). For detailed discussion of Whale’s films, see William Everson, Classics of the Horror Film (Secaucus, NJ: The Citadel Press, 1974), 36–61; M. Brunas, J. Brunas, and T. Weaver, Universal Horrors: The Studio’s Classic Films, 1931–1946 (Jefferson, NC: Mcfarland and Co, 1990). For brief but illuminating comments on Milton and Whale’s Bride of Frankenstein, see Mary Jacobus, “Is There a Woman in This Text?” New Literary History 14.1 (1982): 131–35. 2. Roy Huss provides a helpful analysis of the camera shots in “Almost Eve: The Creation Scene in The Bride of Frankenstein,” in Focus on the Horror Film, ed. Roy Huss and T.J. Ross (Englewood, NJ: Prentice Hall, 1972), 74–82. 3. Bride of Frankenstein, ed. Philip J. Riley. Universal Filmscripts Series. Classic Horror Films, vol. 2 (Absecon, NJ: MagicImage Filmbooks, 1989). “The Garden of Love,” from Blake’s Songs of Experience, is found in The Complete Poetry and Prose of William Blake, ed. David Erdman, commentary by Harold Bloom (Berkeley and Los Angeles, CA: University of California Press, 1982), 26. William Blake, The Marriage of Heaven and Hell, in Complete Poetry and Prose, ed. Erdman, 35. 4. Whale’s own self-made status and openly gay lifestyle in homophobic Hollywood of the 1930s made him in some ways an outsider despite his artistic success; see Paul Jensen, The Men Who Made the Monsters (New York: Twayne, 1996), 1–57. For discussions of Bride of Frankenstein as a “gay” or “camp” classic, see Harry Benshoff, Monsters in the Closet: Homosexuality and the Horror Film (Manchester: Manchester University Press, 1997); Rhona Berenstein, Attack of the Leading Ladies: Gender, Sexuality, and Spectatorship in Classic Horror Cinema (New York: Columbia University Press, 1996). 5. Mary Shelley, Frankenstein or The Modern Prometheus, The Novels and Selected Works of Mary Shelley, ed. Nora Crook, vol. 1 (London: William Pickering, 1996), 128. Further references will be given in the text. 6. The Genesis 2 text is part of Milton’s argument for marriage as primarily a remedy for loneliness in his divorce tracts. For the gendered implications of Milton’s argument, see Mary Nyquist, “The Genesis of Gendered Subjectivity in the Divorce Tracts and in Paradise Lost,” in Re-Membering Milton: Essays on the Texts and Traditions, ed. Mary Nyquist and Margaret Ferguson (New York and London: Methuen, 1987), 99–127. 7. Blake, “The Garden of Love,” in Complete Poetry and Prose, ed. Erdman, 26. 8. Kenneth Gross points to Satanic subjectivity as grounding the Romantic poets’ interest and sympathy, “Satan and the Romantic Satan: A Notebook,” in Re-Membering Milton, ed. Nyquist and Ferguson, 318–41.
 
 miltonic loneliness and monstrous desire / 111 9. On Shelley’s depiction of male destruction of the domestic, see Mary Poovey, “My Hideous Progeny: Mary Shelley and the Feminization of Romanticism,” PMLA 95.3 (1980): 332–47; and Jacobus, “Is There a Woman in This Text?” 10. In an influential (and widely reproduced) study, Sandra Gilbert and Susan Gubar argue that Shelley sets out to refute but ends up repeating Milton’s misogynistic myth: “Horror’s Twin: Mary Shelley’s Monstrous Eve,” in their The Madwoman in the Attic: The Woman Writer and the Nineteenth-Century Literary Imagination (New Haven, CT: Yale University Press, 1979), 213–47. My evidence, including the Creature’s explicit quest for Eve in a passage ignored by Gilbert and Gubar, points to a more creative and positive engagement. 11. See James A.W. Heffernan, “Looking at the Monster: Frankenstein and Film,” Critical Inquiry 24 (1997): 133–58. 12. On the complex treatment of race in the film, see the commentary in Elizabeth Young, “Here Comes the Bride: Wedding Gender and Race in the Bride of Frankenstein,” in The Dread of Difference: Gender and the Horror Film, ed. Barry Keith Grant (Austin, TX: University of Texas, 1996), 309–37. 13. Blake, Complete Poetry and Prose, ed. Erdman, 26. 14. See Leonard J. Leff and Jerold L. Simmons, The Dame in the Kimono: Hollywood Censorship and the Production Code from the 1920s to the 1960s (London: Wienfeld and Nicholson, 1990), 284–85. 15. See Everson, Classics of the Horror Film, 31–61; Brunas, Brunas, and Weaver, Universal Horrors, and Albert LaValley, “The Stage and Film Children of Frankenstein: Survey,” in The Endurance of Frankenstein: Essays on Mary Shelley’s Novel, ed. George Levine and U.C. Knoepflmacher (Berkeley and Los Angeles, CA: University of California Press, 1974), 262–74. 16. On this rich and multifaceted legacy, see especially Donald Glut, The Frankenstein Archive: Essays on the Monsters, the Myth, the Movies, and More (Jefferson, NC: McFarland & Company, 2002).
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 Chapter Eight “ ‘Better to Reign in Hell than Serve in Heaven,’ Is That It?”: Ethics, Apocalypticism, and Allusion in T H E D E V I L ’ S A D V O C AT E Ryan Netzley
 
 Given its frequent rebroadcast on Turner Network Television and the Turner Broadcasting System, The Devil’s Advocate represents perhaps the most widely viewed and widely available appropriation of the name “Milton” in contemporary American televisual and filmic culture. Drawing on the grand tradition of Rosemary’s Baby, the film, based on the novel by Andrew Neiderman,1 charts Kevin Lomax’s (gamely played by Keanu Reeves) gradual recognition that he is the son of “John Milton” (flamboyantly played by Al Pacino (see figure 8.1), head of the New York law firm at which Lomax works, and also, it so happens, the physical embodiment of Satan. The film reaffirms, albeit in substantially revised form, Blake’s dictum about Milton and the devil’s party—here, Milton is of the devil’s party and knows it—but The Devil’s Advocate explicitly references Paradise Lost only once. Lomax quotes Paradise Lost in response to Milton/Satan’s diatribe about God, which concludes: “He’s a tight ass. He’s a sadist. He’s an absentee landlord. Worship that? Never.” Lomax then asks, “ ‘Better to reign in hell than serve in heaven,’ is that it?”2 Milton/Satan immediately dismisses the implicit critique: “Why not? I’m here on the ground with my nose in it since the whole thing began.” Such a dismissal is not surprising for an unrepentant Satan, of course, but it does complicate the meaning of the allusion when the Satan-figure has been renamed “Milton.” As Eric C. Brown’s essay in this volume notes, Lomax’s allusion to Paradise Lost raises the interesting possibility that he has been in on Milton/Satan’s machinations all along, piercing the veil of dramatic irony—or obtuseness—that has cloaked him throughout the film. Yet precisely at the moment when Lomax appears most aware of the significance of “Milton,” Milton implies that
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 Figure 8.1 Al Pacino as John Milton/Satan
 
 Lomax is incorrectly reading both “Milton,” the film’s character, and “Milton,” the author of Paradise Lost. Milton/Satan certainly ignores or abolishes whatever moral condemnation might be implied in these lines, but “Why not?” challenges more fundamentally the use and usefulness of literary allusion. In other words, “Why not?” means both “Why is it not better to reign in hell than serve in heaven?” and “Why not quote Paradise Lost, even though it condemns the Satanic enterprise?” Interestingly, in the revised shooting draft of the script, it is Milton who says “Better to reign in Hell than serve in Heaven.”3 By giving the reference to Lomax, however, The Devil’s Advocate offers a Milton/Satan who is indifferent to his most famous line. Precisely when we most apparently and obviously find Milton,
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 the Milton of The Devil’s Advocate denudes this single and singular reference to Paradise Lost of dramatic or expository significance. In many ways, the film itself agrees with Milton’s pronouncement in this regard, treating “Milton” as an empty signifier or iconic name devoid of constraining or determinate content. This single explicit reference and occasional tangential allusions to Paradise Lost in The Devil’s Advocate hardly seem to justify the use of the name “Milton,” which appears as little more than a gimmick, certainly not a viable representation of or commentary on Milton’s work. In his almost three hours of director’s commentary, Taylor Hackford does not even mention Milton as an influence, although he does list Goethe’s Faust, Rosemary’s Baby, and The Omen.4 So why the name “John Milton”? Why not “Goethe” or “Faust,” since the Satanic compact is so central to the film? Yet more important than probing the motivation of Hackford, Gilroy, or Neiderman in this regard is the consequence of the film’s deployment of the name “John Milton.” So instead of “why ‘Milton’?,” a different question: how does “Milton” shape a film in which only his name, one quotation, and tangential allusions to his works appear? And perhaps even more importantly, how does Milton shape a film in which a character named “Milton,” who is also Satan, dismisses the importance of references to Milton? The Devil’s Advocate opens on a child molestation trial in Florida. Kevin Lomax observes his client, a teacher accused of child molestation, masturbating during the victim’s testimony, and hence recognizes his guilt. Lomax then requests a brief recess and stares significantly into a mirror in the bathroom. In this scene, we learn that Reeves’s Lomax has an undefeated record as a defense attorney, which at least partially motivates him to return to the courtroom to demolish the young girl’s testimony and secure an acquittal for his client. At his subsequent victory celebration, a recruiter from the New York law firm of Milton, Chadwick, and Waters invites Lomax to help with jury selection on a criminal case. Pacino’s John Milton, the chief partner of the firm, offers Lomax a permanent job. He and his wife, Mary Ann (competently portrayed by Charlize Theron), succumb to the temptation to move to the decadent city. In his first case for the firm, Lomax perverts laws protecting kosher butchery in order to win an acquittal for a vaguely Satanic voodoo practitioner charged with animal cruelty. He then suborns perjury in a murder trial. Meanwhile, his wife has inched toward the brink of suicidal insanity, due to—we are led to believe—his negligence. The film uses morphing technology in order to show audiences a Mary Ann who recognizes the fundamentally devilish nature of the temptations to which she and Kevin are subjected. The devilish Milton rapes her, and she reveals the violation to her husband, who, predictably, does not
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 believe her. She commits suicide in a mental health facility as Lomax watches helplessly from behind a barricaded door. All of this, naturally, has occurred in the service of the final confrontation between Milton and Lomax.5 Lomax’s devout mother appears in order to inform her son that he is, in fact, the son of John Milton/Satan/Al Pacino, the fruit of an extramarital union that occurred when the mother (played by Judith Ivey) visited New York as a missionary. Lomax tracks Milton down at his office and, in a rage, shoots him, which, since Milton is the devil, obviously has no effect. Milton/Pacino then launches into a speech that occasionally echoes Satan’s in Books 1 and 2 of Paradise Lost. It is at this point that Reeves’s Lomax sums up these speeches with “ ‘Better to reign in hell than serve in heaven,’ is that it?” Milton explains that he wants Lomax to impregnate his (Lomax’s) sister—another of Satan’s children who works at the law firm—in order to produce a family. The Satanic plan, in Pacino’s hyperbolic words, is to produce “acquittal, after acquittal, after acquittal until the stench of it reaches so high and far into heaven, it chokes the whole fucking lot of them.” Lomax appears to agree to the Satanic Milton’s terms, but as he stands over his now naked sister, he asks, “Free will, right?,” and then shoots himself in the head. After the ensuing conflagrant disintegration of Satan’s plans, the film returns us to the introductory sequence, with Lomax in the courthouse bathroom, and we realize that it has all been a cautionary, moralistic dream vision about greed, ambition, and immoderate sexual desire. Hackford, after all, insists that “this is a moral tale.” The film concludes with one last twist. Instead of demolishing the molestation victim’s testimony, Lomax quits as the molester’s attorney. As he and Mary Ann leave the courthouse, their reporter friend asks to interview Lomax about his “crisis of conscience.” He agrees and the couple continues downstairs, leaving the camera to linger on the face of the reporter, which then morphs into Pacino/Satan/Milton, who closes the film with “Vanity, definitely my favorite sin.” Negative criticism of the film targets everything from Pacino’s overacting, to the movie’s tonal disjunctions to the hackneyed epilogue: Roger Ebert maintains that “The epilogue, indeed, cheats in a way I thought had been left behind in grade school.”6 However formulaic or uneven or just plain bad it may well be, Hackford’s film nonetheless embraces many of Milton’s ethical concerns and, simultaneously, challenges conventional understandings of how “high” literature fits within or influences popular film. “Milton” is not a reassuring sophisticated allusion in The Devil’s Advocate: this is not Shakespeare in Love. Rather, the least literate and most insipid of techniques, like the hackneyed denouement, push audiences to examine the deliberative operations of free will in time and in relation to human foreknowledge. It is in and through these very gaucheries that the film prompts its audience to
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 imagine “Milton” as more or other than a body of work to be referenced, represented, and respected on screen. * * * When The Devil’s Advocate reveals that the temptation of Kevin Lomax— the entire plot of the film—has all been a momentary, waking oneiric vision in a courthouse bathroom, audiences and reviewers appear justifiably disappointed with the insipid, tired device. Yet in this instance, perhaps paradoxically, the most uninspired of filmic narrative techniques best approximates Milton’s dispositional or inward ethics. By rendering the entire Satanic temptation plot as a momentary dream vision, The Devil’s Advocate propounds a Miltonic ethics of constant vigilance: everything, every event is potentially a demonic temptation, should one be so disposed; nothing is, in and of itself, good or evil. The coherence here with Stanley Fish’s account of Miltonic ethics is striking. Drawing primarily on Paradise Regained and Comus, Fish outlines a Miltonic universe that is radically antiempiricist: “But this, Milton would say, is where empirical investigation always gets you: nowhere or (it is the same thing) anywhere. When you look at particulars severed from any already-in-place assumption about what things mean generally, they tell you nothing or they tell you anything.”7 If the external world cannot provide the measure of moral and immoral actions, for Fish’s Milton, ethical response to this universe must then turn inward, revolving exclusively around the interior dispositions of individuals, not the objective “reality” of things in the world (353). If one cannot rest assured that a specific action connotes virtue, the ethical individual must be ever on alert to her motivations and desires, probing them for traces of pride, vanity, and other sinful dispositions. In Hackford’s film, Kevin and Mary Ann do not escape Satan’s (or Milton’s) snare because they believe that real events in the world—a lawyer having a “crisis of conscience,” as their reporter friend puts it—carry moral values. When this same friend transforms into Milton/Satan and observes, “Vanity, definitely my favorite sin,” the same “crisis of conscience” comes under suspicion because of the potentially sinful internal disposition that motivates Lomax’s decision to display publicly his internal crisis. Even the dramatic rendering of Kevin’s “choice” as a conflict or “crisis” ultimately ends up bowing to devilish temptation. In Fish’s estimation, crisis and conflict are themselves symptoms of sinfulness in Milton’s universe: The smallest incident (measured by a scale that Milton finally rejects) is as fraught with significance as the most dramatic encounter, because the
 
 118 / ryan netzley issue—whether or not one will act so as to remain obedient to God—is always the same. Thus, when Michael says, “Dream not of thir fight, / As of a Duel,” he not only disappoints a particular expectation; he disallows a powerful and compelling view of the moral life. In that view—which, for want of a better term, we can call “dramatic”—life is for the most part a succession of routine events punctuated now and then (and only for exceptional people) by moments of crucial choice. (354–55)
 
 One need only look to the infamously plotless Paradise Regained to confirm Fish’s basic assertion. If there is a climactic moment in this poem, it occurs when Satan sets the Son atop the temple spire. After Satan paraphrases Psalm 91:12, essentially tempting the Son to reveal himself as the messiah by casting himself down from the pinnacle, to reveal his nature as the “Son of God,” Jesus responds: “Tempt not the Lord thy God, he said and stood” (4.561). This moment could well be read as a climactic showdown, for Satan, “smitten with amazement” (4.562), falls in the very next line. Moreover, Jesus might seem to succumb to Satan’s temptation in commanding “tempt not the Lord thy God,” an order that reveals him to be identical to God the Father. Simultaneously, however, Jesus simply rejects the temptation and stands, again unmoved. If there is a dramatic climax here, it lacks any spectacular or dramatic clarity. At the very least, Paradise Regained offers us nothing on the order of that cataclysmic choice apparently enjoined upon Kevin Lomax. Milton’s poem never even poses the question that Hackford uses to describe his film and its climax: “Will it be the same or different?” If Milton possesses such a moral suspicion of crisis, what type of “crisis” or drama does The Devil’s Advocate then enact in or under his name? After all, with Al Pacino as John Milton, the film does turn the name “Milton” into an exaggerated, Stanislavskian mugging festival. Does the film attempt to dramatize precisely what Milton thinks should be nondramatic, the moment of moral choice? Yet perhaps we have been too hasty in our interpretation of our Keanu’s/Kevin’s concluding conundrum, too embroiled in the film’s narrative to notice whether the film itself enables or enjoins a spectacular, dramatic choice. In other words, is the “crisis” of The Devil’s Advocate a sham crisis, an unappealing temptation to which our hero, unmoved, replies and, moreover, a false crisis, viewed as a real choice only by fallen spectators? The dream vision device, which appeared above as an engine of ethical vigilance, may, in this light, also point up the possibility that dramatic crises are always imaginary, speculative projections. Yet crisis is all the more insistent—it is everywhere and nowhere—precisely because it is just a dream. In Fish’s terms, Of course one could say (and I would agree) that rather than removing crisis, this makes crisis perpetual; but if crisis is perpetual, the very notion loses its
 
 ethics, apocalypticism, and allusion / 119 cutting edge, since particular instances are now indistinguishable, a series of testimonies, in superficially different circumstances, to the same unchanging commitment. That is why crisis, climax, suspense, and so on are the vehicles of temptation: they are implicated in a view of life in which commitment grows out of circumstance, a view in which the individual scrutinizes alternatives (of action and expression) offered to him by the world and chooses to ally himself with one or more of them. (355–56)
 
 Yet Fish’s account of perpetual crisis does not lead to an apocalyptic, even amoral fatalism. Nor, obviously, do Milton’s texts. The Devil’s Advocate, however, may well be another story. Hackford’s comments advocate an odd mix of vigilance and resignation: “You realize you can’t beat the devil every time. You might win one battle, but he’s back there the next morning . . . I want to basically say that every day of your life, you can’t get smug, and you have to confront morality.” So does the film promote vigilance, or rather embrace apocalyptic resignation and fatalism, but with the illusion of involvement? Or does it rather present a spectacularized messianism in order to lure spectators into the quotidian business of self-examination? It would be easy to dismiss The Devil’s Advocate as a deceptive celebration of fatalism or determinism. In addition to all of the forces that must conspire and cooperate in order to render Kevin Lomax’s singular moment of “free will” possible—his patrimony, all of papa Satan’s machinations, his own vengeful reaction to Mary Ann’s suicide—he still must ask for reaffirmation and confirmation—from his father/Satan/Milton—of this free choice immediately before exercising it: “Free will, right?” And as if this request for recognition of one’s freedom doesn’t already render one enslaved, the film’s final turn, where Pacino/Satan/Milton returns as a trickster undermines Lomax’s fantasy of self-determination. Even the DVD chapter titles conspire to make Lomax’s freedom laughable: chapter 40 of the scene index is entitled “Exercising free will,” relegating such exercise to a moment in a scripted, recorded programme. Despite itself perhaps, the film scuttles the simplistic understanding of freedom—self-determination in spite of circumstance—that is its climactic moment. Despite the similarities between a Miltonic virtue and that outlined within the film, then, The Devil’s Advocate does not train its audiences to be ever vigilant. One might also wonder whether Paradise Lost or Paradise Regained performs such training, of course. The first, false conclusion of The Devil’s Advocate reassures viewers of their own goodness, via the evocation of free will, whereas Milton’s Arminianism is hardly a path to celebratory self-assurance. In The Devil’s Advocate, audiences never hear God’s voice and, thus, Satan is the only audible advocate of free will. Nonetheless, when Kevin Lomax chooses suicide over fathering the Anti-Christ—albeit in a dream vision—the audience may safely, if somewhat naively, congratulate
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 itself on its collective humanity, the inevitable goodness of human choices when major apocalyptic events are at issue. However, Lomax’s freedom and, more importantly, its significance remain predicated on his unique status as the human son of Satan: he is not, it appears, simply one of us. In other words, it is his dramatic reversal of genetic destiny—son of Satan and antimessiah who, via free will, reverses course and becomes a messiah—that constitutes the significance and possibility of his freedom. The Devil’s Advocate then presents a free will that is fundamentally tied to messianism and the uniqueness of a messianic moment.8 The Devil’s Advocate presents two moments of apocalyptic decisionmaking in quick succession. In the first, within the dream vision, Lomax refuses his Satanic patrimony. After Reeves’s Lomax commits suicide, the penthouse office of John Milton bursts into flames and, through Lomax’s eyes, we see Pacino morph into Reeves. The implication appears to be that Satan/Milton/Pacino has been a projection of Lomax’s own internal Satan all along, which, in turn, suggests that we are all, at least potentially, Satan. In this light, the unique messianic position of Reeves’s Lomax evaporates, providing us instead with an everyman figure whose crises of conscience mirror our own. The affectlessness of Reeves’s performance—the blank woodenness for which he is so famous—only intensifies such audience identification: Reeves’s blankness performs an allegorical function, acting as an identificatory tabula rasa and enabling a relatively pedestrian lesson about the universal human predilection for evil.9 The bathroom deliberation scene, the moment in which Lomax awakes from his waking vision, only serves to reinforce the ordinariness of this decision. In other words, as if the morphing technology hadn’t adequately driven home the point, the film emphasizes that Lomax’s second climactic decision is decidedly human, apparently neither messianic nor divine. Fantasies of Satanic lineage may be all well and good, insofar as they enable deliberate moral decisions, but they are only that, fantasies. That said, The Devil’s Advocate does not simply chart a course from messianic uniqueness to recognition of one’s common humanity, a voyage from hubris to humility. If the film presents Lomax’s vision as the sort of speculative deliberation—a virtual modeling of consequences—that anyone might perform, it simultaneously presents decision-making as always and everywhere messianic. That is, if the apocalypse is both a fantasy and an event to which every single decision can lead, the film represents all decisions as, at least potentially, apocalyptic. Such a messianic understanding of decision and action differs substantially from Milton’s ethic of constant vigilance, however superficially similar these schemas might appear. One need only look to Samson Agonistes to recognize this fundamental disparity.
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 In Milton’s closet drama, the spectacular, apocalyptic violence that Samson visits on the Philistines occurs, unsurprisingly, “offstage.” Yet it is not simply generic convention that explains this secreting away of violence. Rather, Samson Agonistes insists that the recognition of “spectacular,” messianic, or apocalyptic actions or events cannot depend upon empirical observation, visual or aural. Moreover, it presents an eponymous hero who must learn not to recognize his own actions as part of an apocalyptic plan. The ambiguity in the preceding sentence is itself significant: Samson must both refuse to think of his actions as components in a grand, master program and, simultaneously, stop trying to recognize and interpret his own actions, which stoppage would then be part of the grand plan. So when Samson avers “Be of good courage, I begin to feel / Some rouzing motions in me which dispose / To something extraordinary my thoughts” (1381–83) and closes this same speech with “This day will be remarkable in my life / By some great act, or of my days the last” (1388–89), he has given over the self-pitying despair, but also the deliberation and planning that mark all of his earlier speeches in the poem. Regardless of whether readers find Samson’s violence justified or opprobrious,10 the text offers us no evidence that he recognizes his action as messianic. Nor do readers receive any inkling of Samson’s motivation other than the Messenger’s decidedly ambiguous description: “with head a while enclin’d, / And eyes fast fixt he stood, as one who pray’d, / Or some great matter in his mind revolv’d” (1636–38). Samson Agonistes seems then a work that offers us a messianic actor, whose messianic action is only possible insofar as he does not recognize it, clearly and demonstrably, as messianic. In comparison, The Devil’s Advocate presents a decision explicitly rendered, with all the bells and whistles, as both messianic and free, in the process offering a hubristic and, perhaps more importantly, adequately explicated messiah. That is, it is not just the pridefulness of Lomax’s messianism that seems decidedly un-Miltonic. The explanation of Lomax’s action that the dream vision provides, in its turn, advances a notion of action that is fundamentally and inherently significant. For all of the deliberation mapped and modeled by the film’s vision, Lomax’s second, all too human decision—his refusal to defend a child molester—stems from his epiphanic recognition of the meaning of this dream vision. Action and its meaning is a much more fraught operation in a text like Samson Agonistes, however. Samson’s action—and Samson Agonistes—do not mean or dramatically signify in the same manner as Kevin Lomax’s decision or, to put a very fine point on it, at all. Yet this is precisely the point at which The Devil’s Advocate redeems itself: first by bracketing the spectacular, un-Miltonic freedom that is
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 Lomax’s suicide as a dream vision, set in a courthouse bathroom; second by presenting a third and final decision, almost as an afterthought, in which a recognizable messianism plays no part—the final scene in which Lomax agrees to an interview about his lawyerly crisis of conscience. Although Lomax certainly has a messiah complex, the film itself may ultimately reject his penchant for self-aggrandizing decision-making. If the temptation in The Devil’s Advocate is to treat all choices as messianic ones, as choices with apocalyptic significance, the film’s concluding sequence may well critique the self-important messianism of Reeves’s Lomax. When Lomax returns to the courtroom, from the bathroom, and after he announces his inability to continue as counsel for the child molester (whose guilt, by the by, has been redemonstrated in the dream vision), Mary Ann asks “What are you doing, baby?” Lomax replies, “The right thing.” The film, though, problematizes such confident ethical assurance in the concluding sequence, in which Pacino/Satan/Milton reappears in order to label Lomax’s decision “vanity.” “Vanity, definitely my favorite sin” applies not only, though, to Lomax’s willingness to sit for an interview about his crisis of conscience— his willingness to render that crisis spectacularly public, not incidentally—but also the prideful messianism of his decision-making process and his hubristic assertion that he’s doing the “the right thing.” However, such a reading may side too hastily with Satan’s estimation of events, his judgment of Lomax’s vanity. That is, hasn’t Lomax, precisely insofar as he does not imagine an entire apocalyptic scenario before agreeing to the interview, learned something? The film’s conclusion poses, contrary to Hackford’s account of its didactic purpose, one basic interpretive conundrum: are human beings to treat every single decision as potentially apocalyptic? Or does the film suggest that such an ethical approach is both impossible and undesirable? There seems something terribly alluring about this interpretive problem, yet to attempt to solve it or to take it seriously would be to succumb, finally, to a most un-Miltonic temptation: the temptation to give the film a moral point, to fix its external didactic message, à la Hackford. The chuckling, mugging Milton of the concluding scene abolishes this earnest moral dilemma, however. Although Pacino’s appearance as a gleeful prankster at the end of the film affirms the reality of Lomax’s vision, it simultaneously presents that vision as less than serious, defusing the selfimportant messianism of Lomax’s decision-making process. We have here a Satan portrayed as comic Vice, complete with an ironic theme song that runs over the film’s credits—The Rolling Stones’s “Paint It Black.” Throughout the film, in addition to emphasizing the essentially spectacular and theatrical aspects of Satan, Pacino’s hyperbolic performance pushes the film to the cusp of camp, an amoral camp more interested in the devil’s tricks and actorly virtuosity than the hero’s moral conundrums.11
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 It is this jocular, campy Milton who dismisses Lomax’s tentative, stodgy quotation of Paradise Lost, of the “Milton” that we think we know and want to recognize. The Devil’s Advocate then, in addition to undermining, however unintentionally, Hackford’s avowed moral message, presents a Milton who problematizes, in action and in discourse, our literate and literary preconceptions of how “Milton” does and should work in popular films. “ ‘Better to reign in hell than serve in heaven,’ is that it?” requires one last reading in this light. Lomax’s explicit allusion to Paradise Lost closes with a tentative question that essentially asks whether this one quotation, this one brief allusion, can encapsulate Pacino’s harangue and, more importantly, the film’s use of the name Milton: “Is that it?” (emphasis mine). Perhaps despite itself, The Devil’s Advocate answers “no.” There is certainly more to the film’s deployment of “Milton” than the self-congratulatory security of explanatory allusion. “Milton” in The Devil’s Advocate provokes an examination of ethical decision and deliberation, and the messianic narcissism to which these processes are prone. In a more general and important register, it demands that we move beyond allusion, and its correlative dialectical logic of betrayal or fidelity, that we treat “Milton” as an excuse for and a provocation to a more complicated ethical reading and response, and, finally, that we ask of our own readings of Milton in popular culture, “Is that it?” Notes 1. Andrew Neiderman, The Devil’s Advocate (New York: Pocket Star/Simon and Schuster, 1990). The screenplay by Jonathan Lemkin and Tony Gilroy is loosely based on this novel. 2. The Devil’s Advocate, dir. Taylor Hackford, 144 min., Warner Bros., 1997, Special Edition DVD. 3. Jonathan Lemkin and Tony Gilroy, The Devil’s Advocate, Revised Shooting Draft, January 18, 1997 ⬍http://www.dailyscript.com/scripts/devils_advocate. pdf⬎, 135 4. Taylor Hackford, “Audio Commentary,” The Devil’s Advocate, Special Edition DVD. Subsequent references to Hackford’s commentary will be to this segment of the DVD. As if to compensate for this oversight, the special edition DVD does include a short biography of Milton—“ Who Was John Milton?”—in its special features section. Curiously, most of this biography revolves around Milton’s political pamphlets, relegating Paradise Lost, almost, to an afterthought (“Who Was John Milton?,” Special Edition DVD). 5. Hackford asserts as much in his audio commentary, claiming that the first two hours are set-up for the concluding scene. 6. Roger Ebert, “The Devil’s Advocate,” Chicago Sun-Times, October 17, 1997 ⬍www.suntimes.com/ebert/ebert_reviews/1997/10/101704.html⬎ 7. Stanley Fish, How Milton Works (Cambridge: Belknap Press, 2001), 78–79. Subsequent references to Fish will appear in parentheses.
 
 124 / ryan netzley 8. We should not forget that Keanu Reeves goes on to play Neo, “The One,” in The Matrix trilogy, rendering his messianic aura even more intense, at least retroactively. 9. For a discussion of Keanu Reeves’s affectlessness and flatness, see Jeff Karnicky, “Keanu Rhizome,” symplok¯e: A Journal for the Intermingling of Literary, Cultural and Theoretical Scholarship 6.1–2 (1998): 135–44. 10. John Carey, “A Work in Praise of Terrorism?: September 11 and Samson Agonistes,” Times Literary Supplement, September 6, 2002, 16. I will not enter the debate fomented by John Carey’s TLS piece, although it does have some bearing on the question of whether terror, evil, and the apocalypse are immediately and self-evidently recognizable. 11. The scene index titles for chapters 40 through 43 are: “Exercising free will”; “Flame-broiled”; “The right thing”; and “My favorite sin.” “Flame-broiled”? Yes, “Flame-broiled,” which refers to the final conflagration in Milton’s office. The campiness of this moment, and probably of the entire film, deserves further examination. See also Hackford’s commentary on Pacino’s climactic “monologue”: “You can’t have a scene that lasts this long and have it be self-consciously serious. You have to resort to humor.”
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 Chapter Nine “You Seemed to Go Way Back”: The Evolution of Adam in THE LADY EVE* Lisa Sternlieb
 
 Preston Sturges’s 1940 film The Lady Eve follows the plotline of the last books of Paradise Lost. Innocent Charles Pike (Henry Fonda) is charmed by the alluring Jean Harrington (Barbara Stanwyck). He falls into knowledge upon learning that she is in league with the deceiver Harry Harrington (Charles Coburn). After disparaging and rejecting her, he is finally reconciled with his beloved. In the film’s final moments the two run off together hand in hand. But unlike the Adam of Book 8 who longs for companionship, conversation, and someone with whom he can mate, Sturges’s Adam is not yet ready for his perfect fit. While Adam will lead Eve straight to the “nuptial bower” (8.510), Charles will need time before he can love with the purity of his first ancestor. Pitting Milton’s theory of origin against Darwin’s, Sturges shows how the formation of a lover is a process of both evolution and devolution. Charles Pike is simultaneously too representative of the animal kingdom and too much a product of refined culture. Over the course of two hours he must evolve beyond his beastliness and devolve away from the trappings of civilization before he can achieve prelapsarian bliss. Milton’s Adam instantly recognizes that he cannot find what he wants among the birds and beasts: “Of fellowship I speak / Such as I seek, fit to participate / All rational delight” (8.389–94). Charles Pike, however, has no interest in the female of his species. As the film begins he, an ophiologist, is adding another snake (Emma) to his collection as he returns from his yearlong expedition up the Amazon. In his first scene back in posh society he sits alone in the dining room of the ocean liner, the S.S. Southern Queen, reading * For Maria DiBattista
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 Are Snakes Necessary? while each available female attempts unsuccessfully to attract his attention. Milton’s Adam knows exactly what he seeks, and an unwilling Eve is forced to comply with his immediate attraction to her, an attraction she does not immediately share. Much as Eve tries to escape Adam only to be forced to “yield” to his “gentle hand” “seiz[ing]” hers (4.488–89), Charles attempts to escape women only to be tripped and caught by the con artist Jean as he exits the dining room. Jean (and we) have been watching the uncomfortable ophiologist through her compact mirror. As Charles attempts to avoid the animals by which he is surrounded, Jean begins her lengthy attempt to determine what species Charles himself is. Is he a “bookworm?”1 Has he “escaped from a zoo?” A few scenes later, she will tell him that he needs “a keeper” and that he “oughta be kept in a cage.” Harry classifies Charles as “the finest specimen of sucker sapiens” he has ever encountered. After originally trying to con Charles, Jean assures her father that she has fallen in love with the “poor fish.” Charles “Pike” is, of course, a fish, but Jean gets her hooks into him only temporarily before he discovers her profession and frees himself from the fisherwoman. The stakes are higher back on dry land in Connecticut where Jean is not only Eve, but Diana, goddess of the hunt, and Charles is her prey. As the ship employee, puzzled by the fact that Jean and her father have not conned Charles, puts it, “they might be aiming at higher game.” In Connecticut Jean will not be content until she has bagged her “wolf ” and utterly humiliated him. Although she successfully masquerades as a British aristocrat, convinces Charles that she is not the same woman he met on the ship, and gets him to marry her, Jean’s hunting excursion brings her anything but happiness. Just when she has Charles “right by the ears” she insists on a divorce with no cash payment involved. Walking away from the marriage without any money, Jean is called a “sucker” by her father-in-law, Horace Pike. Finally Jean and Charles are equals, both specimens of sucker sapiens. When they meet up aboard the ship a second time, Jean once again trips Charles, but this only seems to embolden him. He grabs her and in their ecstatic run down the stairs finally claims her for his own. In as mutual an embrace as we ever see in The Lady Eve, these two creatures are thrilled to find each other and to find that mating season is finally over and a mate for life finally found. Clearly the S.S. Southern Queen is no Noah’s Ark; we are never quite sure how to distinguish the keeper from his flock. Rather than a complementary model of origin from Genesis, Sturges is working with a competing model: Darwin’s. Charles shares Darwin’s first name and is, like him, a scientist fascinated with South America. Reading The Lady Eve in light of Milton and Darwin simultaneously allows us to have a double vision of a film that is of course about double vision, second chances, mistaken identity and reidentification, about mirrors, twins, and scenes that are also twinned. This
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 Miltonic/Darwinian double perspective is crucial to understanding the names of our heroes. Barbara Stanwyck’s character has three first names. Eve is clearly taken from Genesis or Milton, but Jean (or Gene) alludes to both Genesis and to the field of genetics which Darwin’s work helped make possible. Eugenia (her “real” name) means well bred and recalls eugenics, a field with which Darwin is frequently if unfairly associated. Fonda’s character has two first names—Charles and Hopsie, the latter given him because his family is in the brewing business. A hop is a twining vine with lobed leaves and green female flowers arranged in cone-like spikes, and hops are the dried ripe flowers of this plant (OED). So Hopsie’s nickname, like Jean’s adopted name, again brings us back to the garden. Within their very names Fonda and Stanwyck remind us of both their scientific and biblical origins. A search for origins is at the heart of their courtship. On the moonlit deck where Fonda and Stanwyck declare their love for each other, Charles is first and foremost the scientist looking backwards to see where Jean has come from. “Everytime I’ve looked at you here on the boat it wasn’t only here I saw you; you seemed to go way back. I know that isn’t clear, but I saw you here and at the same time further away, and then still further away.” Continuing to look backwards, he sees her with her “legs like a colt and his own like a calf.” Charles woos and wins Eugenia with a story about human evolution. Once upon a time, Jean’s and Charles’s ancestors were calves and colts. Hopsie needs to look backwards to his and her origins in order to move forward. This backward look is reproduced everywhere in the film, most spectacularly by Jean as she looks at the scene behind her through her compact mirror (figure 9.1). Jean imagines her ideal man as someone she has never seen before but who will surprise her by sneaking up behind her. Eugenia never looks at herself in a mirror but talks with her father by looking in the mirror before her to see him behind her. She first notices Charles’s bodyguard, Muggsy, as he sneaks up behind her and Hopsie. Throughout the film, Charles often trips because he is looking behind him, not in front of him. And, of course, in the Connecticut proposal scene, Charles and his horse are confused in Eve’s imagination and speech as they both stand behind her. This backward view is crucial to the film’s emphasis on a search for origins and Jean’s origins in particular. Although Eugenia means well bred, Jean’s breeding is a central mystery of the film. Harry is called Jean’s father, but there is no evidence that he is her biological father. As she says, “I’m not your daughter for free.” Like Milton’s Eve, Jean appears to have no mother. Her parentage as the Lady Eve is rapidly given to us by Sir Alfred. In his absurd tale she is the product of an adulterous relationship between an aristocrat and her coachman, though her would-be father is unaware of his daughter’s illegitimacy. Sir Alfred makes clear that these family origins should be kept hush hush as
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 Figure 9.1
 
 Jean spies on Charles through her compact
 
 there is no need to rattle the skeleton in their family closet. Whatever Eugenia’s biological origins are, Charles is wary of her chosen profession, for in Muggsy’s mispronunciation she is a card shark “swimming alongside the boat in the water” and obviously easily able to eat up a smaller pike. In contrast Hopsie’s origins are clear. We meet both his mother and father, and he despises the ale business but recognizes that there is a “problem being descended from brewers no matter how long ago” (emphasis added). Through this admission Sturges hints at Charles’s dark secret. Despite his innocence and naiveté, Hopsie merely masquerades as prelapsarian Adam. His love of the primeval jungle, his indifference to business and money disguise his profound snobbery. He is thoroughly a product of the civilization for which he feigns contempt. On his wedding night Charles will claim that “sweet forgiveness” distinguishes a man from a beast (unlike the Adam who never confuses “brute” and “human”). But earlier, confronted by Jean’s own dark secret, Charles treats her as monstrously as an animal. In order to transcend his own beastliness Charles must embrace Jean’s. Once upon a time, her ancestors, like his beloved snakes, also crawled on their bellies. In order to overlook Jean’s class and profession, Charles must shed the burden of his own pedigree. Whether Fonda finally sees Stanwyck as the descendant of serpents, the daughter of a cardsharp, a rootless orphan, or the
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 illegitimate offspring of a servant, she is clearly not of his class, but in their final ecstatic embrace he is clearly ready to dip into her “Jean Pool.” Sturges treats the war in Europe only comically and only in passing (Eve arrives in New York on a battleship). While the director will later parody the war effort in The Miracle of Morgan’s Creek and Hail the Conquering Hero, his hatred for Nazi eugenics and Hitler’s struggle for racial purity are most explicitly evidenced in his least overtly political and most patriotic film. In The Lady Eve’s triumphantly American ending the mongrel is celebrated above the thoroughbred. By looking backwards, Sturges continually reminds us of how far we are removed from the Garden, how distant we are from any original experience. Milton’s subject, as Christopher Ricks notes, “again and again elicits from him a terrible sense of what it is to be outside, to be external, to be excluded.”2 “Almost all of the poem’s ‘that’s’ (demonstrative adjectives) are spoken by Milton in his own voice as narrator. They are a distinctive part of the narrator’s style from the poem’s opening lines (‘that Forbidden Tree,’ ‘That Shepherd,’ ‘that happy State,’ ‘that foul revolt’). . . . [T]he poet’s ‘that’s—together with their evocative names—work to exclude him and us from the thisness of Paradise.”3 Using an even more powerful artistic medium of “thisness,” a medium that presents the illusion of seeing and hearing in the present moment, in which there is no necessary distance between the words used to describe and the thing described, Sturges is constantly gesturing toward “thatness,” constantly showing how elusive “thisness” since the fall is. At a moment when Hollywood directors were more than willing to feed their audiences the pretense of present-tense reality through invisible editing, Sturges selfconsciously shows how his film is a constructed object and how the lines that spill effortlessly from his “fast-talking dame”4 and her entourage are scripted. Sturges takes pains to show how there is never a congruency between the mind and the thing, between the feeling and the expression of the feeling. Our language is fallen, we are consistently shown, because we can never speak of the thing as it is but only of what it reminds us of. The film creates a sense of perpetual déjà vu in both the audience (as Sturges quotes insistently from other stories such as Cinderella or Genesis and replays lines and scenes in different contexts) and the characters (as the jaded Muggsy, in particular, claims that there is nothing unique or original in what we are viewing.) The scene on the moonlit deck is arguably the film’s most romantic and most gorgeously written, yet it perpetually reveals its imperfection. By constantly gesturing backwards, by comparing this moment to an earlier real or imagined one, Charles poignantly evokes the impossibility of a prelapsarian experience and expression of love. One of the most seemingly innocent
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 lovers in film history calls attention to his fallenness, for one of the most literate scripts in film history is about our loss of the perfect language. Charles’s futile but noble attempt to express an original experience on the moonlit deck with Jean is followed by a cynical attempt to repeat the lines and feelings of the previous encounter with Eve. The heartfelt passion on the ship is a rehearsed, contrived performance in Connecticut. The Connecticut scene most explicitly expresses Sturges’s interest in postlapsarian language, but his word choice throughout shows the fallenness of our language, its lack of innocence because of its inherent doubleness and duplicity. As Lee M. Johnson writes: “Linguistic self-subversion, irony and ambiguity, including at its lowest, downright bad puns, inhere in the expression of fallen natures. Such a language drifts ineluctably into waywardness and perverse complexity and is, by definition, inadequate to the task of depicting innocent perfection on its own terms.”5 Hopsie’s father is a brewer because he makes ale, but Jean’s father is also a brewer as in one who “plots, schemes, and plans trouble” (OED). Charles discards Jean as easily as she discards spades and clubs. Charles’s wedding night with an aristocrat is shattered when the groom learns that another groom (or stable boy) was already in his wife’s bed. Hopsie prefers a jungle motif of palm trees; his bride is skilled at palming cards. Charles may study snakes, but “oaf ”iology sounds more like the science of those who fall on their faces while his last name (meaning peaked summit) indicates that he should be ascending mountains instead. Eve confuses Charles with his horse, another indication that Horace Pike is not far removed from his four-legged ancestors. In the film’s best Darwinian pun, Sir Alfred remembers Charles as “that tall backward boy who is always playing with toads.” Foreign accents and Muggsy’s malapropisms (he cannot distinguish between one who has passed the bar and one who serves drinks at one) litter the film. Undeterred by the punishment of the Tower of Babel, Muggsy dates an “Eskimo gal” and the silent Amazonian Lulu. Hell is so ubiquitous a word in postlapsarian language that it need never be actually used—an overworked bartender says “tell ’em to go to H–arvard.” When Jean asks Harry to “go straight too,” he responds, “straight to where?” The fallenness of English is most brilliantly evoked as simultaneous translation is needed for a Brit and an American to speak what is ostensibly the same tongue—Eve refers to the tube and a dray, Horace to the subway and a truck. Stanley Cavell notes that in screwball comedy those who seek a retreat from civilization invariably end up in Connecticut (see Bringing up Baby, The Awful Truth, Adam’s Rib),6 but Sturges’s Eve is so outcast from the garden that she can’t even pronounce “Conneckticut” correctly. Yet if Sturges’s script consistently points to his lovers’ postlapsarian state, his cinematography tries to recapture a prelapsarian condition. Almost all
 
 evolution of adam in THE LADY EVE / 133
 
 Hollywood filmmaking of the period in which Sturges was shooting The Lady Eve would have relied heavily on shot counter-shot. That is, we would see him look at her; we would see her return the look. Sturges uses shot counter-shot to great effect in the scene Stanwyck “directs” with her compact mirror. Each shot of the timid Hopsie retreating behind his book is exchanged for one of a flirtatious woman overzealously aiming for his attention. But once Jean puts down her mirror, she and Charles will almost always (when in the same scene on the boat) appear within the same shot together side-by-side. Sturges rejects the use of shot counter-shot most brilliantly as Stanwyck woos Fonda by stroking his hair while telling him about her ideal man. Most directors of Sturges’s time would have cut away several times from this scene. There are two obvious cuts here, but no cutting away. The effect is of an impossibly long shot that takes over three minutes and results in one of the most potent realizations of sexual tension ever recorded on screen (see figure 9.2). Maria DiBattista argues that “Jean’s primal hubris is that she dares to create herself.”7 Indeed, Sturges wryly inverts Milton’s misogyny. In Paradise Lost Adam asserts his dominance “as one intended first, not after made / Occasionally”(8.555–56). The Lady Eve celebrates Jean as the “one intended first,” not the Eve she herself creates “occasionally.” Filming Jean and Charles as if joined at the hip, Sturges insists on the pair’s equality, but unlike their first ancestors, they do not yet seem made for each other. They still need time to devolve away from the fears and prejudices civilization has ingrained in them in order to become sexual beings, in order to consummate their love for each other. Divine intervention does bring them together initially, but their second encounter is the result of random chance, while their own free will propels them toward their final and happiest meeting. As Charles boards the ship and Jean hopes that “he’s rich” and that “he thinks he’s a wiz at cards,” Harry says “from your lips to the ears of the almighty.” They meet up the second time in America because Eugenia happens to run into an old friend who happens to live in Bridgefield, Connecticut. And they meet for the last time because Jean plans it, and Charles follows through on her plan, dragging her off to her room as the man who knows what he wants. By eschewing shot counter-shot Sturges also renders the Connecticut plot more believable. Charles is never exactly certain of what Jean looks like because he almost never looks at her. In one of the very few scenes in which he stares at her in shot counter-shot, his vision goes blurry, and the image we see on the screen is completely out of focus. When he questions Sir Alfred about his niece’s identity, Sir Alfred wants to know whether the other girl Charles met on the boat had cornflower blue eyes; Hopsie rather reluctantly agrees that she did. Is it possible that Charles has no idea what
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 Figure 9.2
 
 Jean seduces Charles in Sturges’s three-minute long shot
 
 color her eyes are? Like a snake, Charles is far more dependent on his senses of smell ( Jean’s perfume intoxicates him) and hearing (he is bewitched by the sound of her voice) than he is by his sense of sight. Even at their final encounter, Charles is able to recognize Jean not by sight but only by her ability to claim Adam’s power, to name him (Hopsie) correctly. Charles must not only move past his initial beastly state; he must lose his attraction to the limbless, hissing snake and learn to love a creature who earns her living through her hands and feet and a tongue that can speak. And Eugenia too must evolve before she is a woman worthy of accompanying Charles into their marriage chamber. Jean overturns our expectations of an Eve. In her first gesture she conks Charles on the head with the apple she has been eating. She has no expectation of sharing with him her “bliss or woe” (9.831). He is to be taken for a ride, taken for as much of his money as she can grab; she will physically assault and sexually frustrate him, but she will not offer him the forbidden fruit and its lascivious aftermath. If to fall is “to lose status, reputation, dignity, to be captured or conquered, to pass to a lower condition or position” (OED), then each of Charles’s tumbles is more than merely Sturges’s signature slapstick, but part of Eve’s master plan. Yet as Hopsie falls more frequently in the second half
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 of the film he moves further away from any sexual consequences. Instead, Eve is responsible for her own sexual fall—she loses her chastity without an Adam’s assistance. Her invented promiscuity backfires. Frustrating both her eager bridegroom and her grand dream of wreaking vengeance, Jean awakens to the fact that sharing the apple is more fruitful than using it as a weapon. In her second scene Jean again distances herself from the newly created Eve who stares longingly at her own reflection in a pool of water. Stanwyck, instead, trains her mirror on Charles and uses the compact’s reflection to orchestrate her first meeting with him. This coy con artist, adept at fooling herself, studies her victim, never herself carefully. Yet unlike Milton’s Eve who rejects Adam for being less physically winning than herself, Jean is so sexually unmotivated that she fails to notice that she has a gorgeous Hollywood hunk in her sights. In her fifth scene, rather than being enticed by Emma, Eugenia runs screaming from the “Colubrina Marzditzia.” As Charles invites her into his cabin to see Emma, she appears her most sexually experienced, “That’s a new one, isn’t it?” The illusion is immediately shattered when Jean is terrified after spotting the actual snake. “Why didn’t you tell me you had a slimy. . . . Why should I suspect an apparently civilized man of.” Jean’s knowing flirtatiousness has masked a terror of sex and intimacy. The ease and naturalness of prelapsarian sexuality have nothing to do with Jean’s experience. In Sturges’s original script after Charles kisses her passionately, Jean frees herself asking “What kind of a business is that?”8 In Milton’s account, Adam and Eve make love immediately after her creation as Adam leads Eve to the nuptial bower “blushing like the morn” (8.511). Sex precedes what Adam has claimed he has most desired, conversation. Jean, on the other hand, can talk a good game. She can use her body to trip and to tempt and to frustrate Charles. She can lead him from one would-be “nuptial bower” to another, but she cannot follow through on the promise her body seems to offer. “Eased the putting off / Those troublesome disguises which we wear” (4.739–40), Adam and Eve know immediately how to make love. But Eugenia’s disguises (a broken slipper, a tiara, several false pedigrees) enable her to trap Charles without allowing her to give of herself. Milton’s Eve is naked; Sturges’s Eve is a series of costume changes. Thus, Jean’s fear of Emma, her sense of fashion, and her pretense of sexual availability indicate that she is already postlapsarian. Once she unexpectedly falls in love with Charles, she deludes herself into believing that she can stop being a con artist, that she, like prelapsarian Eve, can be whatever her Adam wants her to be. Muggsy too deludes himself. Fancying himself a Raphael, he cautions Charles not to resign his powers to Eve, and warns him not to lose his head in the face of “commotion strange”(8.531). But throughout the film Sturges associates Muggsy with the figure who
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 destroys Adam and Eve, Satan. Often responsible for feeding Emma, he orders cockroaches, flies, and pigeons’ eggs in the ship’s dining room; he is constantly spying on Eve and, like a snake in the grass, hides in the bushes outside Hopsie’s house to check her out. Determined to prove that “anyone can put on an act,” he impersonates the twentieth-century’s Satan, Hitler. In the film’s final shot he is banished from the happiness of their bedroom, for it is he who has convinced the ship’s staff to show Charles the photographic evidence against Jean. Charles’s response to this evidence marks Sturges’s great departure from and reversal of Milton. Milton punishes Adam for not heeding Raphael’s words, for not asserting his male superiority at the crucial moment just before his fall. He punishes Adam for showing compassion to Eve before love for God, for believing Eve irreplaceable, for fearing loneliness more than God’s wrath: How can I live without thee . . . Should God create another Eve, and I Another rib afford, yet loss of thee Would never from my heart. . . . (9.908–13)
 
 By accepting the evidence against her without showing compassion, Charles opts not to fall with Jean. Asserting his “higher intellectual” (9.483), he lies to her about who has deceived whom. Abandoning her at her greatest moment of weakness, he goes on to do exactly what Milton’s Eve most feared; he replaces his first love with “another Eve” (9.828). Charles, then, does precisely what Milton would have him do. For this, Sturges must punish him. After discarding the woman he loves, cynically attempting to replace her with another, and asserting his male prerogative to both women, Charles must finally face the consequences. He lands in the mud outside the honeymoon train in his pajamas, in the darkest, least funny moment of the film. This fall, unlike the numerous comic crashes which precede it, is irrevocable; Charles must move backwards before he can move forwards. He has learned how to corrupt love; he is finally ready to claim pure love. When Jean trips Hopsie for the last time, he does not simply embrace her but her past, her fallenness, her deceitfulness, her life away from him. Grabbing her father’s hands, Charles insists that they “must play cards, lots and lots of cards.” At last he is ready to follow the game’s implicit directive— “double or nothing.” Solitude is finally as unthinkable for Charles as it was for Adam; he is ready to “be fruitful and multiply.” Had Charles exhibited this “sweet forgiveness” on their first ocean voyage, he would have saved two people an enormous amount of pain. But Hopsie needed what Milton’s Adam is not given, the time to evolve into a lover. Milton’s Eve is understood
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 by God and Raphael to have sexual, but no intellectual power over Adam. Raphael knows what to warn Adam against because Eve’s actions are predictable, but Jean is a genus unknown to scientific Charles. Her actions are unclassifiable; she uses her body in astonishing and unexpected ways, and she is wiser and wilier than Hopsie. She will hurt him and deceive him, and she will be, against all expectations, what Milton’s God promised Adam: “exactly to [his] heart’s desire” (8.451). Thus, what I have been arguing is not simply that Sturges is drawn to Darwinian evolution, but, more importantly, that he treats Milton’s masterpiece not as a stable text, but as one that must evolve as our culture changes. The Genesis that Milton rewrites is rife with stories of replaceable women. Abraham exchanges Sarah for Hagar only to toss aside Hagar for Sarah. Jacob fathers children with Leah, Bilhah, and Zilpah while claiming to love only Rachel. But the seventeenth-century Adam of Milton’s invention cannot conceive of a replacement for his beloved. Polygamy is no longer acceptable; monogamy (even for the author of divorce tracts) is still among the highest of human aspirations. Sturges adopts Milton’s motifs: the serpent, the apple, the mirror, the wily woman, but he rescues his twentieth-century heroine from Milton’s patriarchy. Milton’s central premise, that love for the divine must always transcend love for the human, is by the logic and morality of screwball comedy both wrong-headed and dishonest. Sturges, like the directors of all screwball comedy, elevates the love of a man for a woman above all other concerns. For Sturges, human evolution is finally unpredictable. Yet the desire in all of us to return to the prelapsarian state that Milton so beautifully evokes is anything but random. In the film’s last moments Jean and Charles are finally able to shed their many disguises and embrace their nakedness. The scientist who began the film wanting nothing more than “the pursuit of knowledge” is ready to return to the garden. “I don’t want to know . . . whatever it is, keep it to yourself,” he tells his rapturous bride. And she, after creating so many differences between them, is ultimately able to speak a language of mutuality. Responding to her Adam’s admission that he is already married, Jean replies “but so am I, darling; so am I.” Notes 1. Preston Sturges, The Lady Eve, in Five Screenplays by Preston Sturges, ed. Brian Henderson (Berkeley, CA: University of California Press, 1985), 363. Further references to the film will be cited within the body of the essay. 2. Christopher Ricks, “Sound and Sense in Paradise Lost,” (1977). Rpt. in The Force of Poetry (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 1984), 60–79. See John Leonard’s discussion of Ricks’s essay in Naming Paradise: Milton and the Language of Adam and Eve (Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1990), 281–82.
 
 138 / lisa sternlieb 3. Leonard, Naming Paradise, 281–82. 4. See Maria DiBattista’s gorgeous chapter on The Lady Eve, in her book FastTalking Dames (New Haven, CT: Yale University Press, 2001). 5. Lee M. Johnson, “Language and the Illusion of Innocence in Paradise Lost,” in Of Poetry and Politics: New Essays on Milton and His World, ed. P.G. Stanwood (Binghamton, NY: Medieval and Renaissance Texts and Studies, 1995), 47. 6. Stanley Cavell, Pursuits of Happiness: The Hollywood Comedy of Remarriage (Cambridge: Harvard University Press, 1981), 49. Cavell’s paradigm is not Milton’s Eden, but the Arden, Bohemia, and Prospero’s island of Shakespearean romance. 7. DiBattista, The Lady Eve, in Fast-Talking Dames, 305. 8. Sturges, The Lady Eve, in Five Screenplays by Preston Sturges, 420.
 
 Chapter Ten S A B R I N A FA I R Goes to the Movies: Milton, Myth, and Romance Catherine Gimelli Martin
 
 Writing Sabrina Fair (1953) for the theater just as Technicolor deprived live drama of its last advantage over film, Samuel Taylor ironically faced many of the same challenges that Milton encountered in mounting his first stage production. Producing a masque in a remote private castle “where the more elaborate splendors of carpentry and paint were lacking,” Milton made his poetry do “more because it had more to do.” In straining against these limitations, Comus succeeded in attaining “a thematic coherence and a dramatic development rare in a masque.”1 As a twentieth-century playwright, Taylor obviously had full access to all that carpentry, paint, and costume could do, but his technique similarly discounts scenic appeal in favor of greater poetic and thematic coherence. He did this to overcome the limitations of the formulaic romantic comedy of his era, which if Stanley Cavell is right, borrowed its clever dialogue, sudden plot twists, and visual gags from Shakespeare.2 Abandoning the “crazy comedy” genre entirely, Taylor successfully revitalized the romance form by borrowing from Milton instead. Specifically, he borrowed Comus’s technique of embedding an unbelievably romantic story in so many layers of myth and fairy-tale that it gains an almost mystical plausibility. In the first film version (1954), Taylor and Billy Wilder further underscored the many-faceted mythic transformations that made Sabrina Fair a Broadway hit with a deceptively simple palette of cinematic techniques—close-ups, long-shots, and clear spatial contrasts between Manhattan, Paris, and the manorial splendor of the Larrabee estate—all shot in black and white. Yet this limited palette does not diminish but actually enhances Sabrina’s cinematic appeal, for like Milton’s masque, it underscores the magic of everyday transformations— light and dark, illumination and shadow, laughter and silence, inside and outside, midnight and morning.
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 As critics noted at the play’s début, both Taylor’s title and his sylph-like heroine foreground the debt to Comus. By choosing the archaic title “Sabrina Fair” (rather than “The Fair Sabrina,” “My Fair Lady,” or any other modernization) and naming his heroine Sabrina Fairchild, Taylor artfully combined Milton’s nymph Sabrina with his actual heroine, the Lady. That heroic “fair child” had used her precocious wisdom to disarm her would-be seducer, Comus, until Sabrina’s spell completes her release from his enchanted palace. Conflating Milton’s heroine with her helper not only fuses their virgin magic, but sets up Taylor’s Sabrina for a “sea-change” not unlike that undergone by Milton’s water-sprite. In all three cases, a lonely, lost girl leaves home for “foreign parts,” encounters unwelcome new surroundings, discovers her inner “magic,” then returns to her amazed and admiring family. Milton’s nymph of course undergoes an even more miraculous sea-change in leaving her mortal state for Neptune’s undersea palace, but all three heroines are invisibly protected, guided, and rewarded by the same invincible innocence. Taylor’s modern counterpart is a humble chauffeur’s daughter who returns to the wealthy family that she was reared among but whose kingdom remains as fantastic as Neptune’s mythic domain; yet in the end, she seems as naturally “to the manor born” as Milton’s real Lady, Alice Egerton.3 However, to complete their coming-of-age “voyage” home, both must conquer false enchantment and “redeem” their natural aristocracy, although in Taylor’s version, Sabrina must “listen and save” the scion of a noble family as well as herself.4 The original play script made Taylor’s social commentary even clearer and thus even truer to its Miltonic original. Less vulnerable than Audrey Hepburn’s film character, the stage Sabrina is fully “empowered by her own will and choices,” needs only companionship from the family heir, Linus Larrabee, and simply wants to save “him from his isolating need to own people ‘without being owned’ himself.” As Gerald Wood shows, this Sabrina is also a more “self-supporting woman,” which allows “the union of Sabrina and Linus” to represent the “blending of male power with female love” in a classless fantasy region “where the Larrabee set, rich and poor alike, are essentially free and self-reliant.” Since this makes power of class or of men over women irrelevant, even “the control of employers over workers evaporates when the play explains that her father became a chauffeur only to ‘have time to read.’ ” These elements are more boldly restored in the 1995 remake, but the 1954 film adaptation incorporates them as well. Relatively fluid social hierarchies, feminine power remains, and a happy ending again spring from Sabrina’s caring nature and Linus’s newly awakened love, conscience, and responsibility, although unlike the modern “politically correct” version, everyone is not a victim—for Wood, the main weakness of the remake.5
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 The theme of female empowerment is definitely featured in the Miltonic original, which similarly features the perilous but successful journey “fair off-spring nurs’d in Princely lore” (34) absorbed from well-read parents. The main difference is that Taylor’s Sabrina has absorbed the listening abilities of Milton’s nymph: Sabrina fair Listen where thou art sitting Under the glassie, cool, translucent wave, In twisted braids of Lilies knitting The loose train of thy amber-dropping hair, Listen for dear honour’s sake, Goddess of the silver lake, Listen and save. (859–66)
 
 The magical powers of “listening” will also provide the key to the modern Sabrina’s success, although at first the lonely girl is merely a clever eavesdropper. We first encounter her high atop a tree overlooking a “forbidden” ball on the Larrabees’ posh estate, which as the voice-over narrator tells us, is the closest thing to “heaven on earth” (see figure 10.1). Twisting the “loose train” of her “amber-dropping hair” in a “cool, translucent” treetop overlooking its many pools and fountains, the main difference is that she listens not for “dear honour’s sake” but for true love’s sake. Like Comus’s enchanted forest, this garden paradise has put a spell on Sabrina that, in true fairy-tale fashion, dates from her first kiss by David Larrabee, the family playboy. However, unlike the “playboy” Comus, David is barely aware of the girl’s existence, and unlike either Milton’s Lady or his nymph, the adolescent Sabrina is not fleeing love’s enchantments but eagerly seeking them. These crucial differences along with the common wisdom that Taylor was merely telling a modern Cinderella story with only superficial connections to Comus raise an important question: how central is Milton’s influence on Taylor or Wilder? In the 1954 version, Audrey Hepburn’s Sabrina skillfully bridges the gaps between Milton’s water nymph and the pixie-ish, 1950s nymphette she portrays, but is that all? Does an unearthly stream deity really have anything to do with Fairchild’s quixotic daughter, who unlike Milton’s Lady, never confronts a truly treacherous, Comus-like seducer or requires two guardian brothers, an Attendant Spirit, and a watersprite to free her? Answering these questions reveals surprising continuities not only between the moral vision of Milton, Taylor, and Wilder, but also between the Protestant ethic of seventeenth-century England and 1950s America. These continuities most clearly emerge in contrasting the film plot with the more standard fairy-tale motifs to which they all allude: the enchanted castle and surrounding wood, the captive maiden released from
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 Figure 10.1 Sabrina caught eavesdropping on the Larrabee party
 
 her spell and returned to a restored garden. Drawing on this lore, Milton’s quest-romance presents a unique tale of mystification, maturation, sublimation, demystification, and “realistic” or self-conscious reenchantment, which Taylor and Wilder adapt to the needs of postwar America. No ordinary Cinderella, yet much like both Milton’s Sabrina and his Lady, their Sabrina saves herself by becoming an active rather than a passive spell-binder. In the process, the modern Sabrina must reject her “pure” or delusional romance with David and accept the role not just of an ordinarily dutiful mate but of an educator who will school Linus in the transformative powers of imagination, art, and beauty. Linus desperately needs this tutelage, for if not exactly an “ugly American,” he thoroughly embodies its utilitarian work ethic. His empire is literally built on plastic, and though ultimately more interesting than his woman-chasing brother, Linus’s mind has been molded to fit his product. In turn, Sabrina herself has to learn that “If the Larrabee estate is as close to heaven as you can get on Long Island, then Long Island is far from heaven.”6 Taylor also takes the antithesis between the melancholic Linus and his lighthearted brother from Milton, who comically applies it to the Lady’s immature brothers. Turning the brothers into suitors, Taylor makes Linus a detached, philosophic, and stoical Elder Brother who, as in the original
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 masque, is the exact opposite of his impulsive, worldly wise, and skeptical younger brother. David and Linus also reflect the personified antitheses of Milton’s “L’Allegro” (light, happy) and “Il Penseroso” (dark, heavy), although unlike “L’Allegro,” David is not just impulsive but also sexually predatory, and thus more like Milton’s villain, Comus, the seductive son of Bacchus and Circe. Yet as Annabel Patterson points out, these commonalities have always connected Milton’s Younger Brother with the enchanter Comus.7 Taylor further complicates this plot by also linking Linus to Comus, although at first, he is merely a brotherly guardian to the daughternext-door. This initial role is appropriately comic, particularly when he unwittingly begins Sabrina’s transformation by accidentally foiling her silly “suicide” plot. Unaware either of her infatuation with his brother or his own need for love, his interference seals her destiny by helping her father send Sabrina off to the French cooking school where the “ugly duckling” will turn into a nymph-like swan. Later, she not only returns the favor but helps to reunite a family deeply divided by the conflicting demands of work and play. This transcendence of kindred opposites that were never true antitheses provides the key to successful marriages and healthy societies in both the film and the original masque. Just as Milton’s Sabrina unites all three divided siblings with their parents, the modern Sabrina helps Linus and his family break the walls that they have built around themselves and each other. Thus instead of a capitalist “saint” simplistically dedicated to progress, efficiency, industry, and the common good, Linus becomes a true idealist who is able to accommodate Sabrina’s more humanistic “old world” values. Since these values will ultimately transform their Long Island estate as her “French cooking, poetry, fashion, romance, and style become the film’s antidote to America’s buy-and-sell culture,” Taylor’s “translation” of Milton’s moral vision of a redeemed aristocracy is then complete. In the process, “postwar France” does not become “a glamorous ingenue waiting to be consumed” as “her cultural capital” is absorbed by “postwar America’s emerging cultural hegemony,” as Dina Smith assumes. As Sabrina and Linus depart for Paris on the good ship Liberté, they actually leave economic consumption behind, for like Milton’s Lady, Taylor’s Sabrina stands for an older value system, not consumerist hedonism.8 As the Lady sternly reproves Comus’s libertine ethic and his carpe diem belief that “beauty’s coin” should be spent, never “hoarded” (739–40), she also reminds him that it should be used in selflessly “catering” to the broader community and the commonwealth of nature (762–79). Taylor modernizes this moral by making his Sabrina a literal “cateress,” a graduate of the five-star Parisian cooking school where her father sends her to learn a self-supporting trade. This training allows her to become the “unCinderella” who is not consumed by a perfect Prince Charming but instead learns to feed others,
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 not actually as a chef (her cooking instincts are hardly five-star) but as a feeder of souls. In the spirit of Psyche, the mythic healer associated with Milton’s water-sprite, she thus frees Linus from his work/play conflicts much as Milton’s Lady frees herself from the Puritan/cavalier oppositions with which Comus had tried to entrap her.9 Even Sabrina’s father is forced to acknowledge that his daughter has somehow transcended these oppositions: instead of being prepared for the workaday world, she returns from Paris better prepared than ever to realize her “impossible” dream of becoming a future Mrs. Larrabee. Yet Fairchild’s gift of her elegant name has already played a part in shaping Sabrina’s destiny, as the outraged Larrabee parents protest. Their servants similarly register her astonishing transcendence of class oppositions at her first “real” Larrabee ball, where a startled server thrusts an hors d’oeuvres tray at a guest who absentmindedly begins waiting on the rest of the company. Here Taylor nods toward both his original, classless fantasy and the redeemed aristocracy of Milton’s Comus, which also obliquely “explains” Fairchild’s “natural” gentlemanly status. His fondness for Milton’s poem links him both to its poet and its Attendant Spirit, who similarly disdains the noise and “smoke” of high society and merely seeks to serve others (Comus 5). Yet a modern-day Sabrina needs a more worldly guardian angel or fairy godfather, which she finds in the form of the kindly, seventy-four year old Baron de la Fontanelle. His surname literally means “baptismal font” in French, and this is what he does—baptize Sabrina into Parisian life and culture. Besides helping her pass her culinary tests, he also gives her a proper fairy-tale costume—a fashionable French hairstyle and a lily-embellished ball gown subtly alluding to the original lily-entwined Sabrina. Yet since Sabrina’s underlying values remain those of her real father, who teaches her that simple “Respect is as much as anyone can want in this world,” Sabrina synthesizes the best of the Old and New Worlds, which gives her a double-identity that subconsciously “tests” the Larrabee family upon her return. Significantly, Linus easily recognizes the real Sabrina beneath the makeover, while David and his parents see only an exotic and/or dangerous stranger. Nevertheless, Linus at first recognizes her for all the wrong reasons. Just before her return from Paris, he had finally found a suitable vocation for his hapless, spendthrift, and much-married brother, which appropriately enough, is a commercially advantageous marriage. Since this bride is Linus’s last hope either of making anything of David or of getting even for his own compensatory need to overachieve, he “fortunately” falls to his brother’s Comus-like level just as Sabrina ascends to the height of her power. When David’s attraction to the “new” Sabrina threatens to spoil his own engagement party, Linus maneuvers him into a glass-filled “seat” of broken champagne glasses that temporarily paralyzes David and allows Linus to take his
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 place. Like the enchanter Comus, who chains his victims to his chair with a wand and an “enchanted” glass, he binds his brother to a bottomless plastic hammock that Linus invents for his sadly splintered derrière. Yet in true romantic comedy style, Linus is tripped up by his own plot. Initially, the industrious older brother had planned to lure Sabrina to France and then abandon her, thereby preventing David from ruining his carefully negotiated business merger between the two family “empires.” Here Taylor may even subtly allude to the fact that Lady Alice’s father was Lord Bridgewater, since he shows Linus dreaming of an ocean empire bridging the Atlantic and the Pacific. Yet for any of his real dreams to come true, he must first defeat the Comus within. This happens once he discovers real love, abandons his cruel plot, and finds that he has not lost but gained: David undergoes a similar change of heart and accepts his business responsibilities, at the same time arranging a more equitable partnership with his fiancée’s family. Just as the victorious Bridgewater children let Comus keep his enchanting cup, wand, and chair, here the Larrabee family keep their proper share of power as Linus’s plan backfires, he joins Sabrina in Paris, and David is left to work out a new and more honest future with his heiress. Thus each in their own way fulfills the vow Sabrina makes on the eve of her return from Paris: “I will never run away from life again—or from love.” Yet at the time, she scarcely understands that this means she is ready to outgrow her escapist infatuation with David and find real love and responsibility, much less that she will help reconcile the divided vocations of labor and love that the two brothers have split between themselves. Milton’s masque again serves as a likely model for this aspect of the plot. By dichotomizing the ideal of feminine chastity into purely active and passive types, the Lady’s Elder Brother sees his sister’s virtue as all-powerful, while the younger believes it is utterly vulnerable. Milton shows that both brothers are wrong as his Lady defeats Comus by uniting vulnerability with strength. To symbolize this reconciliation of opposing mindsets, Milton’s brothers join arms, but Taylor’s brothers switch roles. Their unexpected exchange of roles is appropriately foreshadowed by Hepburn’s unexpected appearance as a true “cateress,” that is, as a humbled coquette who suddenly realizes that her real sympathies are with the melancholy idealism of Linus, not with David’s mindless mirth. At precisely the same time, Linus realizes that his fake romance has turned into a real one, and together they give up the gay nightclub and theater world that Linus had temporarily “borrowed” from his brother, a world that both needed to experience but also to transcend. This discovery occurs as Linus gloomily invites Sabrina to cook him a French meal from the barest of ingredients—the odd leftovers lying about his lonely Manhattan penthouse office. Having already shed her high-life finery, Sabrina accepts this
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 ridiculous task as the modern equivalent of the impossible labors imposed upon Psyche, the “true bride” invoked at the end of Milton’s masque (1002–8). No doubt only Wilder could realistically direct such a scene without silly sentiment or overly blatant symbolism, but he largely succeeds as the strangely matched Hepburn and Bogart act out a mock marriage/ homecoming scene stripped of all the romantic or domestic trappings that both had assumed were the very essence of marriage. At the same time, the younger brother begins to realize the change in Sabrina, perhaps the first emotional change David has ever noticed in any woman. Until now, he was perfectly willing to succumb to her mysterious beauty and charm but not to her needs. Seeing both the charmer and his brother in a new light, for the first time he appreciates both the attractions of Linus’s seriousness and the limitations of mindless mirth—all play and no work has made David a dull boy. What once seemed natural thus begins to seem artificial in their relationship, whose polarities have been shaped as much by birth order or custom as actual difference. This new self-knowledge also allows him to see that he is a better match for his conventional heiress than for “deep” girls like Sabrina, and that Linus himself has unmet needs. At this point, he impulsively rushes to Manhattan to prevent his brother’s double renunciation of his commercial dreams and of Sabrina. Taking on the role of a truly Bacchic or “comic” Comus, David waves the magic wand and arranges for a police escort to get Linus to the harbor in time to sail off with Sabrina on the aptly named Liberté. Of course, David’s last minute conversion from clown to magical problem-solver could only come off through Taylor’s clever fusion of Milton’s midsummer-night magic with better known fantasies. He borrows from Comus’s enchanted night scenes by setting the bulk of his drama either at night, at sea, or in the deeply shaded recesses of Sabrina’s storybook Parisian cooking school, while his fairy-tale borrowings range from Cinderella and the Ugly Duckling to Sleeping Beauty. The film elicits the Sleeping Beauty motif with its opening shot of the long-skirted Sabrina dreamily gazing at David from her far away treetop and imagining that she will some day “awaken” beside him. Instead, she finds herself captive in a gloomy French school whose snobbish chefs act like jailers until her Baron “godfather” magically intervenes. Even then, she cannot fully rewaken until she returns home and at last finds herself at an American ball with not one but two Prince Charmings to choose from. Still dreaming of happy-ever-after inclusion in the enchanted circle of aristocracy, this Cinderella’s first duty is to revisit the workaday circle of the servants who make the Larrabee balls possible. After her former “captivity,” this visit is a kind of wake-up call, but after donning her white Givenchy gown with “yards and yards of skirt,” she soon returns to her dream. David completely
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 obliges in his role as Prince Charming by making it completely clear that she has eclipsed every other girl in the room. Even when Prince Linus shows up for the midnight meeting instead of his literally “crushed” brother, Taylor’s lady is still lost. Thus the detail most clearly borrowed from Comus—the mutual confusion engendered by this meeting, which mirrors the surprising effects Comus and the Lady have upon each other—actually begins their mutual awakening. Looking up to her perch on a ladder that recalls her adolescent treetop, Linus is astonished to see a white-robed swan floating high above him instead of the smokey, pony-tailed girl he had inadvertently saved. Due to her intimate knowledge of David’s “party” persona and style of seduction, Sabrina is similarly confused (if also slightly pleased) by the startling substitution of Linus for David at her first real Larrabee ball. Linus’s comparative awkwardness is not only strangely appealing but keeps both characters off-balance while subliminally reminding Sabrina of her former Ugly Duckling or Sleeping Beauty self. Here as throughout their odd courtship, Linus emerges as an overage adolescent whose social world has frozen somewhere during his lost undergraduate years. Despite his business talents—those of a remote-control game-player, not a gregarious man among men—he is as socially stifled as Sabrina before her departure for Paris. She is thus oddly attracted to this fellow misfit who needs to “lighten up,” not by becoming the playboy he’s not, but by finally growing up. Instead of oscillating but not really “moving” between his family’s stuffy society world and his airless modern Wall Street office, Linus needs to take Sabrina’s Parisian “cure” and learn how to blend reality with imagination, business with pleasure, and maturity with youth. Milton’s “L’Allegro” and “Il Penseroso,” emphasize a similar transformation. His “Bacchic” or mirthful (13–16) L’Allegro initially seems more “buxom, blithe, and debonair” (24), while the melancholy Il Penseroso seems too “sober, steadfast, and demure” (32). To blend the best qualities of each, Linus or the modern Penseroso needs both to “know” gay Paree and bring it back to the industrial “farm” and his family’s pastoral estate. Taylor’s adept handling of these Miltonic themes adds subtle but undeniable weight to a fairy-tale ending that would otherwise seem to be mere Hollywood “fluff ”—as the greatly simplified remake starring Harrison Ford as Linus already is. Instead, the original film has become a classic by refusing to avoid serious Miltonic themes such as the power (for good or ill) of sexual fascination, its ironically close relationship to both sexual freedom (liberté) and enchantment, and the precarious “voyage” that balancing them demands. Much of Wilder’s greatest work explores these themes in various guises, but here he fuses a more standard May/September, Hepburn/Bogart romance theme with an examination of the uncannily close relationship between innocence and experience, or again, L’Allegro
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 and Il Penseroso. Hepburn is obviously perfectly cast to explore this theme because her gamin-like figure suggests both delayed adolescence and (since she is really a mature woman) sexual precocity, the highly ambiguous qualities so successfully explored in her first starring role in Roman Holiday. This ambivalence is further intensified by foregrounding the complex interaction of fatal “accident” (the kiss that seems to “seal” Sabrina’s fate, the mistaken calculation that “seals” Linus’s fate in falling for his brother’s girl), and choice: the characters’ mutual rejection of familial, societal, or imaginarily self-imposed “fate.” To reinforce the film’s theme of transformation through the reunion of opposites, Wilder has his romantic leads play so strongly against type that they eventually become their own archetypal film essences—the “swan” or full-fledged screen personas hidden beneath their Ugly Duckling exteriors. Instead of a dutiful but boring aristocrat in a homburg hat, Bogart gradually molts into his archetypal screen persona, the melancholy and needy Parisian/American lover Rick in Casablanca. As David, William Holden graduates from his goldbrick into his Golden Boy persona—with appropriately lightened hair. Recapping her princess role in Roman Holiday yet also “rehearsing” for her role as Holly Golightly in Breakfast at Tiffanys, Hepburn’s Sabrina manages to be both so French and so New York that each persona cancels out the other and she becomes the quintessential “American” innocent abroad. These transformations also nullify the downside of social climbing and/or plutocracy that would otherwise spoil the comedy. Instead, it focuses its mild social critique on the absurdly conventional Mother and Father Larrabee, who are played in “Long Island Gothic” style. Unselfconsciously snobbish, stilted, and blandly hypocritical, they inhabit a distant world of privilege “nineteenth-century” enough to seem harmless, but also modern enough to absorb the animus that post-1930s Americans usually directed at the very rich. In the process, the “spell” of Virgin innocence is transplanted into the wilderness of American industrial society where it uncannily recreates not just the wistful magic but the Protestant morality play of its “great Original.” Milton’s masque had earlier rationalized, popularized, and preserved the “antique” quest romance genre he inherited from his own “great Original,” Spenser, for both his own time and the eighteenth-century stage by producing an updated version of the “Virtue Rewarded” theme.10 He thus pioneered the historical reversal of the traditional quest traced by Paul de Man: no longer ending but rather beginning in the eternal realm of enchanted good and evil—the enchanted garden, castle, or country house— the “modern” hero or heroine must reenter the real social world of birth, death, and linear time.11 Leaving behind a home whose limitations must be encountered, resisted, and revised, they return to the real world of work,
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 responsibility, and society. Linus and Sabrina will obviously do this after their Parisian honeymoon, which will also redeem their workaday world by combining Linus’s social idealism with Sabrina’s cultural savoir faire. In the meantime, David will join the experiment by combining his brother’s work ethic with his own more lighthearted approach to life and pleasure. Thus despite the subliminal threats of social climbing and global “consumption” that haunt the romantic comedy, Taylor and Wilder actually portray a modern sociopolitical rather than an economic ideal. Even Sabrina’s stunning Givenchy gown represents a culture “magic” that is far from merely material. As a Viennese refugee casting a Belgian refugee in his starring role, Wilder knew only too well that in 1954 a devastated Europe could provide relatively little but culture in return for America’s Marshall Plan, and he further emphasized this fact by starkly contrasting the drab, dreary atmosphere of Sabrina’s cooking school with the combination of high culinary art, proud traditionalism, and gentle joie de vivre embodied in its eccentric star pupil, the Baron. His France thus trumps the joyless pragmatism of both Linus’s overly linear America and his brother’s mindless hedonism, the extremes to which both American and British culture remain prone even now. Milton saw it in his own time and imaginatively resolved it by showing that neither Comus’s hedonism nor the Bridgewater boys’ high seriousness could compete with the sensuous innocence embodied in both the Lady and Sabrina. More than three hundred years later, the American public saw it in the living legend of John and Jacqueline Kennedy’s “Camelot,” which at the time seemed to represent the perfect synthesis of French savoir vivre and America idealism. Milton’s belated “collaboration” in creating this myth further shows that he was never the poet of exile embraced by the Romantic poets but an idealistic cultural synthesizer ironically akin to Hollywood’s Golden Age writers, directors, and actors, so many of whom were naturalized Europeans. Like their native-born counterparts, their dreams explain why the poetry of exile was “slow in coming and . . . never . . . fully accepted. We still dream of an ideal union of imagination and power. We are still moved by the image of the poet and the ruler together, by Tennyson reading to Victoria or Frost to Kennedy.”12 Hence as Richard Helgerson adds, Milton himself “foresaw no necessary opposition between God’s ordinance and the order of the state,” and thus no opposition between the ideal and the real, a synthesis that virtually defines the new bourgeois age he so vividly anticipated.13 Notes 1. Richard Helgerson, Self-Crowned Laureates: Spenser, Jonson, Milton, and the Literary System (Berkeley, CA: University of California Press, 1983), 258.
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 Ch ap t e r El e v e n Sabrina . . . Or, the Lady?: Ge nde r, Cl as s , an d t h e S p e c t e r of Milton in S A B R I N A (1995) Julie H. Kim
 
 The 1995 Sydney Pollack remake of the classic Billy Wilder (1954) film Sabrina discusses the origins of our heroine’s name. While the earlier film’s only direct comment on the name consisted of the elder Mr. Larrabee questioning the propriety of a chauffeur naming his daughter “Sabrina”—a name apparently not suitable for the serving classes—the 1995 remake takes the trouble to identify our heroine’s namesake as “Sabrina fair,” a water-sprite who saved a virgin from a “fate worse than death.” The film does not actually name the source, and it might surprise some viewers that Sabrina originates from John Milton’s early masque, often referred to as Comus (1634)—not a work prominently featured in popular culture. In addition to quoting lines from the Attendant Spirit’s invocation of Sabrina, at least twice in the film characters make references to the fact that our heroine is named after the “savior” in the masque, not the virgin in distress as Linus Larrabee initially assumes. Indeed, the politically correct remake insists upon showcasing strong, independent, and career-minded women. But if the 1995 Sabrina is cast as someone who, despite her humble origins, wields power over her social superiors, her strength comes not in her earning potential but in her capacity to question the capitalist aims of the late twentieth century. At the end of the film, Linus Larrabee asks his “Sabrina fair” to save him, presumably from loneliness, unhappiness, and his all-consuming business pursuits—a plea that pits romantic love and sexuality against the business world. But it is precisely the film’s depiction of business—and of a woman’s association with property and capital—that shows that our heroine is ultimately more identified with Milton’s vulnerable Lady than with the savior nymph Sabrina.
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 I would argue that the Lady’s beauty and sexuality in Milton’s masque are seen by her own Elder and Younger Brothers (and by the Larrabee brothers in the films) as miser’s treasure that must be hoarded and by Comus as “natures coyn” that must “be currant” and circulated.1 Milton’s Lady attempts, but ultimately fails, to remove herself from the economic arena. While Sabrina (1995) probably does respond directly to the economic argument in Milton, the masque’s emphasis on a woman’s sexuality as not merely symbolic but actual (or at least metonymic) capital can also be seen in the 1995 film. The film, like Milton’s own masque, implicitly critiques connections inevitably made between riches and sexuality, wealth and women; but, also like the masque, which ultimately appears to endorse the restraining power of patriarchy over radical impulses, Sabrina limits any potentially subversive sociopolitical elements. The movie finally takes such an indulgent—and comic—view of the commodification of women that we cannot ourselves ignore the suggestion that Sabrina is the Lady in distress, not here from Comus’s lechery but from late-twentieth-century patriarchal corporate ethics. Three Faces of Sabrina in the Twentieth Century While this essay primarily attends to the intertextuality between Milton’s masque and Pollack’s film, studying the two works in the context of other incarnations of Sabrina in the twentieth century helps highlight significant gender and class dynamics. The latest Sabrina may be a distant descendent of Milton’s Comus, but it is a more fully fledged sibling or offspring of the 1953 play and 1954 film. Sabrina Fair, or A Woman of the World is a “Romantic Comedy” by Samuel Taylor, who helped Billy Wilder and Ernest Lehman write the screenplay for the 1954 film version starring Audrey Hepburn, Humphrey Bogart, and William Holden. While the Billy Wilder film is widely considered a classic, Sydney Pollack’s 1995 remake with Julia Ormond, Harrison Ford, and Greg Kinnear is perhaps more faithful (at least in spirit) to the play than the film that Taylor himself helped to write. Although the play and both film versions can be accused of similarly sweeping aside deeply embedded gender and class conflicts with the superficial gloss of a fairy-tale ending, the play and the 1995 film address obvious tensions with more nuanced a view and more complicated thematic dynamics. Viewers of the 1954 film also familiar with the Taylor play might be struck by a few key changes early in the film. For one, Hepburn’s is the only Sabrina to attempt suicide. While Ormond’s 1995 pre-Vogue Sabrina wallows in self-loathing over David’s obliviousness to her puppy love, neither she nor the play’s heroine takes such drastic measures. Furthermore, Taylor’s
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 original Sabrina, an “earnest, scholarly little mouse,” graduated “from a small women’s college with all the high honors” and went to Paris to come back a self-declared “self-supporting woman.”2 She was “very good” at her job in Paris. Sabrina tells Linus: “I went from file clerk to secretary to private secretary, and ended with a secretary of my own. I was quick, bright, and efficient” (82). Her conquests in Paris include winning the heart of an “extremely rich” Frenchman who offers her the jet-set life she craves, including trips to the south of France, London, and skiing at Chamonix (86–89). In contrast, Hepburn’s Sabrina is the daughter of the best cook on Long Island who graduates from the best cooking school in Paris and is aided in her quest for sophistication by an elderly Baron who becomes her patron saint and fairy godfather. After her heart is broken by Linus—over omelets she has made for him—Sabrina’s half-hearted gesture of class defiance comes in her parting strike at Linus: “I’m sorry I can’t stay to do the dishes.” Despite the film’s egalitarian refrains of “that was twenty-five years ago” or “this is the twentieth century,” the movie reestablishes greater class rigidity than does the contemporaneous play and thus weakens the figure of our heroine who appears in need of a savior herself. Instead, it is reserved for the 1995 film to depict the more professionally empowered woman originally created in the play. Admittedly, Julia Ormond’s character gets to have her “European experience” thanks to the aid of Mrs. Larrabee’s connections (despite her father’s own secret millions). While Sabrina starts her tenure in Paris as an inept apprentice prepping Vogue models, her boyfriend Louie’s training helps her become a photographer with real skills. With more mature aesthetic sense, she later chides Linus when he requests her to take pictures of all perspectives from the Martha’s Vineyard cottage: “More isn’t always better. . . . Sometimes it’s just more.” Despite her emotional vulnerabilities, this Sabrina is someone who is fully capable of operating in the workplace as a professional. In fact, perhaps the starkest difference between the two film versions lies in the way that they portray women and work. The original film’s Elizabeth Tyson is a debutante who is not only in the way of a romantic alliance between David and Sabrina but also a passive nonentity easily molded into the eventual solution. The remake features a more proactive Dr. Elizabeth Tyson who saves lives and herself proposes marriage. She is an impressive woman better equipped to take care of her future husband than herself in need of caretaking. Toward the film’s conclusion, David consults with Elizabeth, and she is not only present at the climactic confrontation between the brothers but distinctly an integral part of the resolution. Elizabeth is both a doctor and a millionaire, strong and sympathetic, briefly shunted aside but ultimately necessary for the happiness of everyone involved.
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 The 1995 version of Sabrina also recuperates the stronger Maude Larrabee of the Taylor play mostly absent in the 1954 film dominated more by a petulant Mr. Larrabee. Pollack’s widowed Maude Larrabee has appeared on the cover of Fortune and has taught Linus everything he knows about business. While this new Mrs. Larrabee might not have the personal history to identify with Sabrina the way the play’s sympathetic Julia Ward McKinlock obviously does, Maude nevertheless is shaken by the prospect of Sabrina’s unhappiness and colludes with David, Elizabeth, and Linus’s secretary in orchestrating the feel-good conclusion for Linus and Sabrina. The absence of patriarch Linus Larrabee, Sr., in conjunction with expanded roles played by Maude Larrabee and Elizabeth Tyson, serves to highlight the theme of female empowerment in the age of fiber optics and Intel chips and Cyndi Crawford’s House of Style. The Lady and the Savior Sabrina (1995) and Comus (1634) both prominently feature brothers who appear antithetically opposed in character and outlook on life and love. Both works depict female sexuality as a commodity controlled by powerful men. And both works follow the fate of a woman named Sabrina and a woman deceived by a would-be seducer of innocence. But, of course, Sabrina is not the woman in peril in Milton’s work, and all the above observations are misleading. Those not familiar with seventeenth-century British literature might make the mistake that Linus did in assuming that Sabrina is named after the threatened virgin. Milton’s Elder Brother and Younger Brother are actually siblings to the Lady in distress, not rivals for her affections. And while the cinematic Sabrina’s deceiver is her eventual lover, Milton’s magician poses much greater risk with his attempted seduction. Pollack’s film does not tell us how the literate chauffeur came to christen his daughter after a Miltonic heroine, and, of the three versions of Sabrina, only the play identifies the poet. But perhaps the play’s Fairchild (and his subsequent film incarnation) has actually made a mistake. In Act 2, he is reading Lucretius’s The Nature of the Universe and affirms his enjoyment of reading it while confessing that he does not understand it (69), and Sabrina later informs Linus that her father was “struggling” through Milton’s Comus when she was born (84). One cannot help thinking that he did not understand the masque either. Certainly, the film advances the idea that Sabrina “saves”—if not the virgin, at least the ruthless business man. In Milton’s work, Sabrina comes to liberate the Lady at the bequest of the Attendant Spirit. But the only lady in the film who needs saving is Sabrina herself, and Linus would appear unfortunately miscast in the role of the “gentle swain.” However, it is
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 through the character of Linus that Pollack’s film makes its most coherent critique of late-twentieth-century corporate culture. In the previous chapter, Catherine Gimelli Martin argues that Samuel Taylor’s Linus displays “heroic” idealism of “the utterly selfless capitalist ‘saint’ dedicated not so much to money as to progress, efficiency, industry, and the common good.” However, Linus is much less saintly an industrialist in the Pollack version. The 1980s decade of greed, Me Generation’s self-involvement, or 1990s tech boom-aided prosperity receives a fair amount of negative scrutiny in popular films such as Pretty Woman (1990), in which another Cinderella has to save her own knight in shining armor from corporate excesses. In Sabrina, our heroine newly returned from France is able to look at American culture as an outsider and make our hero reexamine his life. When Linus has “no time” even to look out of his well-appointed private plane, Sabrina disarmingly queries, “What happened to all that time you saved taking the helicopter?” Sabrina is like a “fresh breeze” that has blown into the static business life of a magnate with a sterile office and a workplace suggestive of homogeneity itself (e.g., with the repeated gag of look-alike lawyers Ron and Ron). In comparing New York and Paris, Sabrina concludes that people in Paris work just as hard as Americans do, but Parisians know when to play. Later, to Linus’s justifications for his workaholic lifestyle, Sabrina probes: “But that’s work. Where do you live?” Class-blind prosperity might be conspicuously celebrated in Fairchild’s amassed fortune—achieved, significantly, through eavesdropping and not through directly getting one’s hands dirty through acquisitions and takeovers—but Sabrina (1995) moralizes against the business culture that sacrifices love and family and humanity. Thus, at the end of Pollack’s film, Linus humbles himself to Sabrina and asks her to save him, “You’re the only one who can.” The context of the rescue mission, however, disempowers the savior since that resolution comes only after a scene of humiliation and rejection for Sabrina. A belatedly conscience-stricken Linus finally tells Sabrina, “There was a marriage. There was a merger. You got in the way.” Essentially, it’s about a “piece of plastic” and there was “nothing personal.” A defeated Sabrina retreats to the more welcoming bosom of her spiritual home, Paris, before her aid is invoked by Linus. In fact, much of the 1995 film’s politically inflected reworkings of women characters is persistently neutralized. In a scene displaying particularly ugly capitalist ethics, Linus tells Maude that the Tyson merger will close and that he has effectively taken care of Sabrina. To her weary protests that she does not want Sabrina to be unhappy, Linus reminds his mother that she was never around to see the faces of those whose companies they destroyed. Instead, she was at her hairdresser’s, celebrating. While Maude might not want her bridesmaid’s son fired, it is Linus who maintains the company’s
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 profit margins, and her soft sentimentalism is repeatedly depicted as either obliviously hypocritical or quaintly untenable in the “real” world of business. Possibly the strongest professional woman in the film, Elizabeth Tyson saves lives in the pediatric wing of the hospital, a site that seems gender-appropriate even for a progressive 1990s’ viewership. Moreover, the fact that David’s attention starts wandering from his accomplished fiancée hints at male fears of being overmatched by modern women and might prey upon female fears that women’s more (than) equal status could threaten potential male partners. In the 1953 play, Sabrina explicitly rejects identification with a Cinderella figure who is patiently awaiting her prince, and she herself makes the choice of Linus in Act 4, proposing marriage: “Haven’t you the courage of your inclinations, Linus? . . . Won’t you incline my way?” (179). Pollack’s Sabrina, on the other hand, takes after her film predecessor as well as the masque’s heroine, and her destiny is ultimately controlled by men (see figure 11.1). The Sabrina-as-savior-of-Linus plotline is played out in the discordant context of Sabrina-as-object-of-desire theme, and our subversive heroine is contained and replaced by a passive victim who resembles Milton’s Lady more so than his nymph. The Linus plotline might rely on shifting the danger from the sexual to the business arena, from the threat to women over to the threat to men, but the film’s conclusion never strenuously challenges, much less resolves, the problem of the commodification of Sabrina and the other women.
 
 Figure 11.1 Sabrina between the two Larrabee brothers
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 While the film’s heroine might not suffer through trials of her chastity as does Milton’s Lady, Sabrina Fairchild and other young women in the movie are objectified in much the same way as the Lady in Comus. Consider, for example, this critical perspective of the 1954 Sabrina: “She constantly circulates within the film as an object of desire, someone to be gazed upon, purchased, traded, and ultimately bedded/wedded to industrialist Linus Larrabee.”3 Sabrina sounds much like Milton’s seventeenth-century Lady whose sexuality becomes “a commodity to be hoarded, borrowed, exchanged, stolen, or spent by men.”4 They both also resemble Ellen Pollak’s portrait of eighteenth-century women who, “whether she circulates in the open market or is, like hoarded treasure, privately secured . . . remains . . . an artifact of masculine desire, a valorizing sign not of herself but of some other (always masculine) signified.”5 Such similarities in descriptions of women across centuries are not surprising. Many anthropologists, historians, feminists, and Marxist critics reference theories of Claude Levi-Strauss or Gayle Rubin in discussing male gifts of women—specifically in marriages—as securing bonds between and increasing the wealth of men who can control the “traffic in women.”6 Today’s audience is so familiar with the linking together of economics and (female) sexuality that it is possible to underrate the significance of such connections in Sabrina (1995). The matrimonial plot of David and Elizabeth sledgehammers the audience with parallel merger innuendoes. Patrick Tyson toasts the upcoming marriage as a joining forever not only of “two gorgeous people” but also “two gorgeous companies.” When David asks Linus whether Larrabee competitors are offering “cash or stock options” for Tyson’s company, Linus gushes: “I love it when you talk dirty.” In a veiled threat, Patrick Tyson floats the possibility of rivals, and, when he muses, “What’s the word when a lot of guys are after you?,” Linus retorts, “Whore.” While Tyson was actually looking for “debutante,” both terms wrench gender dynamics in that they resituate the talk of business—conducted by men while the womenfolk compare wedding invitation papers—to the arena of sexuality where the object of desire is relentlessly gendered female. Of course, our titular figure is the woman most associated with capital. As soon as Sabrina is perceived as a threat at Maude’s birthday party, Linus dispatches himself to take care of the potential merger obstacle. Sabrina, well-schooled in melodramatic cinema involving class-crossed lovers, recognizes that Linus is at the solarium to “buy” her off. As Sabrina points out later, “everything is business” to Linus. Given such contexts, it is telling that Linus wants to learn the French for “I’m looking at what I want” as he gazes meaningfully at Sabrina during her impromptu French lesson on shopping phrases. Sabrina is the object of desire, to be bought and sold, and, most conspicuously in the film, to be traded. When Linus surprises Sabrina in the
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 solarium, he comes with a “message from David,” which includes champagne and conversation, dancing and a kiss. Why not? “It’s all in the family.” After this initial tryst, Linus attempts to woo Sabrina with David’s courting ritual, borrowed from brother to brother. Ultimately, it would not have been surprising for David to actually feel “kind of funny taking my brother’s hand-me-down” as he later tells Linus in a ploy to provoke him. After all, David identifies correctly the rather crude traffic in Sabrina. The repeatedly “transferred” plane ticket to Paris—first in Linus’s name, then David’s, then to a Concorde seat back in Linus’s name—puts a comic slant on the movie’s grotesque transaction of and for Sabrina between the brothers. Sabrina never has a say in whose name gets printed on it nor even if she wants to go herself. That Sabrina may have—incidentally—fallen in love with Linus seems an afterthought and does not erase the fact that she is circulated as commodity to be exchanged between two men. It is in her status as symbolic or actual capital and in being transferred between men that Pollack’s Sabrina most resembles the Lady in Comus. Of course, the cinematic Sabrina is not sexually allied to her own brothers and neither is Milton’s Lady, at least not explicitly. The masque does present, however, two young brothers who are extraordinarily interested in the sexuality of their older sister. Milton students of all levels are often aghast to discover that male characters in the masque remark on the Lady’s sexual history the first time she is referenced by each of them, including her nine- and eleven-year-old brothers. Comus alerts his rabble to the presence of “Som Virgin sure / (For so I can distinguish by mine Art)” (148–149) when he senses the Lady nearby. Thyrsis implores his young charges, “But O my Virgin Lady, where is she?” (507). The brothers themselves fear the fate of “that haples virgin our lost sister” (350).7 And no wonder! The Lady, as are other young noblewomen of her time, is relentlessly associated with riches generally and of the family wealth specifically. Even her younger brothers cannot but be aware of her value as the virgin daughter of an aristocrat, with her charge to keep pure her chastity until the family can make a match that will be advantageous for her—and for her family. Bemoaning the loss of their “haples virgin” sister whom they failed to guard securely, the nine-year-old Second Brother compares female beauty (and implicitly chastity and sexuality) with “unsun’d heaps / Of Misers treasure” that should be guarded closely with “uninchanted eye” (393–99), leaving none to misunderstand who these misers might be. The brothers, who are already associated with the Lady’s beauty and sexuality, would, theoretically, want to be greedy and hoard their wealth; Comus, as the outsider to their socioeconomic circle, can only hope to profit from her sexuality if he can circulate it and make it current. When he identifies beauty as “natures coyn” and exhorts that it “must not be hoorded, / But
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 must be currant” (739–40), he is clearly speaking from economic selfinterest. Without overtly objecting to patriarchal transference of and capitalizing on her self and sexuality, the Lady does attempt to neutralize her commodification. To Comus, she appears to urge nullifying the differences between classes and bringing about “unsuperfluous eeven proportion” (773). The masque’s Lady, in perhaps an even more controversial move for a seventeenth-century young noblewoman—in a passage not performed at the actual masque—invokes the “sage / And serious doctrine of Virginity” (786–87). Chastity—something Milton likened with purity and which he allied with temperance, sanctity, and sobriety8—can only be affirming to marriage and to the proper maintenance of the family; but virginity— which removes the Lady from the sexual realm altogether—is necessarily threatening to the lineage of the family and to the ultimate health of patriarchy. Neither “unsuperfluous eeven proportion” nor the “sage / And serious doctrine of Virginity” would be desirable solutions to the Lady’s politically powerful and wealthy family, and the masque’s conclusion, in which the now-silent Lady is saved by Sabrina and brought back to her family, appears to endorse a more conservative notion—as does Pollack’s Sabrina—about the proper place of young women. The young mortal noblewoman might rail against Comus and his rabble, but it takes a supernatural nymph—infused with God’s grace—to save her. And, finally, the Lady’s radicalism is muted (along with her voice) at the end of the masque. Milton might flirt with patriarchal boundaries but will not take any real steps outside them, and, true to generic form, the masque concludes with a predictable restoration of the family and celebration of family values and virtues. Tying and Untying Knots Sabrina (1995) also concludes with fairly conservative values in that the movie raises significant and sometimes thorny issues only to offer halfanswers, semi-resolutions. Different knots in the film are unraveled with varying degrees of success. Perhaps the least problematic—though by no means unproblematic—solution involves class conflict. In the movie, it is Sabrina (not the tempter Comus) who is outside the economic exchange, and the potential for class conflict is finally brushed aside rather than satisfactorily addressed. Both movie versions expand on the play’s prologue in giving a long catalog of servants at the Larrabee estate and thus crystallize the dilemma of Sabrina, a second-generation resident above the garage, who occupies a liminal position, neither traditionally “upstairs” nor “downstairs.” Of course, it is true that most people do live “somewhere in the middle,” but Sabrina’s position is unique within the movie itself as an upwardly
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 mobile daughter of a servant. Larrabee family parties then become the site of painful tensions for Sabrina who grows up fantasizing about the Larrabees from outside—or above a tree. Even when she returns from Paris and gets the coveted invitation to the party, she finds herself hesitating on the “threshold” of the arbor that represents crossing over to the other class, to be amongst the guests. David’s hand, both literally and symbolically, is required for her to enter the dream-world where she is like a “princess” living a fairy tale that she fears she will awaken from soon. Because of cultural realities of the 1990s, the reiterated idea that class does not matter is more convincingly handled here than in the 1954 version. The possibility of class flexibility is reflected in Fairchild’s own fantastical wealth and reinforced by the fact that Mrs. Patrick Tyson successfully made the transition from stewardess to financier family matriarch. And when Sabrina asks Linus if she was really so wrong for David, “The chauffeur’s daughter, isn’t that all over?,” we believe Linus that it was about a “piece of plastic,” about business. Of course, class differences between servants and masters themselves are not actually obliterated, and knocking down class barriers is reserved for the next generation. That conflicts remain is clearly visible when Fairchild finds himself driving Linus to the helicopter at the end of the movie. The millionaire chauffeur does break with propriety, but only by invitation from Linus, to tell his boss that he does not deserve Sabrina, and the brief scene underscores still-existing class dilemmas. In the contest between business and love, Sabrina can assert herself more. Unlike Linus who thrives on power and the game of business, Sabrina has no need for either and therefore can successfully remove herself from that playing field. Her status as outsider to capitalist (and even to American) culture empowers Sabrina to be much more critical of the obsessive corporate lifestyle, and she eventually helps Linus balance business and love. But while the scene is set in Paris for Linus to discover himself and affirm his love for Sabrina, the New York conclusion obscures the fairy-tale ending with a more conservative footnote. The movie does not repudiate the corporate climate entirely in that the resolution in Paris is made possible only because David is now finally taking charge and allowing his natural aptitude for business acumen to shine. David had stopped going into the Larrabee offices because he felt that with Linus there, he was not needed— not because he rejects business. In intervening years, the younger brother pursued a life of pleasure and women while the elder brother triumphed as a captain of industry amassing a fortune. Throughout much of the movie, David displays the angst of the underachieving younger brother and fiancé. At the conclusion, with Linus’s discovery of his need for love, David comes to the office to save the day, allowing—with the help of Elizabeth—the family to have both the business merger and the love. The conclusion celebrates
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 David’s business coming-of-age as a necessary corollary to Linus’s awakened sensitivity. Those who love will be rewarded, and those who are good at business will succeed. The movie only gently critiques the single-minded businessman, and finally suggests that you can have all. Sabrina is perhaps most conservative on the issue of gender. Gerald Wood faults the “narrative tension between the feminist imagery and the focus on caretaking” for fracturing the coherence of the film. Wood points out that Linus exploits Sabrina’s need to be needed and argues that the movie “imagines Sabrina and Linus both hopelessly dependent on her caretaking.”9 The suggestion that even independent and professional women like Sabrina can be manipulated by someone who recognizes her instinct to mother renders ineffectual any superficial advancement in the character (and career) of Sabrina. Moreover, the movie never seriously offers a critique of the commodification of women, and the conclusion of the movie, when Linus—we can only assume temporarily—chooses love over business, reinforces Sabrina’s passivity. Unlike the play’s heroine, cinematic Sabrinas must retreat when rejected but will melt into the arms of the hero when wanted. Despite the lapse of over three hundred years between Comus and Sabrina, the continuity of discourse on female sexuality deliberately fused with economic metaphor seems all the more startlingly significant and sheds perhaps unintended light on both works. While it is not surprising that a seventeenth-century masque written to celebrate nobility might ultimately offer conservative views on women and sexuality, it is more bewildering that a 1995 movie never meaningfully condemns the linking of women and capital, female sexuality and wealth. That the conclusion returns the object of desire back to the “rightful owner”—as the Lady is returned to the proper guardianship/ownership of her male relatives—does nothing to mitigate the fact that women in the film are pursued by, circulated, and then transferred between men. Notes 1. I make an expanded argument on this topic in “The Lady’s Unladylike Struggle: Redefining Patriarchal Boundaries in Milton’s Comus,” Milton Studies 35 (1997): 1–20. 2. Citations from the play are from Sabrina Fair, or A Woman of the World, by Samuel Taylor (New York: Random House, 1954), and subsequent references appear in the text. Taylor, Sabrina Fair, 10, 68. 3. Dina M. Smith, “Global Cinderella: Sabrina (1954), Hollywood, and Postwar Internationalism,” Cinema Journal 41 (4): 34. 4. Julie H. Kim, “The Lady’s Unladylike Struggle,” 1. 5. Ellen Pollak, The Poetics of Sexual Myth: Gender and Ideology in the Verse of Swift and Pope (Chicago, IL: University of Chicago Press, 1985), 65.
 
 162 / julie h. kim 6. Claude Levi-Strauss is discussed in Gayle Rubin, “The Traffic in Women: Notes on the ‘Political Economy’ of Sex,” in Towards an Anthropology of Women, ed. Rayna Reiter (New York: Monthly Review Press, 1975), 171–73. Kathryn Schwarz also adopts similar language in her discussion of the masque: “A Mask presents a crisis of possession, balancing the fantasy of a female virtue that owns itself against that other fantasy, of traffic or exchange.” “Chastity, Militant and Married: Cavendish’s Romance, Milton’s Masque,” PMLA 118.2 (2003): 274. 7. I make the point about the repeated identification of the Lady as a virgin in “The Lady’s Unladylike Struggle,” 6–7. 8. Roy Flannagan, in his Riverside Milton note for line 787, writes: “ ‘CHASTITY,’ Milton wrote in On Christian Doctrine, means ‘forbearance from the unlawful lusts of the flesh; it is also called purity’ (2.9; Yale 6:726). He seems to have associated chastity (which may be simple virginity or purity in general), temperance, sanctity, and sobriety as being among the ‘Special Virtues’ described in 2.9.” 9. Gerald C. Wood, “Gender, Caretaking, and the Three Sabrinas,” Literature / Film Quarterly 28 (1), 72–76.
 
 Chapter Twelve N AT I O N A L L A M P O O N ’ S A N I M A L H O U S E and the Fraternity of Milton Douglas L. Howard
 
 Perhaps the most famous (or infamous) cinematic appropriation of Milton is the irreverent 1978 comedy National Lampoon’s Animal House, a film that considers changing American attitudes toward the 1960s and the 1970s as much as it does fraternities, food fights, and toga parties. Having come through one of the most turbulent periods in its history, through both Kennedy assassinations, the civil rights movement, Vietnam, and Watergate, America was essentially a nation that had “lost its innocence” and that could no longer believe that its leaders, whether they were presidents, generals, or college deans, were making the right decisions or looking out for its best interests. As Howard Zinn notes, the “system” simply could not “hold the loyalty of the public” because the public, bearing witness to its failures, could no longer place its faith in the system.1 Within this context and with this audience in mind, Animal House looks back, with one eye to the future, at college life in 1962, at what Peter Rose calls that “ ‘utopian’ moment before [Vietnam]”2 when failing freshmen and drunken frat brothers innocently had no idea just how profoundly their “disobedience” would affect them. In this regard, the screenwriters (Douglas Kenney, Chris Miller, and Harold Ramis) “justify the ways of the fraternity” and the decisions of the disobedient by invoking the great name of Milton and by using their interpretation (or misinterpretation) of Milton’s moral order to inform their theme. But for all of his importance, Milton is no sooner mentioned in Animal House than he is disrespectfully dismissed, and the reading of Paradise Lost on which the film turns is critically questionable, to say the least. During his English class lecture on the poem in what may well be the movie’s only subdued moment, Donald Sutherland’s droll Professor Jennings3 proposes
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 that “the most interesting character, as [the students] all know from their reading, [is] Satan.” 4 Attempting to stir the apathetic class into a discussion of the poem, the professor coyly wonders if Milton’s point is that “being bad [is] more fun than being good.” Symbolically, Jennings bites into an apple and devilishly grins at his audience, but, when the students tellingly refuse to respond to his query, he is forced to confess that he “find[s] Milton probably as boring as” they do, that “Mrs. Milton found him boring, too,” that “he’s a little bit long-winded,” and that “his jokes are terrible” (figure 12.1). As the bell rings and the students, ignoring him, rush out the door, he tries to remind them of their academic responsibilities, until he is finally reduced to insisting that he is “not joking” because it is, after all, “[his] job.” Though Pinto considers him “a wonderful teacher,” Professor Jenning’s lecture clearly is not Milton scholarship at its height. In fact, inasmuch as it draws heavily on writer Chris Miller’s Alpha Delta Phi experiences at Dartmouth in the 1960s,5 the film recalls some of the less inspired Milton lectures that took place at that time, as frustrated faculty were often forced to teach Paradise Lost to disinterested fraternity members as part of the English curriculum.6 For all of the enthusiasm that he initially displays in class, the jaded Jennings, who goes on to show Pinto how to smoke marijuana and sleeps with his student Katy, certainly does reflect that kind of frustration
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 and certainly is disenchanted with the job that he must defend and, most evidently, with the subject matter that he must teach. And, as virtually any biography of Milton tells us, there was not just one Mrs. Milton, but three: Mary Powell, Katherine Woodcock, and Elizabeth Minshull. In his attack on the poet, Jennings never specifies exactly which “Mrs. Milton” he is thinking of here, but he is most likely referring to Milton’s first wife, Mary Powell, who briefly left him shortly after their honeymoon in 1642, and to the view of their marriage that was popularized by Robert Graves in his fictional 1944 account Wife to Mr. Milton. In spite of other accounts that largely place the blame for their separation on Milton’s homesick young wife,7 Graves portrays her as a strong-willed heroine who nobly agrees to the match to save her parents from their debts to the writer, and he imagines a pedantic, self-absorbed, callous Milton who makes his new wife change her name from “Marie” to the more “honest English ‘Mary’,” forces her to sleep in a separate bed when she menstruates, and—when she argues with him—sends her back to her parents in order to disgrace her publicly.8 The professor’s question also refers to Satan as merely “being bad,” which suggests more mischief than malice and deliberately downplays the extent of his malevolence in Paradise Lost. In Book 4, as he approaches the walls of Paradise, Satan sets up a different binary by vowing “Evil, be thou my Good” (4.110), and “Evil” conveys a darker sense of menace, vice, and corruption. Professor Jennings, though, would reduce Satan’s “Evil” and, instead, turn the class discussion toward a contrast between “behaving” and “misbehaving.” Moreover, the notion of Satan’s “fun,” as opposed to God’s or Messiah’s, is one that Milton and his critics, given the gravity of his subject matter, hardly consider. (Is anyone really having “fun” in Paradise Lost?) At best, we can refer to “Satan’s pleasure,” but this is a possibility that the poem consistently denies. Satan is, after all, the Archangel, now “Arch-Fiend,” who could not be happy in heaven, and Milton reminds us that the great tragedy and the great burden of Satan is that, for all of his evil machinations, he is perpetually miserable. Even the “purer air” of Eden cannot soothe him, for it can drive away “All sadness but despair” (4.156), and despair is now the fallen Satan’s lot. As he prepares to corrupt that “new Race call’d Man” (2.348), Satan famously laments that all “love or hate” becomes “eternal woe” for him, since “Which way I flie is hell; my self am Hell” (4.75). If, as Satan tells the other fallen angels, “The mind is its own place” (1.254), then his ultimate torment is that he must live with himself, knowing that pleasure can never be a part of the existence that he has willed and that he has chosen. As Frank Kermode points out, in order to corrupt Adam and Eve, Satan schemes to “take away . . . their delight”9 because, for him, that lack is the
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 mark of his own disobedience and characterizes his experience of hell. Even after the fall, when Satan returns to hell and is poised to “enter now into full bliss” (10.503), he never gets the chance to enjoy the forbidden fruit of his labor, but is instead greeted with “a dismal universal hiss” (10.508), as he and his fellow demons are transformed into serpents. For some scholars, Satan’s pleasure is attached to the issue of his heroism that springs from William Blake’s assertion, in The Marriage of Heaven and Hell, that Milton is more “at liberty” when he is writing about the “Devils & Hell” because he is “of the Devil’s Party without knowing it.”10 Blake never specifically calls Milton a “Satanist” and, as Joseph Wittreich reminds us thus, “Whatever else [Blake’s illustrated] plates may say, they do not say that Satan is the hero of Paradise Lost.”11 Rather, Blake argues that the poet’s interest in his rebel angels is an unconscious one. In doing so, however, Blake opens the door to more infernal readings (or misreadings) of the poem.12 E.M.W. Tillyard, for example, agrees that “unwittingly [Milton] was led away by the creature of his own imagination,”13 and William Empson similarly believes that, in contrast to the strong case that he makes for Satan, Milton’s God “is astonishingly like Uncle Joe Stalin . . . [with] the same real bad temper.”14 Stanley Fish also admits that the reader might be initially inspired by Satan’s rhetoric and thrill to his defiance, though the poem ultimately attempts to teach the reader to “become immune to the Satanic appeal.”15 And while C.S. Lewis, writing in the 1940s, finds Romantic readings of the poem “wholly erroneous,”16 such readings are understandable in context, according to Northrop Frye in the 1960s. As Frye explains in The Story of All Things, If we meet with some setback, snub, imposed authority or other humiliation[,] we are thrown back on something that will support us, and unless we are saints that something is likely to be the ego. The somber, brooding, humorless ego . . . drives us to look for compensation, perhaps by identifying ourselves with some irresistible hero. If, in this state we read Milton[,] we shall find his Satan, so far from being the author of evil, a congenial and sympathetic figure.17
 
 Under the right circumstances, readers and critics alike could be inclined to endorse Satan’s challenge to authority, to revel in his attempts to disrupt the established order, and to redefine notions of right and wrong, good and evil accordingly. From a critical standpoint, then, the professor may well be misrepresenting Milton and misreading the poem, but, within the context of Animal House, his lecture and the classroom scene itself are key because, through them and their appropriation (or misappropriation) of Milton, the screenwriters “teach” the moral of the film that “being bad is more fun than
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 being good.” Since such serious moralizing flies in the face of this carnivalesque “fun,”18 for both the class and the audience, even Jennings dismisses it as boring and downplays Milton’s importance. Yet, the rest of the film and the ongoing conflict between Delta House and the dean and the Omegas work as a pointed response to the question that the professor, in his discussion of Paradise Lost, asks. Linked in name with “the Alpha and the Omega” of Revelation,19 the Omegas, as the best fraternity on campus and the manifestation of God’s destructive persona, take sadistic pride in maintaining their “angelic image” and imposing their elitism. When Kent Dorfman and Larry Kroger arrive at the Omega fraternity house for a pledge mixer, they are immediately dismissed by the hostess “Babs” as “a wimp and a blimp” and coldly escorted over to a couch not once, but twice to sit with “Mohammed, Jugdish, Sidney, and Clayton,” other outcasts who, for various physical and ethnic reasons, fail to live up to the Omega standard. As the slovenly, rebellious Deltas celebrate their initiation by spraying beer and drunkenly dancing to the Kingsmen’s classic “Louie, Louie,” the Omegas, themselves dressed up like Satanists in dark robes, humiliate their pledges by paddling them in their underwear, a torment to which they must respond, “Thank you, sir; may I have another?” Not only do Chapter President Greg Marmalard, whose name suggests all of the cloying sweetness of marmalade, and the militaristic Niedermeyer enjoy hazing their own pledges in this way, but Niedermeyer, whom the dean proudly describes as “a sneaky little shit,” is perhaps even happier to condemn the inferior Kent or “Flounder,” as the Deltas call him, at an ROTC meeting as a “fat disgusting slob” and spit in his face for wearing “a pledge pin” on his uniform. By the end of the film, the Omegas, not simply content with getting the Deltas expelled, are reduced to physically punishing them for their immoral behavior, but these violent reactions excessively outweigh the wrongs that they would redress and only serve to make these self-proclaimed “good guys” look all the more ridiculous. When the roguish Otter shows up at a hotel room with roses for Greg’s girlfriend Mandy, a jealous Greg and his frat brothers viciously beat him up and, when Flounder comically tries to squirt him with a seltzer bottle, an incensed Niedermeyer turns a rifle on him, an absurd response to a mundane prank. As the conservative counterpart to the more liberal, devilish Jennings, Dean Wormer, like the stuffy Miltonic Godhead that the Blakean critics imagine, is stern and menacing in his attempt to maintain order on campus, just as he is frustrated and enraged by the Deltas’ cavalier rejection of it (see figure 12.2). Clearly, he is a man who is not having fun. Considering the fraternity’s numerous pranks and violations during his initial meeting with Greg, whom he angrily calls a “twerp,” he places Delta House on
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 Figure 12.2 The tyrannical Dean Wormer
 
 probation, only to learn that they are already on probation, a fact that forces him to invent the more severe and ridiculous penalty: “double secret probation.” As his lack of control becomes more and more evident, the “wormy” dean’s measures become more and more punitive, unreasonable, and unfair, but each punishment only leads to his greater embarrassment and humiliation, an inversion of the pattern of Satan’s humiliation in Paradise Lost that recalls the professor’s Blakean misreading of “good” and “bad.” After he eagerly receives the Delta’s abysmal mid-term grades, ranging from Pinto’s marginal “1.5” to Bluto’s more inconceivable “0.0” grade point average, Dean Wormer is finally able to kick them off campus and leave them to the mercy of their draft boards; as the audience knows, this is a particularly sinister fate or “fall,” inasmuch as he could well be sentencing them to the horrors of Vietnam, a high price to pay indeed for food fights and frat parties and a response that is just as ludicrous and extreme as Niedermeyer’s rifle. The dean is hardly able to savor this victory, however, because no sooner does he give them the news than Flounder horrifically throws up “on him.” For all of the “good” that they may do through the punishment that they inflict, the enjoyment that Dean Wormer and the Omegas get and the pleasure that they receive, sexual or otherwise, is rather short-lived. Throughout
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 the film, in fact, they are consistently portrayed as sexually inadequate, a characterization that contrasts dramatically with the libidinal antics of Deltas like Otter, who uses the death of a student at a neighboring college to get his frat brothers dates or Bluto, who conspicuously puts a ladder up near the girls’ sorority house to stare at them in their underwear. Greg Marmalard, for example, “does not believe in premarital sex” and, while he broods on all of the women that the Deltas have “molested,” his own erectile dysfunction is one of the film’s running jokes. Along the same lines, after Wormer’s drunken wife sleeps with Otter at the toga party, the infuriated dean vows to “string [the Deltas] up by their balls” because, like Greg, he can only assert his masculinity and his sexuality through his role as authority. For the dean as well as for Greg and the rest of the Omegas, then, the commitment to “being good” and the authority that they assume to that end does not make them sympathetic or heroic; instead it leaves them impotent and bitter, and they can only jealously contemplate and attempt to contain the more “demonic” sexual potency that they themselves lack.20 By most, if not all, of the standards that academe holds dear, the Deltas certainly are bad. They lie, cheat, steal, and swindle. They would rather drink and party than read or do research, and they are more interested in gratifying their own desires than they are in developing themselves intellectually or in pursuing a major field of study. And from Bluto’s “jello-sucking” in the cafeteria to the Deltas’ glorious destruction of the homecoming parade and the city, they clearly have no respect for themselves or for others. But, for all of their crimes, the Deltas are not malicious or menacing or, for that matter, purely “evil.” In the words that frat member Boon uses to describe the toga party, they are just out for “a little harmless fun,” which typically involves some kind of mischief or prank. Niedermeyer is dragged by his horse, food is thrown in the cafeteria, the dates that Otter gets through his lie have to walk back to their dorms, and Flounder’s brother’s car is wrecked. But no one is seriously hurt or injured, with the possible exception of Niedermeyer’s horse, who has a heart attack in the dean’s office. And though the dean and the Omegas would “righteously” see them beaten, bloody, and drafted, and though they do get them expelled, the Deltas, demonstrating what Tillyard in his description of Milton’s Satan calls “heroic energy,”21 take their final revenge not by initiating “Man’s First Disobedience” and bringing death into the world, but rather by publicly humiliating their enemies at homecoming and by exposing their lack of control. At the end of the student council meeting, the dean, attempting to exert his God-like influence, cartoonishly swears to the Deltas that there will be “no more fun of any kind,” making it clear that fun and pleasure are perhaps their greatest crimes against his order. Yet, inasmuch as pleasure is part of the human condition, he can no more prevent fun from occurring
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 than he can stop the Summer of Love from coming or Woodstock from taking place, and the chaos that ensues at the end of the film only serves to illustrate how absurd and foolish the attempt is. If fun and pleasure are crimes that essentially define the degree of the fraternity’s “badness,” then they are also crimes, ultimately, for which the fraternity will gladly burn. On a broader level, Animal House also defends its Miltonically inspired theme, that being bad is more fun than being good, by playing it out against the backdrop of the 1960s and 1970s and, in this way, it distantly parallels some of the more politically charged readings of Paradise Lost. Since the film was made in 1978, but set in 1962, it has history on its side and the filmmakers purposely craft their ending with an eye to the future. At the end, we find out what happens to the Deltas and the Omegas after the smoke clears from the horror of homecoming, and college ends. We also find out where their choices get them. Hoover is a public defender, Otter goes on to become a Beverly Hills gynecologist and Pinto is an editor at National Lampoon Magazine; Flounder gets involved with Sensitivity Training, while Bluto, with his 0.0 grade point average, appropriately enough becomes a U.S. senator.22 They drink and dance and cheat and party, and, from their carnivalesque inversion of good and bad, go on to live productive lives. None of them are murderers or criminals; for the most part, they all turn out just fine, proving, perhaps, that having fun, testing the limits, and rebelling are really what college is all about. Although their grades are generally dismal, the characters that they shape and develop in college are what guide them toward and through successful careers. The academic and social standards that the Omegas and the dean champion so violently, on the other hand, anticipate their alienation and corruption after college. Greg Marmalard becomes a White House aide during the Nixon administration and is “raped in prison”; Niedermeyer is sent to Vietnam, where he is killed, we are told, “by his own troops.” We never find out what happens to the disgruntled dean, although the “Double Secret Probation” DVD version of the film claims that Wormer’s character is based upon former President Richard Nixon, another misguided authority figure with the same “thorough unscrupulousness” that Empson sees in Milton’s God.23 By 1978, Nixon had been thoroughly exposed by Woodward and Bernstein and thoroughly disgraced for his abuse of power. Moreover, Animal House, as a whole, makes a moral justification for the behaviors or misbehaviors that it presents in order to speak to a redefining American moral spectrum and a redefining of “good” and “bad.” In the 1960s, the divine “Omega way”—going to class and doing homework, believing in authority and believing in the government, going off to war and fighting for the country, and voting for Nixon—might well have seemed like the right thing to do and the devilish “Delta alternative”—experimenting
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 with drugs and sex, protesting the government and protesting the war, and going to Woodstock—might have seemed childish and irresponsible. By the 1970s, however, after so many political leaders had been killed for doing what they felt was “right,” after so many soldiers had died fighting for what they thought was “right,” and after a seemingly trustworthy government had been exposed for so much wrongdoing, these choices were no longer so clear cut and, if people were “to repent of anything,” in Thoreau’s words, “it [was] very likely to be [their] good behavior.”24 People needed to know that their irrational decisions and the “crimes” of their misspent youths were not only okay, but that they were, in the long run, “necessary evils,” evils that a Blakean (mis)reading of Milton would certainly endorse. As Frye reminds us, Milton’s Satan could, under such circumstances, well become that “congenial and sympathetic figure” who understood the need to rebel and who could be used to justify and rationalize a little mischief on a college campus, given the social and political tumult that was to follow. So, the allusion to Milton in Animal House does indeed constitute a mixture of the sacred and the profane, for an America that had lost its innocence through the previous decade and found that breaking the rules was more fun and perhaps more appropriate than simply obeying and playing it safe. It was a temptation to which audiences were particularly receptive, precisely because they needed to hear it and perhaps because so many had been a part of Milton’s fraternity all along. Notes 1. Howard Zinn, The Twentieth Century (New York: Perennial, 2003), 301. 2. Peter Rose, “Ancient Comedy: Politics Through a Lens,” The European Studies Journal 17–18 (2000): 85. 3. Peter Rose suggests that the casting of Donald Sutherland here is particularly relevant because he had “primarily played evil characters (none more terrifying than the murderous fascist in Bertolluci’s [sic] 1900)” and he is, in Animal House, “slightly sinister” (96). Essentially, he endorses and teaches his students about the “deviltry” that they embrace. Rose, “Ancient Comedy,” 96. 4. All references to the film and to the DVD’s anecdotal notes in this essay are taken from National Lampoon’s Animal House: Double Secret Probation Edition, dir. John Landis, perf. John Belushi, Tim Matheson, John Vernon, Verna Bloom, Thomas Hulce, Donald Sutherland, 1978, DVD (Universal, 2003). 5. Not only are Miller’s contribution to the film and the influence of his Dartmouth days mentioned on a number of websites, including Acme Animal House Trivia and NPR’s “Present at the Creation: National Lampoon’s Animal House,” but the anecdotal notes to the DVD version of Animal House specifically state that “the Delta House was loosely based on Alpha Delta Phi, Co-Screenwriter Chris Miller’s fraternity at Dartmouth.” See Patrick Spreng, Acme Animal House Trivia, ⬍http://www.acmewebpages.com/animal/trivia.htm⬎ (July 14, 2004) and “Present at the Creation: National Lampoon’s Animal House,” NPR.org,
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 ⬍http://www.npr.org/programs/morning/features/patc/animalhouse/ index.html⬎ (accessed July 14, 2004). Edward White notes, in his essay on “Class Comfort: the Slums and the Greens,” that, in the 1960s, “Milton’s Paradise Lost [was] the customary freshman composition reading material for the usual privileged students” and Dartmouth’s own Thomas Luxon agrees that Dartmouth freshmen, from the 1960s until the 1980s, all “heard lectures on PL while they were rushing frats.” Edward White, “Class Comfort: the Slums and the Greens,” in Coming to Class: Pedagogy and the Social Class of Teachers, ed. Alan Shepard, John McMillan, and Gary Tate (Portsmouth, New Hampshire: Boynton/Cook, 1998), 283–84. Thomas Luxon, “Re: Animal House-Milton question,” personal e-mail (accessed July 14, 2004). I am indebted to Tom for his comments about the history of teaching Paradise Lost at Dartmouth and the film’s connection to the university. The great Milton biographer David Masson, for example, believes that Mary Powell was “stupid” and quickly overcome by “a feeling of homesickness, a longing to be back with Mamma.” David Masson, The Life of John Milton, Vol. II: 1638–1643 (London: Macmillan, 1894), 506. Robert Graves, Wife to Mr. Milton (New York: Book-of-the-Month Club, 1991), 167. Frank Kermode, “Adam Unparadised,” in Paradise Lost by John Milton, ed. Scott Elledge (New York: Norton, 1993), 597. William Blake, The Marriage of Heaven and Hell, in Blake’s Poetry and Designs, ed. Mary Lynn Johnson and John E. Grant (New York: Norton, 1979), 88. Joseph Wittreich, Jr., Angels of Apocalypse: Blake’s Idea of Milton (Madison, WI: Wisconsin University Press, 1975), 210. Wittreich (Angels of Apocalypse, 210) maintains that the arguments for Satan as hero constitute “a misreading of Milton for which some eighteenth-century commentators and some modern ones must be held accountable [and] a misreading of Blake for which some in the Milton establishment are responsible.” E.M.W. Tillyard, Milton (New York: Barnes and Noble, 1967), 234. William Empson, Milton’s God (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1981), 146. Stanley Eugene Fish, “Discovery as Form in Paradise Lost,” in Paradise Lost, ed. Elledge, 529. Examining this process in more detail in his seminal Surprised by Sin, Fish believes that Milton initially lulls the reader into a false sense of security by overtly naming the “enemy who traditionally succeeds through disguise (serpent, cherub).” As the reader then falls prey to Satan’s rhetoric, “the irritatingly omniscient epic voice is there to point out a deception as it succeeds” and to steel the reader against future seductions. Stanley Fish, Surprised by Sin (New York: St. Martin’s, 1967), 13, 14. C.S. Lewis, A Preface to Paradise Lost (London: Oxford University Press, 1961), 94. Northrop Frye, “The Story of All Things,” in Paradise Lost, ed. Elledge, 524. According to Bakhtin, the concept of “carnival” involves that “temporary liberation from the prevailing truth and the established order; [that] suspension of all hierarchical rank, privileges, norms, and prohibitions.” Through their “animal house” antics and their blatant disregard of the dean’s authority, the Deltas establish their own brand of carnival and both subvert and invert the existing moral, social, and academic order on campus. Mikhail Bakhtin, Rabelais and
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 His World, trans. Helene Iswolsky (Bloomington, IN: Indiana University Press, 1984), 10. The Jerusalem Bible, Rev. 1.8., Alexander Jones, gen. ed. (Garden City, NY: Doubleday, 1968), 321. Arguing that Animal House inspired a genre of films in the 1970s and 1980s that he calls “Animal Comedies,” William Paul notes that “because animality in [these] films is regarded as freedom from inhibition, characters are defined negatively or positively by the extent to which they’ve embraced their animal natures, ranging from the anally repressed to the genitally aggressive.” Inasmuch as they, from the beginning, reject, deny, or condemn sex and sexual activity, Greg and the dean quickly establish themselves as villains. William Paul, “The Rise and Fall of Animal Comedy,” The Velvet Light Trap , 26 (1990): 78. Tillyard, Milton, 235. I must disagree with Paul’s suggestion here that Bluto’s eventual political success is an attempt “to marry the changes in sexual and cultural mores of the previous decade to a newly conservative political agenda” (“Rise and Fall,” 83). Not only does the film predate “the Reagan revolution” that he describes, but the absurdly comic portrayal of the dean specifically comments on the ineffectual nature of a conservative administration. I do, however, agree that Bluto’s rise to the Senate proves that the film’s comedy “is not truly anarchic, although [it seems] to court anarchy at times” (ibid). Like Milton’s Satan, Bluto and the Deltas want power and control, which they ultimately achieve by embracing the status quo and by demonstrating, as Peter Stallybrass and Allon White note in their critique of Bakhtin, that “carnivalesque inversion,” for all its transgression, in the end becomes “constitutive of the very formation of middle class identity.” Stallybrass and White, The Politics and Poetics of Transgression (Ithaca, NY: Cornell University Press, 1986), 201. Empson, Milton’s God, 146. Henry David Thoreau, Walden and Other Writings, ed. William Howarth (New York: Modern Library, 1981), 10.
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 Chapter Thirteen M ilt on af t e r 9 / 1 1 David Boocker
 
 Official interpretation of September 11, 2001, began the moment President Bush uttered the words, “Today, our nation saw evil,” a claim writ large across the headlines of many American newspapers on the day after the terrorist attacks in New York City, Washington DC, and Pennsylvania. That evening, Bush “used the word ‘evil’ four times, setting the tone for months to come.”1 Indeed, months later, in his January 29, 2002, State of the Union Address, Bush called Iran, Iraq, and North Korea “an axis of evil” for harboring terrorists. In this way, President Bush, a self-proclaimed born-again Christian, returned the concept of “evil” into our national debate, and his purpose was clear: he was publicly identifying evil to justify action against it. For some social critics, this return of evil into the national debate was long overdue. According to Andrew Delbanco, modern secular culture is in crisis because although evil remains an inescapable part of the human experience, we no longer have a symbolic language for describing it. Delbanco explains that for those living in centuries past “evil had a name, a face, and an explanation . . . called the Fall . . . personified in the devil, and . . . attributed to an original sin in Eden and imputed to all mankind.”2 Delbanco believes that modern society has for too long explained the actions of Hitler or Stalin as the result of madness, the effect of which has been to diminish culpability. His point is that Americans no longer have the ability or desire to identify real evil as the cause of human tragedy and suffering. We see evil around us, but because of our aversion to religious metaphors, “we feel something that our vocabulary no longer gives us the vocabulary to express.”3 But for other social critics such as Stanley Fish, the language of good and evil is simply the wrong vocabulary. Fish argues that “evil” is not a term that should be used to explain events such as 9/11 because it is most often used as an abstraction that prevents people from trying to comprehend what actually happened on that day and why. However, so many Americans have followed President Bush in labeling the acts and perpetrators of 9/11 as “evil,” and in such a range of venues, that James Creaser concludes that “the new language has taken hold . . . [and] has
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 begun to appear in some very unexpected places” (i.e., mainstream, well-respected publications).4 Charles Krauthammer, for example, wrote in Time that the events of 9/11 were so “evil” and “unfathomable” that its victims were “psychologically disarmed.”5 Paul M. Rodriquez stated in Insight on the News that America had seen “[t]he face of evil. If ever it was clear, there it is, rising from the black smoke of the World Trade Center. . . . It is there for all to see: the very image of Satan.”6 Ron Rosenbaum, writing for The Atlantic Monthly, argued that there are degrees of evil, and he asked whether the actions of Osama bin Laden can and should be compared to Hitler’s.7 And Daniel Henninger, in The Wall Street Journal, defended President Bush’s use of the term “evil” to characterize the events of 9/11, pointing out that he had “no recollection of another recent public figure placing this concept so insistently at the center of his thought, not even the Pope,” even as he conceded that “[t]here is something about evil today—the word, its implications—that discomfits up-to-date sensibilities.”8 What emerges from these examples is that while the concept of evil definitively reentered the American psyche in many explanations of 9/11, there is no agreement about what evil is or whether invoking it is in keeping with modern sensibilities. What is perhaps most surprising is that in many discussions and explanations of 9/11 the presence of John Milton is so vivid. In this essay, I want to explore a line of thinking about the events of 9/11 that does, in fact, label the acts of terror as “evil” and that identifies the perpetrators of the acts directly or indirectly with Milton’s Satan. References and allusions to Milton’s Satan function in two fundamentally different ways in relation to 9/11. For some, Milton’s Satan is a literary character who can help modern readers either to understand the psychology of the terrorists or to define the nature of evil in the modern world. For others, Milton’s Satan is a symbol for radical evil that can be employed to shape or defend U.S. policy in the Middle East by demonizing two of America’s principle enemies: Saddam Hussein and Osama bin Laden. Fareed Zakaria, editor of Newsweek International, uses Milton’s Satan to explain the psychology of modern Islamic terrorists. In an article published in Newsweek just after September 11, Zakaria explains that “bin Laden belongs to a long line of extremists who have invoked religion to justify mass murder and spur men to suicide. The words ‘thug,’ ‘zealot’ and ‘assassin’ all come from ancient terror cults—Hindu, Jewish, and Muslim respectively— that believed they were doing the work of God. The terrorist’s mind is its own place, and like Milton’s Satan, can make a hell of heaven, a heaven of hell.”9 For Zakaria, the Islamic terrorist and Milton’s Satan share a heretical and fallacious belief that they have the power of God to create a heaven or hell, to redefine, that is, the very manner in which good and evil are understood.
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 For Ron Rosenbaum evil is such a “highly charged term” that it has meaning only if it is not used indiscriminately.10 Writing for The Atlantic Monthly, Rosenbaum believes that the key to understanding bin Laden and even Hitler is studying Milton’s Satan, Shakespeare’s Iago, and Richard III, all of whom are literary examples of what he calls the worst kind of evil, or “ ‘malignant wickedness’—evil for evil’s sake . . . (‘Evil be thou my good’).”11 Rosenbaum uses this famous line from Book 4 of Paradise Lost, spoken by Satan after his failure to repent, to argue that Milton’s Satan, like bin Laden and Hitler, represents the worst form of evil because he knows the good and yet consciously chooses evil. As Rosenbaum explains, “It’s important to believe in knowing, ‘conscientious’ wickedness—if we don’t then we don’t believe in free will (the freedom to choose ill) or individual responsibility, and evil is psychologized away.”12 Attempts to parallel Milton’s Satan and modern terrorists actually pre-date September 11 by several years. In Study of Revenge: The First World Trade Center Attack and Saddam Hussein’s War Against America, Laurie Mylroie examines the causes of the 1993 World Trade Center attack and claims that Saddam Hussein had a central role in this first attack.13 As one of her epigraphs, Mylroie adopts lines 106–10 from Book 1 of Paradise Lost: What though the field be lost? All is not lost: th’ unconquerable Will And study of revenge, immortal hate, And courage never to submit or yield; And what is else not to be overcome?14
 
 Mylroie’s purpose for placing these lines opposite the table of contents is unclear until the conclusion, where she quotes the lines again to explain Saddam Hussein’s motives. She describes Saddam as someone for whom “violence is instrumental” and the means of achieving “glory,” and as someone wanting “to undo the results of the 1991 Gulf War, to do to America what America has done to Iraq.”15 Mylroie wants to illustrate how “John Milton’s Paradise Lost presents the archetypal image of a vanquished tyrant— Satan himself—dedicating himself to vengeance,” and she concludes that the lines from Book 1 serve “to explain Saddam Hussein’s reasoning far better than the pragmatic, utilitarian ‘policy analyst’ model, carefully calculating risk and advantage.”16 Mylroie’s obvious aim is to demonize Saddam Hussein by comparing him to Milton’s Satan. According to Mylroie, Saddam is a tyrant hell-bent on revenge; but the use of lines from Milton’s Paradise Lost in a book intended to shape U.S. policy—that did, indeed, shape U.S. policy in Iraq—seems oddly out of place.17 The lines are spoken, after all, as part of Satan’s defense of the war in heaven and exemplify his desire to keep fighting against God.
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 Milton understood that Satan’s primary enemy was not God or any outside force, but Satan himself, and his purpose in this passage is to give us a clear description of the true tyrant, Satan. Mylroie’s attempt to demonize Saddam Hussein by associating him with Satanic vengeance thus alters Milton’s purpose. According to Elaine Pagels, this kind of demonization “has proven extraordinarily effective throughout Western history” because “the use of Satan to represent one’s enemies lends to conflict a specific kind of moral and religious interpretation, in which ‘we’ are God’s people and ‘they’ are God’s enemies, and ours as well.”18 It follows that many Americans demonize their enemies because they believe that America is “carrying out a divine mission” to defeat evil and to spread liberty throughout the world.19 For Mylroie, then, Saddam is the evil enemy of America who sought vengeance for his defeat in the 1991 Gulf War by attempting to blow up the World Trade Center in 1993. By associating Saddam with Milton’s Satan, she clearly identifies him as evil, an enemy against whom a righteous America must take action. Likewise, Daniel Henninger uses lines from Milton to label Saddam Hussein as “evil.” In his essay entitled “ ‘Know Ye Not Me?’ America sees and defeats the face of evil,” Henninger quotes Satan’s question to the angelic guards in Book 4 of Paradise Lost, “Know ye not me?” (4.828). The piece—which features a sketch of Milton with the Wordsworthian caption, “Milton: A Man for Our Time”—begins with two epigraphs, one from Milton’s Comus and the other from George W. Bush: But evil on itself shall back recoil And mix no more with goodness, when at last Gather’d like scum, and settl’d to itself It shall be in eternal restless change Self-fed and self-consumed; if this fail The pillar’d firmament is rottenness And earth’s base built on stubble. ( John Milton, 1634)20 Today our nation saw evil. (George W. Bush, September 11, 2001)
 
 Henninger proceeds to argue that Milton “lived in a place and time when everyone was a practicing Christian, no matter what they believed in private.” Milton labored for fourteen years “on poetry that struggled with the most fundamental issues of good and evil; he gave all the best lines to the ‘Fiend,’ ‘Satan,’ for Milton never doubted the power, the appeal and the reality of evil’s presence in the souls of some men. ‘Know ye not mee? . . . Not to know mee argues yourselves unknown.’ ”21 Henninger’s use of “Know ye not mee?” is tinged with unintended irony. The question appears at the moment in Book 4 when Satan has been
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 momentarily apprehended by the angelic guards and is asked to identify himself. Not realizing how much he has changed, Satan rebukes the good angels for not recognizing him. Henninger misreads the quotation in suggesting that it is about the inability of those living in a modern secular society to recognize evil: “Some 350 years later . . . it is evident that secular society, however real its benefits, doesn’t dwell much on Satan or evil. . . . Inside or outside the churches, it’s not clear who believes what anymore, which wasn’t true in Milton’s time. What is now clear is that they don’t believe in evil as John Milton believed in it, and as does, evidently, George Bush.”22 For Henninger, many people opposed the war in Iraq because they failed to understand (unlike George Bush or John Milton) the true nature of evil: “that Saddam Hussein and his Iraqi regime were evil enough to require elimination from the civilized world.”23 As Lance Morrow observes, for Bush the word “evil has the perverse prestige of John Milton’s defiant Lucifer” and he employs the word in a way “that takes its resonance from a long Judeo-Christian tradition of radical evil embodied in heroically diabolical figures.”24 Of course, Henninger’s use of Milton’s works to justify America’s war in Iraq distorts Milton’s texts by forcing them into twenty-first-century contexts. Henninger also employs the lines from Comus, spoken by the Second Brother in extolling the power of his sister’s virtue, to defend President Bush’s decision to go to war in Iraq. Saddam Hussein is evil, according to Henninger, and his defeat seems to prove Milton’s claim about the ultimate defeat of evil in the face of “goodness.” The victory of Saddam would have proven Milton’s “thought that should evil win, then earth’s base was ‘built on stubble.’ Not yet,”25 concludes Henninger. However Milton’s Satan has been appropriated in discussions of 9/11— whether as a literary character who can help us understand terrorist motives or as a symbol of real evil—the success of that appropriation depends, ultimately, on the ability of readers to see themselves reflected in his portrait. What seems clear is that a majority of Americans do still believe in the existence of evil. In a 1995 Newsweek poll attempting to answer the question, “Do We Need Satan?,” 66 percent of adult Americans and 85 percent of evangelical Protestants said that they “believe the devil exists.”26 In addition, 28 percent believe the devil is a fallen angel, 31 percent think the devil is the source of evil, while 24 percent see the devil as a symbol of man’s inhumanity to man.27 In a more recent 2001 Newsweek poll, 31 percent of respondents indicated that they believe “everyone has the capacity for evil” and 53 percent “say religious and moral training is the best way to fight evil.”28 Still, Charles L. Woodward suggests that many Americans have difficulty labeling something evil or as the work of the devil “because we no longer see in his myth the image of our own worst inclinations,”29 in part, because we no
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 longer have writers like Milton, Melville, Dante, or Dostoevsky who are equal to the task of taking on the devil. Woodward may be right, but for many contemporary political commentators, Milton’s Satan remains an effective literary vehicle for representing the nature of evil. Turning to Milton to help understand contemporary events is, of course, not new. As John Shawcross and Joseph Wittreich, among many others, have demonstrated, Milton was used as a “spokesperson” for literary, political, and social issues throughout the eighteenth and nineteenth centuries.30 In 1945, Douglas Bush published four lectures under the title Paradise Lost in Our Time: Some Comments in which he defended Milton’s Paradise Lost from the negative critical assessment of some early twentieth-century critics. In the third lecture, Bush argues that Satan’s first speech––“What though the field be lost? / All is not lost.”—best represents “not the spirit of the Puritan armies, but the spirit of Hitler.”31 By suggesting that Milton’s Satan directly anticipated Hitler, Bush made a strong case for the relevance of Milton’s poem in post–World War II attempts to define good and evil. As we have seen, Milton’s works, most notably Paradise Lost, have also provided contemporary writers with different ways to explain the events and perpetrators of 9/11. John Carey has written that in Paradise Lost Milton “presents evil as real and traceable to a single Evil One. The wish to isolate evil in this way argues a particular mental configuration which seems to be associated with the belief that, once isolated, evil may become containable or punishable.”32 But Carey also maintains that “ambivalence is a precondition of the poem’s success” and that Satan is a product of both Milton’s and the reader’s psychology, since “Satan . . . divides the reader into two camps.”33 Milton’s Satan has been variously viewed, since the time of the Romantics, as a rebel against a tyrannous God or as the traditional figure of evil destroyed by ambition. For those post-9/11 writers who believe that Milton’s Satan serves as an effective literary vehicle for understanding the psychology and motives of the modern terrorist, Milton’s Satan retains much of this complexity. Zakaria does not believe that bin Laden and other extremists do the work of God, but he is willing to consider the reality that the extremists believe they are serving God. Rosenbaum may ultimately view bin Laden as evil, but for Rosenbaum evil is a complicated term with many layers, and applying it requires careful thought. And for author Polly Whitney, the strength of Satan’s character as a parallel to the modern terrorist is that he remains ambivalent, with both sympathetic and reprehensible qualities. Whitney writes that reading Milton’s Satan provides the key to understanding the psychology of terrorism: “For op/ed pages and pundits of all sort, PARADISE LOST should be required reading now, for Milton’s masterpiece is a blueprint for the psychology of terrorism. One need only recall
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 Satan’s claim that it is ‘better to reign in Hell than to serve in Heaven’ to get the passkey to the poem.”34 For Whitney, the key to understanding terrorism is recognizing, “as did Milton, the glamour of evil, the allure of being the agent of pain,” while at the same time seeing that Satan is “a portrait of despair” and “misery.”35 Whitney locates the source of the terrorist motive in the kind of despair and misery seen in Milton’s Satan and in the fact that there is still something glamorous about an “agent of pain.” However, there is little complexity in the readings of those commentators who want to use the evil in Milton’s Satan to justify taking action against its contemporary manifestation in Saddam Hussein or Osama bin Laden. Clearly, neither Mylroie nor Henninger feel any ambivalence toward Milton’s Satan. Similarly, for Parsa Venkateshwar Rao, Jr., it is foolhardy to see anything positive in Milton’s Satan, and he blames both the Western media and Percy Shelley “for turning the most repulsive characters into celebrities.” Rao argues that bin Laden’s popularity as a hero among many Muslims is based on the Western fascination with the good outlaw, a view that can be traced, in part, to what he calls Shelley’s “perverse” reading of Milton’s Paradise Lost. According to Rao, “Satan was not meant to be admired. The people who make him admirable are the witty critics.”36 For Rao, there is no ambivalence in Milton’s Satan, who has not an ounce of heroism. Yet as Carey has noted, the strength of Milton’s characterization of Satan is that multiple readings are possible; and the bottom line of what makes Milton’s Satan endure, according to Milton critic Kenneth Gross, is that “Milton makes [us] think about evil, [and] about the shape it takes.”37 As Woodward recognizes, Milton’s Paradise Lost makes Satan’s story into “a Western classic,”38 and Satan “is a window on the changing conceptions of evil.”39 Thus, since the Romantics, Milton’s Satan has been variously viewed as admirable and sympathetic or as a figure of evil comparable to Napoleon, Hitler, Saddam Hussein, or Osama bin Laden. Morrow labels this tendency “to dramatize, to poeticize, the worst that is in human nature . . . the John Milton effect—Lucifer aggrandized, ennobled.”40 But for Stanley Fish, Satan should not be conflated with evil: “Milton’s Satan is the best literary example” of someone who displays courage “in the performance of a bad act.”41 In “Condemnation Without Absolutes,” an essay published in the New York Times on October 15, 2001, Fish argues that it is pointless to ascribe “the empty rhetoric of universal absolutes” of good and evil to events such as 9/11 because “our adversaries lay claim to the same language.”42 The problem, according to Fish, is not that we don’t have a vocabulary to discuss events such as 9/11; the problem is that the “rhetoric of universal absolutes” is no longer accurate. “How many times have we heard these new mantras: ‘We have seen the face of evil’; ‘these are irrational madmen’; ‘we are at war against international terrorism.’ Each
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 phrase is at once inaccurate and unhelpful,” writes Fish, because “we reduce the enemy to ‘evil,’ ” thereby conjuring “up a shape-shifting demon, a wild-card moral anarchist beyond our comprehension and therefore beyond the reach of any counterstrategies.”43 Fish argues persuasively that the simplistic language and “empty rhetoric of universal absolutes” do not help us understand complicated events and can only lead to equally simplistic responses. Fish’s stance against the use of moral absolutes such as good and evil to explain what happened on 9/11 has been controversial.44 For John Chuckman, Americans “who lose patience over a late pizza delivery . . . like problems reduced to easily understood forces of good and evil. Milton’s Satan vs. God. Cowboys and Indians.”45 Yet, building on Fish, an equally compelling argument can be made that Milton’s Satan has been used as a model for Saddam Hussein and Osama bin Laden because, in the end, we no longer live in a world with the kind of moral absolutes that Milton gives us. As Peter Singer explains, “it is a mistake to divide the world neatly into good and evil, black and white without shades of gray, in a manner that eliminates the need to learn more about those with whom one is dealing.”46 The result of making evil “a category with which to create distance between one’s actions and one’s self . . . when thinking about inter-societal affairs,” according to Farid Abdel-Nour, “can be quite serious, leading one to target one’s adversaries for eradication, rather than simply for defeat.”47 For AbdelNour, Milton’s Satan personifies evil in a way that supports Fish’s concerns about the dangers of oversimplifying the vocabulary of evil that places “evil squarely outside the self . . . and separable from the self.” The point is that understanding events such as 9/11 is not easy, and reading Paradise Lost provides partial, if not contradictory answers. What is clear from the frequent appearance of Milton’s Satan in commentary on 9/11 is just how deeply ingrained into the psyche of Western culture the character has become. Milton’s Satan serves a variety of competing functions for those struggling to understand the tragedy of 9/11 because he is at once concrete and infinitely complex—simultaneously attractive and frightening, heroic and dangerous, human and inhumane. At the same time, Milton’s literary character helps bridge the gap between the empty moral rhetoric against which Fish cautions and the need of many Americans to label the events of 9/11 as evil. Thus, while for some Satan is an effective, though sometimes oversimplified, symbol for radical evil, for others, “evil looks like Satan. Evil talks and reasons like Satan.”48 In creating his greatest character, Milton struggled over the same questions about what constitutes good and evil that we do when we think seriously about why terrible events such as 9/11 occur. Milton’s genius lies in the fact that his questions are our questions; his struggle to understand evil is our struggle. If Milton’s life and writings teach us nothing else, they teach us that our world’s problems and the solutions to those problems are filled with enormous contradictions with which we must
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 Cha p t e r F our t e e n The Blind Leading the Blind and Sighted: John Milton and Helen Keller Angelica Duran
 
 Among the most memorable vignettes about Helen Keller’s (1880–1968) response to great literature is her description of reading Shakespeare’s King Lear for the first time, recounted in her first and most popular autobiography, The Story of My Life (1903): I shall never forget the feeling of horror when I came to the scene in which Gloster’s eyes are put out. Anger seized me, my fingers refused to move, I sat rigid for one long moment, the blood throbbing in my temples, and all the hatred that a child can feel concentrated in my heart.1
 
 Keller’s reaction to Shakespeare reminds us of the ability of great literature to guide readers to respond to the at times brutal world around us not just with our minds but also with our souls and bodies. There is another author whose influence in Keller’s writings and life’s work is as just as powerful: John Milton. But, mirroring the state of affairs in popular culture, Milton’s influence on Keller has gone generally unacknowledged, despite its enduring and perhaps because of its complex presence. Milton’s influence on Keller’s writings and life, as in popular culture, is what John Shawcross calls “deep influence,” the kind that is “more elusive . . . lying in the tone and fabric of the later works, in a rhythm or a nuance of meaning.”2 The force of Milton’s influence in Keller’s writings and life’s work is extraordinary and important for us to recognize because of Keller’s vital role in so wholly transforming perceptions of the blind and disabled in popular culture. Milton’s influence can be traced in Keller’s autobiographies in terms of her literary appreciation and linguistic development, in her newspaper articles in terms of her particular brand of social activism, and finally in the
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 enduring resource for the blind that Keller established and named after Milton, the John Milton Society for the Blind—U.S. As I hope to show, Milton’s deep influence on Keller enriches our understanding of the value of his literature and of literature in general as a source for creative and formative activity in blind popular culture. Miltonic Echoes Helen Keller was introduced to the world of words, first through the hands of her teacher Annie Sullivan, as dramatized in William Gibson’s oft-produced The Miracle Worker (1957), then through her own, gliding across slow- and costly-to-produce Braille and embossed editions. She quickly became an avid “bookworm,” reading and enjoying all literature available to her.3 She remembers defending her indiscriminate reading habits to Sullivan by saying, “I can read, and I will devour every book I can lay my hands on.”4 Of course, indiscriminate may be too inclusive a term since the cost of producing blind-accessible editions created a tacit selection process. Keller’s early access to great literature ensured that she was familiar with major authors; and her “remarkable memory” that she could readily quote long passages, to which the harrowing charges of plagiarism in association with her short story “The Frost King” attest.5 Milton was among the major authors Keller read at an early age. In the supplementary materials of The Story of My Life, John Macy recounts that “When [Keller] was twelve years old, she was asked what book she would take on a long railroad journey. ‘Paradise Lost,’ she answered, and she read it on the train.”6 One might expect explicit praise for Milton from the precocious youth who voluntarily requested such travel reading: one would be disappointed. Unlike her effusive, repeated references to Shakespeare, Keller only mentions Milton directly a few times. For example, in The Story of My Life, she mentions reading him at Radcliffe: “I reviewed rapidly the whole period of history from the fall of the Roman Empire to the eighteenth century, and in English literature studied critically Milton’s poems and ‘Areopagitica.’ ”7 The paucity of direct reference to Milton does not, however, signal rejection or dislike; in The Story of My Life, Keller does mention not being particularly fond of John Bunyan.8 Like so many writers of her time, Keller assumes that her readers will recognize her numerous allusions to the well-known author. How prominent was Milton’s presence in U.S. popular culture of the early twentieth century? In 1904, The Baltimore Sun ran a lovely color illustration entitled “Milton Dictating Paradise Lost” as a supplement to its regular issue; and, in 1918, Congressman Nicholas Sinnott quoted Book 1 of Paradise Lost to describe Crater Lake in California to his Washington DC colleagues to promote the magnificent lake’s inclusion in the U.S. National
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 Parks System. (A bronze plaque with the quotation is still at Sinnott Memorial at Crater Lake today.) We can readily trace Keller’s indebtedness to Milton through the many attentive allusions in her works. For example, in Optimism (1903), published the same year as The Story of My Life, Keller draws a parallel between bigotry toward the deaf-blind and the oppression of the nonconformist Protestants of “Vaudois, ‘whose bones lie on the mountains cold,’ ” as Milton memorialized in his sonnet “On the Late Massacre in Piedmont.”9 Her allusion is apt, as it links her optimism in the face of blindness, deafness, and the attendant social prejudices at the time with the common struggle of oppressed minorities. Two of Keller’s references to Milton’s sonnet “When I consider how my light is spent” demonstrate the endurance and depth of her use of his poetry. In Optimism, the twenty-three-year-old Keller describes her hope that she may someday play even a minor role in improving what she calls “this dark world and wide.”10 The citation of Milton’s sonnet is wonderfully appropriate because, as does Milton’s poem, Optimism points to blindness and Christian faith as undergirding the earthly work that the narrator anticipates doing, work linked with that of “thousands” of others, blind or sighted.11 Although here she uses the sonnet to emphasize social activism for the blind as part of a transhistoric struggle, when the seventy-six-year-old Keller revisits the sonnet in Teacher: Anne Sullivan Macy (1955), she exploits the poem’s particularities. Although the sonnet certainly speaks to the human condition, it is often associated biographically with the slow deterioration of Milton’s eyesight. The progressive nature of the onset of Milton’s blindness, culminating in his complete blindness at the age of forty-two, is distinct from Keller’s sudden blindness at nineteen months but very similar to the progressive deterioration of Annie Sullivan’s eyesight, with the onset of her complete blindness at the age of sixty-nine. As Keller remarks, “Teacher did not deny that there were compensations, and she remembered Milton’s superb sonnet on his blindness with the words, ‘they also serve who only stand and wait.’ But from her point of view the compensations were not sufficient for the long night of shadows.”12 In Optimism, Keller situates herself with the blind narrator who looks to the choices available to him. Will the narrator’s and Keller’s service to God include “post[ing] o’re Land and Ocean” or “stand[ing] and wait[ing]”? In contrast, Teacher constructs no moment of anticipation for Sullivan, who had indeed served primarily by standing and waiting with fewer accolades than the much-praised Keller, who posted all over the globe to promote rights for the disabled and blind. This allusion emphasizes the limitations of literature, which can reflect and incite emotions but does not in and of itself change the human condition. Fortunately, every now and then—or perhaps
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 more often than we tend to acknowledge—literature can propel some readers, like Keller, to speak and act. Miltonic Calls Keller’s allusions direct us to the influence Milton’s works had on her social activism for the blind and disabled. Along with being a learned, Puritan epic poet, Milton was an active pamphleteer during England’s Civil Wars and Secretary of Foreign Tongues in the Cromwellian government. Along with being a devout writer of moving autobiographies, Keller was an attimes scathing spokesperson for women’s and disabled rights, a member of the Socialist Party of Massachusetts, and one of the founding members of the American Civil Liberties Union. While their multiple roles infuse all their works, I devote attention only to the correspondences between Keller and the Miltonic work she mentions in The Story of My Life and in her newspaper articles: Areopagitica. What emerges from this focus is a clear sense of their shared beliefs in the ability of the individual to censor and self-censor, and in the benefits to individuals and the body politic when the state demonstrates even-handed respect for human rights. Areopagitica is Milton’s response to the parliamentary order of June 1643 “to regulate Printing. That no Book, pamphlet, or paper shall be henceforth Printed, unless the same be first approv’d and licenc’t” (998). He characterizes his objections as part of the “common grievance of all those who had prepar’d their minds and studies above the vulgar pitch” (1014). He envisions the outcome of the Order to be a whole citizenry treated like children, predicting that “preventative censorship” will result in milquetoast pamphlets and books: “nothing writt’n but what passes through the custom-house of certain Publicans that have the tunaging and poundaging of all free spok’n truth, will strait give themselvs up into your hands, mak’em & cut’em out what religion ye please” (1016). Instead of diverse tracts that promote critical discussion in the public forum, easily digestible material will be force-fed to an increasingly dull English population. Keller was equally outspoken about freedom from censorship and was embroiled regularly in controversy with the open press. While Milton opposes a specific licensing order designed to eliminate “scandalous, seditious, and libellous Books” (999) through prepublication censorship, Keller opposes postpublication social censorship that denies the value of works penned by blind persons. Keller found herself having to argue against the prejudicial belief that the disabled deaf-blind could not possibly formulate political, social, or religious views on their own. Indeed, Keller’s blindness led many of her contemporaries to infantilize her. Particularly exemplary is Andrew Carnegie’s reaction to Keller when he asked her if she were indeed a socialist. Upon her affirmation, he told the twenty-six-year-old that he
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 would put her over his knee and spank her if she did not come to her senses. Keller’s intellectual abilities continue to be ignored because of assumptions about the limitations of blind persons and because of the optimistic persona she intentionally constructed in her autobiographies.13 Her intentionally inoffensive autobiographies are well known and beloved, while her incendiary articles are generally ignored. Milton and Keller call for an open and high level of exchange of ideas based on the availability of a wide range of writings. Milton voices his decided preference for “wholesome” over “bad” books (1005); but he emphasizes that readers should take advantage of the privilege of reading diverse texts available within a society that licenses free publication. When he insists that “knowledge and survay of vice is in this world so necessary to the constituting of human vertue, and the scanning of error to the confirmation of truth” (1006), we might be tempted to assume that Milton refers only to deep and studious tracts on controversial topics. But, he does not: he mentions what we might call “fluff pieces,” like “souldierly ballats and roundels” and “broad verses” (1000). Areopagitica argues for broader freedoms of the press than those offered by the Licensing Order because “faith and knowledge thrives by exercise” (1015). To point out the folly of attempting to create a powerful nation by restricting the texts available to citizens, Milton reminds his readers that the Bible “oftimes relates blasphemy not nicely” (1007). Milton demands an open reading market that would produce a citizenry that acts virtuously not through ignorance but rather through knowledge. Keller applauds the general free exchange of opinions in print that exists in her time. In “A New Light is Coming,” Keller articulates her humanist and Areopagitican belief that education joined with the survey of various works can help produce “well-informed thinkers” to participate in a high level of debate and the search for truth.14 Extending Milton’s call for the inclusion of multiple voices for social progress to the deaf-blind, Keller writes about the regular queries about her own knowledge: People have been asking my friends how I can have a first-hand knowledge of the subjects you are discussing. They seem to think that one deaf and blind cannot know about the world of people, of ideas, of facts. . . . It is true, I cannot hear my neighbors discussing the questions of the day. But, judging from what is repeated to me of their discussions, I feel that I do not miss much. I can read. I can read the views of well-informed thinkers like Alfred Russell Wallace, Sir Oliver Lodge, Ruskin, H.G. Wells, Bernard Shaw, Karl Kautsky, Darwin and Karl Marx. Besides books, I have magazines in raised print published in America, England, France, Germany and Austria.15
 
 Keller rejects the long-standing association of knowledge with the senses. For Keller, as with Milton, knowledge of fine literature alone is also insufficient. She writes that, “besides the advantages of books and of personal
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 experience, I have the advantage of a mind trained to think. In most people I talked with thought is infantile. In the well educated it is rare. In time their minds become automatic machines.”16 Keller characterizes books and personal experience as advantages but not as the primary means by which good thought is achieved. She reinstates the value of spiritual experiences of good and evil to the formulation of the intellectual good to be found through books, concluding that “only by contact with evil could I have learned to feel by contrast the beauty of truth and love and goodness. It is a mistake always to contemplate the good and ignore the evil, because by making people neglectful it lets in disaster . . . I know what evil is . . . I can say with conviction that the struggle which evil necessitates is one of the greatest blessings.”17 Although her blindness and deafness limited the means by which she could acquire knowledge, Keller defends her authority as a “well-informed thinker.” Indeed, she begs for more intellectually robust opponents than those she finds herself encountering. For example, in “How I Became a Socialist” (1912), Keller rails against the editor of The New York Times because he “has not sufficient sense of fact to be a socialist or anything else intellectually worthwhile.” She positions herself as intellectually superior when she writes that “there’s a chance for satirical comment on the phrase, ‘the exploitation of poor Helen Keller.’ But I will refrain by simply saying that I do not like the hypocritical sympathy of such a paper as the Common Cause, but am glad if it knows what the word ‘exploitation’ means.”18 Her haughty tone is reminiscent of Milton’s in some of his prose. A decade after the publication of Areopagitica, in Second Defence (1654), Milton chastises the educated and uneducated alike for their judgment. He questions the “discernment” of the learned book-inspectors who would be given the duty of approving books for publication: Lastly I wrote, on the model of a genuine speech, the Areopagitica, concerning freedom of the press, that the judgment of truth and falsehood, what should be printed and what suppressed, ought not to be in the hands of a few men (and these mostly ignorant and of vulgar discernment) charged with the inspection of books, at whose will or whim virtually everyone is prevented from publishing aught that surpasses the understanding of the mob.19
 
 If not book-inspectors and not the public—“the mob”—who is to bear the responsibility of censoring writings? Milton places the largest responsibility on the individuals responsible for publications: writers, publishers, and consumers. Between the publication of Areopagitica and Second Defense, Milton participated in the examination of “the papers of Pragmaticus,” shortly before Parliament passed its Press Act of September 1649. The Act, which was intended to stave the flow of antigovernment newsbooks,
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 allowed the publication of native books, but it imposed serious penalties for the “writers, printers, and even possessors of books and pamphlets later judged to be seditious or scandalous.”20 This strong Act demanded self-censorship; and it placed the public good at the forefront, heavy-handedly promoting the formation of writers, presses, and consumers who would be careful in their compositions and brave in their decisions to publish, distribute, and purchase. Keller similarly emphasizes careful censorship for the formation of personal and public discernment. In Optimism, Keller criticizes authors who do not sufficiently self-censor and whose works may be intellectually sound but debilitating to the public good. She writes, “One who believes that the pain in the world outweighs the joy, and expresses that unhappy conviction, only adds to the pain. Schopenhauer is an enemy to the race. Even if he earnestly believed that this is the most wretched of possible worlds, he should not promulgate a doctrine which robs men of the incentive to fight with circumstance.”21 She later expresses her intent to be an optimistic friend rather than a public enemy22: “The optimist cannot fall back, cannot falter; for he knows his neighbor will be hindered by his failure to keep in line. He will therefore hold his place fearlessly and remember the duty of silence.”23 Her assessment recalls the sentiment of those “who only stand and wait” from Milton’s sonnet and gives it new meaning. Here and throughout her works, Keller would have all writers (blind and sighted) consider their works positive contributions to intellectual, spiritual, and social advancement. Whispers of Milton and Keller The influences discussed so far are primarily literary and personal, which then filter secondarily into the social and religious. Keller was very aware of influence and careful to identify her sources. For example, in her autobiography My Religion (1927), she discusses at length the relationship between her spiritual and religious beliefs and those of Swedish scientist and spiritualist Emanuel Swedenborg (1688–1772); and her many comments about her friend Mark Twain (1835–1910) leave no doubt about their shared educational and national beliefs. Keller does not cite Milton as a political theorist, religious model, or spiritual guide. Instead, she cites him directly and profoundly as a model for the practical actions she took to instantiate her Areopagitican beliefs, in her work for the promotion of access to texts for the blind. Keller compensated for any paucity of written praise for Milton by naming the interdenominational ministry she founded in 1928 the John Milton Society for the Blind—U.S. (JMSB-US). Keller was the group’s first president and remained Honorary President until her death in 1968.24 While the
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 JMSB-US disbanded in 2001—an issue to which I will return later—we can learn much from its seventy-three years of service to the blind in the United States. The society created the very group of blind Christian citizens that Milton and Keller promoted in their writings. Keller was painfully aware of the inaccessibility and expense of printed material for the blind, a situation still existent despite recent developments in electronic media. In 1928, Keller capitalized on the renown she had gained from her autobiographies to persuade the leaders of several Christian denominations to provide spiritual guidance and religious literature to the deaf and blind. The JMSB-US distributed free Bibles and, between 1933 and 2001, published The John Milton Magazine, a quarterly adult “digest format magazine comprised of articles reprinted from over fifty Christian periodicals and some original pieces,” in Braille, large type, and then online.25 The JMSB-US website cites Keller’s rationale for naming the group as follows: “The Society is named for the English Christian poet John Milton (1608–1675) [sic], who championed freedom of the press and wrote numerous articles in its defense. John Milton lost his sight soon after he turned forty, and was blind when he wrote his great epic poem, ‘Paradise Lost,’ which reflects the inner soul’s ‘Celestial Light’ to ‘see and tell of things invisible to mortal sight.’ ”26 First, access to and production of literature is emphasized. Then, the importance of eyesight—“mortal sight”—is de-emphasized for those who have had the benefit of access to the written word and the Word. Additionally, a specific blind model, Milton, is represented as a full and positive participant in society at large. It is that inspiring participation that draws together the verbal and political permutations I have been describing into the specific popular cultural value of the blind that exists today.27 The JMSB-US quotation at last takes us to Milton’s Paradise Lost, which stands not only as a monument to literary genius but also as a model of resiliency for the blind. For, it is the late-blooming work of a man who had dedicated most of his adulthood to labors that he believed exacerbated his weak eyesight. In The Second Defence, Milton states that his drive to be “of greatest possible benefit to the state” in working for the Cromwellian government hastened his complete blindness, but that his blindness did not reduce his drive as a public servant: “The loss of my eyesight has not left me sluggish from inactivity but tireless and ready among the first to risk the greatest dangers for the sake of liberty.”28 Later in the work, he cites the support of those around him: The chief men in the state do not desert me either, but, considering within themselves what human life is like, they gladly favor and indulge me, and
 
 john milton and helen keller / 195 grant to me rest and leisure, as to one who well deserves it. If I have any distinction, they do not remove it, if any public office, they do not take it away, if any advantage from that office, they do not diminish it, and although I am no longer as useful as I was, they think that they should reward me no less graciously.29
 
 Milton relinquished certain duties that his blindness disabled him from performing; but he did not remove himself from society. After the Restoration, Milton constructed a blind narrator for Paradise Lost who again stands as a valued member of society. That society includes blind figures from various ages whose examples help him adapt his blindness to his poetic labor. He does not “forget / Those other two equaled with me in fate” (3.32–33): he goes on to name four, the “Blind Thamyris, and blind Maeonides, / And Tiresias and Phineus Prophets old” (3.35–36). Through this list, Milton constructs a transhistoric and transnational community that fulfills the public duty of providing models for blind writers and public servants. “Celestial light” compensates for the lack of physical light. Indeed, it overcompensates by enabling him not only to “see” but also to “tell of things invisible to mortal sight” (3.54, emphasis mine). This is the very passage cited in the short introduction of the JMSB-US. It is, aptly, one that encapsulates the epic nature not only of the characters of Paradise Lost but also of the blind narrator who has been strengthened by the memory of equally epic blind individuals. Helen Keller ensured that the blind community of the United States would remember Milton as a blind role model by making him the namesake of the JMSB-US. On multiple levels, the JMSB-US was the cultural enactment of positioning the blind within society. Its religious and educational programs enabled the blind to be the very members of society that Milton constructed in perhaps the most famous passage of Areopagitica: “I cannot praise a fugitive and cloister’d vertue, unexercis’d & unbreath’d, that never sallies out and sees her adversary, but slinks out of the race, where that immortall garland is to be run for, not without dust and heat” (1006). The effects of Keller’s work to enable blind persons of the United States to have access to education and to join in “the race,” inspired in part by Milton’s works, have been extraordinary. Equally important, the JMSB-US instantiated Milton and Keller’s Areopagitican conviction that cultural participation includes access to both high and popular culture. Its John Milton Magazine was, decidedly, a popular cultural resource for the blind. The magazine included such original submissions as “Poem: A Thankful Heart,” a four-line, rhyming prayer by Kathleen Eastman, and “Expectant Cats,” a short account of Susan Goranson’s mild self-chastisement in response to a depressive acquaintance
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 who finds comfort in his cats, reprinted from The Living Church magazine.30 An article entitled “Today I find joy in the road less traveled,” reprinted from The Christian Science Monitor, is not about Frost. Most of the articles were reprints of popular Christian magazines. Even the demise of the JMSB-US in 2001 stands as an exciting rather than regrettable transformation within popular culture. Milton adapted his skills to his changing physical abilities and the great cultural changes of his times: penning heated pamphlets, then composing erudite letters of state, and then dictating long and learned pieces of great literature. Keller too adapted her skills to the great cultural shifts of her day, writing nearly a dozen popular autobiographies along with articles on such unpopular topics as women’s suffrage, prejudice against the disabled, socialism, and Swedenborgian spirituality. A rarity for a largely volunteer nonprofit organization, the JMSB-US endured through most of the twentieth century by responding to the changing perceptions and needs of the blind in the United States. While at first the society directly provided free Bibles in blind-friendly formats, eventually it referred requests to the larger Braille Bibles International; it changed the format of The John Milton Magazine from Braille to large print to electronic, as media options increased; and it ultimately ceded to larger, better-funded agencies, such as the American Foundation for the Blind, for which Keller was a spokesperson. While this essay has focused on two particularly gifted individuals and one especially important resource for the blind in the United States, all worked not for self-promotion but rather for cultural reformation. Their lack of public recognition, then, is in some ways a tribute to their success. Scholars have many tools for deciphering Milton’s influence on “high” literary figures such as William Wordsworth, Mary Shelley, Herman Melville, and Jorge Luis Borges. Discerning Milton’s influence on popular culture requires equal care so that we do not make the errors that some scholars have made: pinpointing sources by disregarding others, valuing or devaluing the later writer in relation to the source, seeking to prove a predetermined thesis rather than ascertain the character of the objects of study, and insisting on the separation of elite literature from popular culture. This essay has attempted to trace the inspiration of the blind Milton in Keller’s writings and life’s work, and by extension, Milton’s presence in changing perceptions about the blind. Such inquiries help us construct a fuller vision of Milton in popular culture, adding to the figure of the rebellious Miltonic Satan that is now often privileged. Keller seems to have possessed that larger vision of Milton. Perhaps cultural studies will also create a clearer, fuller vision of Keller, one that reinscribes her rebellious traits. If my own initial attempt here has been at all successful, it will serve as a reminder to blind and sighted alike that literature has the
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 Chapter Fifteen Malcolm X and African-American Literary Appropriations of PA R A D I S E L O S T Reginald A. Wilburn
 
 Radical black theology seems an unlikely subject for a study of Milton and popular culture. Yet connections between black theology and Milton span more than two hundred years. Whether aesthetically, as in Phillis Wheatley’s Poems on Various Subjects, or more didactically, as in David Walker’s Appeal, Milton’s Paradise Lost shapes the religious ethos underlying much of the African-American protest tradition. Until now, scholars have largely failed to take into account the importance of Milton’s Paradise Lost for African-American audiences.1 Such an oversight stems from an additional failure to take seriously the fact that African Americans read or were familiar with Milton, as well as sought to appropriate his writings. In 1988, an essay by Carolivia Herron introduced the connections between Milton and African-American literature. Exploring works by AfricanAmerican writers as diverse as Phillis Wheatley, Charles Waddell Chesnutt, and Ishmael Reed, Herron called for the undertaking of the “intellectual task” of theorizing the rather “interesting ways” these writers (and others yet to be discovered) read Milton, noting that such a project would lead us to resist the “racist belief that Africans and Afro-Americans have a natural propensity for mindless copying.”2 While Herron pointed to the role that Christian doctrine and the Bible may have played in “affecting the development of Afro-American religion,” her intriguing study calls for further exploration. At the very least, what Milton scholarship needs is analysis of the myriad ways that AfricanAmerican protest writers have engaged Milton and constructed a grammar out of his literary persona and specifically his epic, Paradise Lost. As an “outside” reader of Paradise Lost, it did not take long for my lived experiences as an African American to begin informing my responses to the
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 poem. Specifically, Books 1 and 2 led me to wonder how African-American readers, particularly those who suffered the horrors of slavery, might have been affected by the epic. Given nineteenth-century protest writers’ and orators’ attraction to the epic’s infernal language, imagery, and themes, we might argue not only that Paradise Lost fired the African-American literary imagination, but also that it spoke directly to “the tragic but heroic story of black people’s lot in America.”3 Paradise Lost informs the radical political ideology and ministry of Malcolm X (1925–1965). The Autobiography of Malcolm X represents one of several twentieth-century African-American texts expressing admiration for the epic as a type of sacred text for political purposes. Malcolm reads his personality in Satan and in the language and imagery of hell. In doing so, he performs what I will call an “infernal reading” of Paradise Lost. This revolutionary reading directly corresponds to the racial and political outsiderness African Americans have experienced throughout America’s racially troubled history. Malcolm capitalizes upon his infernal and outsider readings by shaping them to conform to the demands of his radical theology of black power. While Paradise Lost contains what Toni Morrison identifies as European Africanisms, its imagery of enslavement further infuses the poem with American Africanisms.4 We might logically find symbolic meanings in Satan’s character and Milton’s infernal language and imagery, just as black protest writers and orators attached racialized meanings to these same elements. Malcolm’s reading of Paradise Lost mirrors those of his predecessors in the previous century, who likewise read Milton in the tradition of the black preacher’s folk art. In “Saved,” Malcolm presents his radical interpretation of Paradise Lost as a foundation for his theology: I read Milton’s Paradise Lost. The devil, kicked out of Paradise, was trying to regain possession. He was using the forces of Europe, personified by the Popes, Charlemagne, Richard the Lionhearted, and other knights. I interpreted this to show that the Europeans were motivated and led by the devil, or the personification of the devil. So Milton and Mr. Elijah Muhammad were actually saying the same thing.5
 
 Here, Malcolm clearly reads Satan as a metaphor for whiteness. His recent indoctrination in Muslim teachings validates his belief that the white man indeed personifies the devil. Malcolm’s nascent acquaintance with “the glorious history of the black man” facilitates this interpretation (195). Books as diverse as Dubois’s Souls of Black Folk, Carter G. Woodson’s Negro History, and Will Durant’s Story of Civilization promote his “sensitivity to the deafness, dumbness, and blindness that was afflicting the black race in
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 America” (186). Ultimately, this “homemade education” illuminates the extent to which American history has been whitened. It affords Malcolm knowledge of the “monstrous” enormity of crimes committed by “the white man’s hands” (191). For these reasons, he rejects occidental philosophers, believing they suffer from a “neurotic necessity to hide the black man’s true role in history” (196). Given this perspective, we might expect Malcolm to interpret Paradise Lost in the manner he does, but we are surprised when he also fashions himself after Satan. Unlike Milton, Malcolm is of the devil’s party and knows it. Structurally, of course, Paradise Lost promotes this identification with Satan. Like most epics, it begins in medias res, immediately introducing us to the revolutionary Satan. Interestingly, Satan’s view of God as tyrannical and heaven as oppressive complements Malcolm’s assessment of America. Even the punishment for Satan’s rebellion closely mirrors African Americans’ experience in racist America, which amounts to a hell-like sentence. Malcolm’s imprisonment at the time of his reading Paradise Lost only reinforces the epic’s charged language and prison imagery, given the corollary between imprisonment and enslavement. No wonder, then, that Malcolm’s autobiography and subsequent political message abound with the American Africanisms registered in Milton’s epic. Black orality, specifically the speech act of “calling a spade a spade,” animates Malcolm’s infernal reading of Paradise Lost. Malcolm’s speeches and his Autobiography indicate how closely this speech act is aligned with his personality. In his 1964 address on “The Harlem ‘Hate-Gang’ Scare,” for instance, he declares “whenever you have something to say and you’re not afraid to say it, I think you should go ahead and say it, and let the chips fall where they may. So I take advantage of all platforms to get off my mind what’s on it.”6 He “learned early that crying out in protest could accomplish things” (Autobiography 10), and so believes “that if you want something, you had better make some noise.”7 Satan’s predilection for speaking his mind in Paradise Lost seems to be an extension of his creator’s personality. Milton’s outspokenness resonates in tracts such as Reason of Church Government, Areopagitica, and Doctrine and Discipline of Divorce. While Book 1 of Paradise Lost introduces Satan’s dissident voice, Book 5 demonstrates its boldness. Following the news of the son’s promotion to Messiah, Satan insists that the angels are “Natives and Sons of Heav’n possest before / By none, and if not equal all, yet free” (PL 5.790–91). He then claims that “We know no time when we were not as now” (PL 5.859), denying their created nature. Notwithstanding Abdiel’s reputation as the angel “then whom none with more zeale ador’d / The Deitie” (PL 5.805–6), Satan remains nonplussed. He mocks Abdiel’s stern reminder that God “made / Thee what thou art, and formd the Pow’rs of
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 Heav’n / Such as he pleasd” (PL 5.823–25) as a “strange point and new!” (PL 5.855). What matters here is not whether Satan’s position is sound, but that he boldly voices his opposition. Malcolm, no doubt, delights in this passage as his “Saved” chapter suggests. Throughout the course of his “homemade” education, he gravitates to radical thinkers like himself. Already shaped by Elijah Muhammad’s radical interpretations of the white man, Malcolm respects revolutionaries like Nat Turner, particularly because he “wasn’t going around preaching pie-in-the-sky and ‘non-violent’ freedom for the black man” (Malcolm X 191). This Satan who defies God, successfully entices a third of God’s angelic host, then wages war against his creator, typifies the militancy Malcolm promotes in his campaigns against white-power structures. From the standpoint of racial subjectivity, Satan’s plight, compounded by Milton’s language and prison imagery, captivates the sensibilities of “outsiders” like Malcolm. Satan’s experiences in heaven and hell mirror African Americans’ victimization in America. As with Malcolm’s attraction to Satan on the level of black orality, language, and narrative function akin to those “energizing agents in the symbolic universe that issues forth out of black expressive culture, which is dominated by the emotional sovereignty of the black folk sermon.”8 Dolan Hubbard’s elaboration upon Stephen Henderson’s definition of “mascons” proves pertinent here because Satan’s fall together with Milton’s infernal language indeed carry an “inordinate charge of emotional and [spiritual] weight . . . setting all kinds of bells ringing [and] all kinds of synapses snapping” in the outsider-reader.9 Early in “Saved,” Malcolm ponders Mr. Muhammad’s theory that the black prisoner symbolizes “white society’s crime of keeping black men oppressed and deprived and ignorant, and unable to get decent jobs, turning them into criminals” (184). He comes to believe that “the American black man [epitomizes] the world’s most shameful case of minority oppression” (195), which accounts for Malcolm’s identifying the white man as a devil nine times in the chapter. Despite Malcolm’s tendency to associate whiteness with the devil, Satan’s prison-like surroundings and his disdain for servility, coupled with Milton’s liberal use of enslavement language, encourage an association of things infernal with blackness. Increasingly, nonwhites’ “sufferings of exploitation” come to be seen as resembling the oppression under the tyranny of Milton’s God. Malcolm pursues his atypical reading of Paradise Lost by denigrating what Albert J. Raboteau considers America’s “myth of national identity.”10 Steeped in the belief that “European migration across the Atlantic” figuratively constitutes an “escape from Egyptian bondage to the Promised Land of milk and honey,” this myth undergoes radical change from the perspective of African Americans. Inverted, the myth reads America as resembling an enslaving Egypt rather than a chosen or paradisiacal Israel.
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 Malcolm does not specifically refer to America as an anti-Paradise, but his sarcasm desecrates America’s identity myth. In the Autobiography’s “Harlemite” chapter, for instance, Malcolm equates the self-contained world of African-American nightlife with Paradise in declaring “New York was heaven to me,” with the added comment that “Harlem was Seventh Heaven” (86). New York (and Harlem more specifically) stand isolated, in a sense, from the tyranny of larger American culture. As havens of blackness, meccas like Harlem afford a lifestyle relatively free of white power. It is not likely that the notion of America as a city upon a hill escapes Malcolm, as his rhetoric consistently contrasts this tradition in American literature with his own definition of America’s racial climate. Both in his narrative and in political speeches, Malcolm undercuts America’s myth of Edenic self-identity by referring to the national landscape as “the wilderness of America.” His negative depictions of American democracy and its attendant distortion of Christianity contrast with Satan’s description of heaven as a place of “celestial light” (PL 1.245), comprised of “happy Fields / Where Joy for ever dwells” (PL 1.249–50). For Malcolm, America, with its “disguised hypocrisy” and its vainglorious rhetoric of “beautiful preaching” simply represents “white nationalism.”11 Malcolm’s undercutting of America as Eden shares an affinity with Satan’s ultimate indictment of heaven, which, of course, stems from what seem the stifling demands of submission and abject servility. Satan’s refusal to “bow and sue for grace / With suppliant knee” (PL 1.111–12) correlates with his view of the “Tyranny of Heav’n” (PL 1.124). Since Malcolm believes revolutions are “based on land . . . [and that they represent] . . . the basis of freedom, justice, and equality,” we would be hardpressed not to imagine him transferring this same ideology to Satan’s predicament in heaven.12 Revolutionaries, he continues, “want land so [they] can set up [their] own . . . independent nation.” Satan, content in his “Infernal world” (PL 1.251) and satisfied that in it “we shall be free” (PL 1.259), speaks Malcolm’s revolutionary language, especially when he claims “To reign is worth ambition though in Hell” (PL 1.262). This reversal of geographical fortune hardly escapes Malcolm’s imagination. If Satan intends to “make a Heav’n of Hell, a Hell of Heav’n” (PL 1.255), Malcolm finds no less value in appropriating the infernal hero’s stratagem. With rhetorical wit, he identifies America as “white man’s heaven [and] black man’s hell” (228). Malcolm’s life experiences prompt an identification with hell. He expresses African Americans’ oppression in terms of their “catching hell.” His idiom of choice for articulating African Americans’ material existence, again, highlights the “emotional and spiritual charge” carried by Milton’s poetry. As ideological metaphor, Malcolm constantly references Satan’s punishment. But whereas Satan’s punishment derives from his crime of
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 rebellion, African Americans’ pre-disposition to “catch hell” results solely from the perceived criminality had out of their black complexions. Satan’s torments in hell range from physical suffering to psychological and emotional torture. He physically suffers the ravages of “penal fire” as hell, “waste and wilde, / . . . on all sides round / As one great Furnace flam’d” (PL 1.60–62). Psychological and emotional suffering are evidenced by Satan’s “lost happiness and lasting pain” (PL 1.55). To a degree, these torments figuratively correspond to the tragic incidents outlined in the Autobiography’s pre-incarceration narrative. Racism confronts young Malcolm with one hellish crime after another. Chapters one through four, for example, emphasize the psychological and sociological hell spaces defining his adolescence. The racially motivated murder of his father, the institutionalization of his mother, the fragmentation of the Little’s nuclear family, even the thwarting of Malcolm’s childhood aspiration to become a lawyer, all combine to amplify the hellish and existential absurdity of African Americans’ existence in a racist America. These factors likewise effect his withdrawal from society. They further contribute to the moral degeneracy chronicled in chapters six through nine. By chapter ten, Malcolm directly associates himself with Satan. In titling the chapter “Satan,” he embraces his newly acquired moniker, confessing he is “physically miserable and as evil-tempered as a snake” (166). Fellow inmates call him Satan as well, responding to his “anti-religious attitude” (167). That the epic describes hell as a prison reinforces similarities between Malcolm and Satan’s experiences. The narrator considers hell a “Dungeon horrible” (PL 1.61). Moloch extends the motif by describing hell as a “Den of shame / The Prison of [God’s] Tyranny” (PL 2.58–59). When Satan assumes the heroic task of sojourning through hell’s abyss, he, too, expresses the confining nature of the infernal. Referring to hell as “our prison strong” (PL 2.434), he further impresses the image upon readers’ psyches by noting that the “gates of burning Adamant / Barr’d over us prohibit all egress” (PL 2.436–37). While prison, like Satan’s hell, might seem daunting to Malcolm, he, too, makes a heaven of his hell-like environment. A ten-year prison sentence places him in Charlestown and Concord prisons, but eventually he is transferred to the Norfolk Prison Colony. Malcolm describes the new venue as a “most enlightened form of prison” (171). Featuring such amenities as toilets that flush and rooms devoid of bars, these delights pale in comparison to the prison library’s vast holdings. Largely comprised of the Parkhurst Collection, containing materials “any college library would have been lucky to get,” Malcolm achieves salvation, resolving to “devote the rest of [his] life to telling the white man about himself—or die” (201). Malcolm’s political ministry evolves from his “homemade education.” Each book he reads obviously shapes his radical ideology, but no text other than the Harvard Classics volume containing Paradise Lost influences so profoundly
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 the direction his life will take. Milton’s epic essentially “saves” Malcolm. Complementing an acquaintance with “the glorious history of the black man,” Paradise Lost replays the absurdity of African-American experience, summoning Malcolm’s literary imagination, and eliciting his dissident voice in the service of a politically motivated theology of black power. However novel Malcolm’s appropriations of Milton may seem, he draws upon a long-standing tradition of African-American writers who recognized the value of Milton’s epic. Appropriations abound in African-American poetry, fiction, orations, and prose. Like Milton, most of these writers come from various ranks of Christian ministry. Thus, their collective ministries correspond to Milton’s own tripartite ministry, as articulated in Reason of Church Government. The gifts of poesy, Milton writes, “are the inspired guift of God . . . of power beside the office of a pulpit, to inbreed and cherish in a great people the seeds of vertu, and publick civility” (923). Here, Milton views poetry as a branch of the pastorate. Areopagitica’s exordium, on the other hand, conveys his pride in statesmanship. He regards the task of “promoting the Countries liberty” through literary address, a “testimony, if not a Trophey” to the ideals of public liberty” (997). When many AfricanAmerican writers and orators appropriate Milton, they do so from the framework of a black theology. This theology, according to James H. Cone, is designed primarily “for black people who share the common belief that racism will be destroyed” from the rebellious standpoint of “we ain’t gonna stand any more of this.”13 Its goals center on “preparing the minds of blacks for freedom, so that they will be ready to give all for it.”14 The importance of this theology in African-American culture cannot be overstated, particularly because its speech act, the black sermon, aids in “freeing the people from the tyranny of man-made states of oppression . . . [while] giving them a sense of being at home in the universe.”15 This service of awaking a disenfranchised audience to liberation becomes its own type of statesmanship. Black theology, therefore, unites the spheres of poetry, preaching, and public service. In aesthetic terms, troping with Milton’s text demonstrates black intellect. If the “general point of view” of most nineteenth-century slave codes held that “slaves are not people but property,” then black writers sought to circumvent such racist thinking by demonstrating great literacy.16 Signifyin(g) on Milton, therefore, compels white audiences to engage black protest writers on the level of their literacy rather than whites’ racist assumptions. Second, because Milton arguably epitomizes the voice of liberty, his prestige bolsters the arguments of antislavery proponents. Still another reason for Milton’s appeal to black nineteenth-century protest writers and orators takes into account the signifyin(g) power of Milton’s infernal imagery and language to speak to the culture of American slavery. Perhaps more than Malcolm’s prison experience, slavery especially parallels Satan’s
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 punishment. Descriptions such as “Adamantine Chains” (PL 1.48), “ti’d or manacl’d” (1.426), “Heav’n’s fugitives” (2.57), and “Vassals of his anger” (2.90) reinforce this nexus between Paradise Lost and African Americans’ reality. In fact, Books 1 and 2 contain thirty-six direct references to slavery. Miltonic tropology in the African-American literary tradition begins with Phillis Wheatley (1753–1784). Vincent Carretta cites Milton as Wheatley’s “favorite modern poet.”17 We find evidence of this assertion in Wheatley’s Poems on Various Subjects. The voice of poet, preacher, and stateswoman resonates in “To the University of Cambridge, in New-England” while she achieves an epic voice in her spiritual epyllion, “Goliath of Gath.” Her bereavement poems, especially reveal an appreciation for Milton. In these poems, she characteristically preaches spiritual enlightenment from the “blest regions” of heaven not unlike the epic voice in Book 7 of Paradise Lost, who, led by the muse into the “Heav’n of Heav’ns” (PL 7.13), draws “Empyreal Aire” (PL 7.14) of poetic inspiration before asking to be returned to his “Native Element” (PL 7.16). Olaudah Equiano (b. 1745) uses Miltonic allusions as metaphorical figures for denouncing the horrors of slavery. Two allusions in particular articulate antislavery positions. In recounting the atrocities suffered by slaves from St. Kitts, he appropriates Milton and forces comparisons between slaves’ eternal torments and those suffered by the fallen angels in Books 1 and 2. He asks whether it is “surprising” that slavery might “drive the poor creatures to despair, and make them seek a refuge in death . . . while ‘with shudd’ring horror pale, and eyes aghast, / they view their lamentable lot, and find / no rest?’ ”18 Later, he appropriates Satan’s insurrectionary argument from Book 2, lines 333–41, as the chapter’s closing epigraph, using it to suggest the probability that under slavery’s gross maltreatment, slaves might likely endorse the infernal hero’s sentiments. Radically pushing Miltonic tropology beyond aesthetics, Equiano functions as a type of Miltonic forerunner to the incendiary gospel of nineteenth-century revolt that David Walker (1785–1830) proclaims in his 1829 Appeal. David Walker’s Appeal represents the most radical appropriation of Paradise Lost in the African-American literary tradition prior to the twentieth century. Walker’s rhetoric anticipates Malcolm’s infernal self-fashioning and makes possible such nineteenth-century dissidents as Maria Stewart, Henry Highland Garnett, and Frederick Douglass. He even anticipates William Lloyd Garrison’s Liberator, which contains over 160 references to Milton throughout its publication run.19 The irony concerning race and this coterie of infernal abolitionists with Paradise Lost is that the epic itself subscribes to the myth of Ham’s “vicious race” (12.104), often linked with both blacks and slavery. Africanist presence in the epic becomes more negatively charged once we consider that throughout the English Renaissance, the
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 devil often signified racial otherness, particularly blackness. This racial signification should hardly surprise us as Anthony Barthelemy reminds us of English culture’s iconographic tradition of using blackness as an “emblem of sin and evil.”20 Insofar as literary and religious traditions are concerned, “the face of evil is frequently black.”21 Such associations, according to Kim Hall in Things of Darkness, “draw their primary force from the dualism of good and evil and its association with African cultures and peoples.”22 Maureen Quilligan has more closely linked Paradise Lost and slavery, arguing that the epic’s depiction of labor, including subscription to the Hamitic curse, is part of an “imaginary solution” to the blatant contradictions of the Atlantic slave trade.23 Quilligan also cites a vision of punishment from Milton’s Of Reformation in which “slaves and Negroes” signified the “basest,” “lowermost,” and “most dejected” beings on earth.24 Milton’s enslavement imagery and those additional tropes of darkness undergo ameliorated transfiguration in their ability to signify racial meaning. In turn, they speak to black readers in tones of bone-chilling candor. By collapsing race, enslavement, and infernal characterization, Milton devises figures that function as mascons to the African-American literary imagination, ultimately fueling the revolutionary rhetoric of David Walker’s Appeal. I term Walker’s rhetoric, which is partly inspired by Satan’s dissident voice, “infernal eloquence,” which constitutes a brazen style of antislavery rhetoric resounding with “burning words” in “burning verse.”25 In Paradise Lost, speakers of infernal eloquence are that “race of heav’n” who suffer imprisonment in the “bottomless perdition” (PL 1.47) of hell. As we have seen, Books 1 and 2 contain more than thirty explicit references to enslavement. This same language abounds in nineteenth-century AfricanAmerican protest literature as well. Words like bondage, fugitive, manacled, vassal, and enthralled prove so central in articulating African Americans’ enslavement, that their presence in Milton’s text has to affect and alter the outsider’s reading of Paradise Lost. Since such writers as Walker emphasize revolutionary self-emancipation, we can infer that not only do they identify with Milton’s Satan, but they also endorse his politics. Such a reading does not constitute what Stanley Fish has defined as a “fallen reading”; these outside readers are neither “led . . . into an error of omission” nor do they become “intangled” in the “intricacies” of Satan’s persuasive rhetoric.26 Rather, their identification with Satan represents a cleaving to the “milk” of black theology that Satan’s actions and rhetoric exemplify. In a chapter devoted to expounding upon correlations between black power and Christianity, James Cone argues that “if the gospel is a gospel of liberation for the oppressed, then Jesus is where the oppressed are and continues his work of liberation there.”27 Black rebellion from this perspective functions as a “manifestation of God himself,” in essence, a “liberating work directed toward and by the
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 oppressed.”28 Black theological readings of Paradise Lost predispose its audience to “split readings” of the poem. Split readings, in turn, further promote a sense of “warring forces within,” especially because readers are responding to the stimuli of “individual poetic moments and the ever present pressure of the Christian doctrine.”29 The unique split readings performed by Walker effect political salvation in reassigning meaning to Milton’s infernal symbols, which otherwise are connotatively negative. The predominant echoes of Milton are linguistic. For instance, the word “infernal” appears in Walker’s Appeal nine times. He indicts the “peculiar institution” for holding African Americans captive in “hellish” and “infernal chains of slavery” as well as afflicting them with “infernal cruelties.”30 Walker also appropriates the words “abject,” “servility,” and “submission” from Milton’s epic. The Appeal’s use of these terms runs accordingly: abject (20); servile (14); and submission (4). Although the word “submission” appears far less frequently than the other two words, Walker heightens its prominence by italicizing it, often annexing it with “abject” and “servile” to form open-compound words such as “abject servility.” Although “abject” appears only four times in Milton’s epic, in three instances the word specifically refers to Satan. Twice, Satan utters the word himself. “Abject” in Paradise Lost highlights Satan’s fallenness and his loathing of enslavement. Thus, he criticizes his followers for slumbering in their “abject posture” (1.322), which to him suggests their willingness to “adore the Conquerour” (1.323). Disdainful of anything slave-like, Belial describes the angelic obligation to praise God as “Forc’t Halleluiah’s” (2.243) and “servile offerings” (2.246). Later, Abdiel charges that Satan, more than any other spirit, “Once fawn’d, and cring’d, and servilly ador’d / Heav’n’s awful Monarch” (4.959–60). Ultimately, Satan despises all things servile as much as he despises acts of submission. As Malcolm’s Autobiography and political ideology indicate, the themes, language, and imagery of Paradise Lost speak to the “black consciousness” well into the twentieth century.31 In Milton’s Satan, Malcolm finds the mirror image of his dissident self. Ossie Davis’s epilogue to the Autobiography best characterizes Malcolm’s infernal personality. Davis praises Malcolm’s inclinations always to call a spade a spade. He describes Malcolm’s upfront manner of speaking as a “shocking zing of fire-and-be-damned-to-you rhetoric” (500). It possessed that tendency to “scare the hell out of the rest of us,” he adds, even as it “kept snatching our lies away” (498). Moreover, Malcolm chose never to “swallow his spit and go on smiling” (498). Instead, he continued to articulate his views even when he knew, as all African Americans themselves knew, “what happened to people who stick their necks out and say them” (499). Davis’s literary eulogy of Malcolm capitalizes upon that same quality that makes Milton’s Satan such an engaging and attractive literary
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 character in his own right. For Davis, such heroic spirit merits a “final salute” to the “brave, black, ironic gallantry, which was [Malcolm’s] style and hallmark” (500). Notes 1. The major exception, discussed above, is Carolivia Herron, “Milton and Afro-American Literature,” in Re-Membering Milton: Essays on the Texts and Traditions, ed. Mary Nyquist and Margaret W. Ferguson (New York: Methuen, 1987), 278–300. John Shawcross also raises questions about Milton’s black audience, noting, for instance, Miltonic allusions in Olaudah Equiano’s slave narrative as a mark of literary sophistication (see John Milton and Influence [Pittsburgh, PA: Duquesne University Press, 1991]). 2. Herron, “Milton and Afro-American Literature,” 279–80. 3. Dolan Hubbard, The Sermon and the African American Literary Imagination (Columbia, MO: University of Missouri Press, 1994), 18. 4. Toni Morrison, Playing in the Dark (New York: Random House, 1992), 6–7. 5. Malcolm X, The Autobiography of Malcolm X (New York: Ballantine, 1992), 202. Subsequent in-text quotations of the Autobiography refer to this edition. 6. Malcolm X, Malcolm X Speaks (New York: Grove Weidenfeld, 1965), 65. 7. Ibid., 11. 8. Hubbard, The Sermon, 5. 9. Ibid., 5–6. 10. Albert J. Raboteau, A Fire in the Bones: Reflections on African-American Religious History (Boston: Beacon Press, 1995), 4. 11. Malcolm X Speaks, 26, 40. 12. Ibid., 9. 13. James H. Cone, Black Theology & Black Power (New York: Seabury Press, 1969), 117. 14. Ibid., 118. 15. Hubbard, The Sermon, 11. 16. John Hope Franklin, From Slavery to Freedom, 7th ed. (New York: McGraw-Hill, 1994), 124. 17. Vincent Carretta. Introduction to Phillis Wheatley: Complete Writings, by Phillis Wheatley. Penguin Classics ed. (New York: Penguin Books, 2001). 18. Olaudah Equiano, The Interesting Narrative of the Life of Olaudah Equiano in The Classic Slave Narratives, ed. Henry Louis Gates, Jr. (New York: Mentor, 1987), 77. 19. See David Boocker’s “Garrison, Milton, and the Abolitionist Rhetoric of Demonization,” in American Periodicals 9 (1999): 15–26. 20. Anthony Barthelemy, Black Face Maligned Race: The Representation of Blacks in English Drama from Shakespeare to Southerne (Baton Rouge: Louisiana State University Press, 1987), 2. 21. Ibid., 4. 22. Kim F. Hall, Things of Darkness: Economies of Race and Gender in Early Modern England (Ithaca, NY: Cornell University Press, 1995), 6. 23. Maureen Quilligan, “Freedom, Service, and the Trade in Slaves: the Problem of Labor in Paradise Lost,” in Subject and Object in Renaissance Culture,
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 ed. Margreta de Grazia, Maureen Quilligan, and Peter Stallybass (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1996), 213–34. Ibid., 220. Frederick Douglass, My Bondage and My Freedom (1855); reprinted in Douglass Autobiographies (New York: Library of America, 1994). Stanley Fish, Surprised by Sin, 2nd ed. (Cambridge: Harvard University Press, 1997) 10. Cone, Black Theology, 38. Ibid., 38, 42. Fish, Surprised by Sin, 42. Walker, David Walker’s Appeal, rev. ed. (New York: Hill and Wang, 1965), 12, 43. Both Ishmael Reed and Jamaica Kincaid have noted Milton’s direct influence on their literary imaginations. Commenting on how he came to name the underground literary journal he co-founded in the 1960s the “East Village Other,” Reed claims, “I named the newspaper . . . from a book of criticism on ‘Paradise Lost’ by Jung. He mentioned the ‘other’ as a devil. It stands for a whole Generation . . . we’re the devils, we’re the others, we’re the outsiders.” See “When State Magicians Fail: An Interview with Ishmael Reed,” in Conversations with Ishmael Reed (Jackson, MS: University Press of Mississippi, 1995), 3–13. Similarly, in a recent NPR interview, Jamaica Kincaid discusses the “perverse effect” Milton’s Paradise Lost had on her as a child. In Milton’s Satan, she found a character with whom she could identify, one whose rebelliousness gave the then rebellious seven-year-old the feeling that “what [she] had done was right” because Satan had also “done something wrong and . . . gloried in it.” See ⬍http://www.npr.org/templates/story/story.php?storyId⫽1625888.⬎ Access Date: November 11, 2004.
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 Chap t e r S ix t e e n The Environment, the Body, and the Digital Fallen Angel in Simon Biggs’s PA N D A E M O N I U M Bruno Lessard
 
 Australian artist Simon Biggs’s digital video, Pandaemonium (1992), is an important contemporary visual rendering of Paradise Lost.1 Inspired by Milton’s description of Pandaemonium, “the high Capital / Of Satan and his Peers” (1.756–57), Biggs refashions and updates our mental image of Satan’s capital in virtual animations that address contemporary issues pertaining to the environment and to the human body. As each generation interprets Paradise Lost according to its predominant values, I wish to show how Biggs’s digital video enters a dialogic relationship with Milton’s depiction of Pandaemonium and shows the manner in which our collective carelessness has created Pandaemonium on earth itself. Biggs’s digital animation of the destruction of nature revisits Milton’s description of biblical history and suggests that human beings are the principal “fallen angels” who are destroying God’s creation. Because of Milton’s relative invisibility in contemporary visual culture, it is important to pay attention to such an unusual work as Biggs’s digital video adaptation of Pandaemonium.2 My analysis will follow James Naremore’s suggestion that the “study of adaptation needs to be joined with the study of recycling, remaking, and every other form of retelling in the age of mechanical reproduction and electronic communication.”3 This dialogue between Renaissance epic poetry, digital video technology, and contemporary environmental concerns reflects Biggs’s comment that “the video explores images and evocations of how the human race has reshaped its environment, often to its and the world’s detriment.”4 Among the issues I will discuss is Biggs’s use of digital compositing to refashion the religious framework elaborated by Milton in order to secularize Pandaemonium. I intend to show that Biggs’s digital transformation of the hellish capital modifies the understanding of the epic poem in the sense that scientific interest in the environment and in the manipulation of genes recalls Satan’s plan to destroy God’s creation. Biggs relies on constructed
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 worlds of digital imagery to evoke both horror and awe without religious dogma, and this realization showcases the ambiguous tension that exists in digital compositing between narrative and spectacle. The Environment and the Body in Pandaemonium In addition to Pandaemonium, Biggs has created other digital videos based upon works by Dante, Flaubert, and Celan.5 These videos are often very short, and one wonders how Biggs manages to condense difficult narratives into virtual images that at first sight may not seem to do justice to the works upon which they draw. His success may be attributed to his uncanny ability to select a particular episode that he feels can speak to us today. Here is the excerpt from Book 1 of Paradise Lost that appears at the beginning of Pandaemonium: There stood a hill not far whose griesly top Belch’d fire and rowling smoak: the rest entire Shon with a glossie scurf, undoubted sign That in His womb was hid metallic Ore, The Work of Sulphur. Thither wing’d with speed A numerous Brigad hasten’d . . . Mammon led them on Men also, and by His suggestions taught, Ransack’d the centre, and with impious hands Rifl’d the bowels of thir mother Earth. The making of Pandaemonium From Paradise Lost
 
 Biggs focuses on the last lines and interprets this passage from a contemporary perspective that provides food for thought: Milton’s evocation of humankind, especially in the Pandaemonium passage, is explicit in its critique of how people manipulate the world to their own ends, not recognising the damage they do nor how what they do is the product of forces that are acting upon them. Milton’s vision of humans is of a species that believes they are masters of their fate when they are not.
 
 Clearly, Biggs’s digital “reading” of the making of Pandaemonium points to the manner in which human beings have created a hell on earth. In fact, Mammon would be the one who leads not only fallen angels but our contemporaries, making earth a post-postlapsarian environment. In Biggs’s work, Mammon’s leadership and the subsequent ransacking of the earth is translated into allusions to the mirage of scientific progress and to the supposed evolution of our species. Biggs’s epigraph draws a parallel between the religious framework in which Milton describes the fall of man and the construction
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 of a surreal space, Pandaemonium, and the secular background in which science is currently reconfiguring life as we know it. In fact, scientific desire to alter human reproduction can be seen in light of ontological and epistemological conceptions of the world. Whereas Milton’s ontological environment is imbued with a religious outlook that governs what human beings were and are, Biggs’s work addresses the visual study of evolution and the epistemological discourses that guide the will to modify the earth and the human body. Biggs’s work seems to function as an artistic endeavor that inquires into the mechanics of creation, its discursive and corporeal structures. This analysis of Biggs’s digital animation points to the manner in which Milton’s conception of hell in the Pandaemonium passage is revisited and updated in the digital age. Biggs’s visual rendering, created in the early 1990s, has a particular agenda that reflects how the artist uses Milton’s depiction of Pandaemonium and of the fallen angels in terms of what they create in lieu of a paradise lost. Yet Biggs is not satisfied with a literal or faithful rendering of Milton’s poetic descriptions. The artist sees in Milton’s depiction of the fallen angels’ actions something that parallels what scientists are doing today in the field of genetic engineering. Biggs does not want to give a digital translation of Pandaemonium but rather to engage in a dialogic exchange between Renaissance cosmogony and contemporary issues such as genetic engineering and the environment. Conversely, Milton’s poetry casts new light on our digital culture. A Miltonic interpretation of our contemporary predicaments and obsessions with reconstructing nature and our bodies points to our dissatisfaction with the world, making us feel as though we were fallen angels trapped in a world and in bodies from which we want to escape. Such a dialogic understanding of Biggs’s digital video and Milton’s depiction of Pandaemonium functions as a mutual critical assessment between two entities. As one notices in the case of Biggs’s digital video, a visual transformation can treat contemporary ethical issues that the literary text could not have foreseen, and the literary work’s insights help us understand our current predicaments. Biggs’s Pandaemonium is one among several contemporary digital artworks and films that address the future of the planet and the role human beings take in damaging or destroying the earth. For example, this critical stance is echoed in a recent blockbuster trilogy, The Matrix, which explores digital culture and living organisms. A memorable passage in the first instalment of the Wachowski brothers’ trilogy features the chief agent saying to Morpheus (Laurence Fishburne) that human beings are to the earth what viruses are to living organisms. Biggs’s digital animation based upon Milton’s depiction of Pandaemonium recalls the agent’s comment. In fact, Biggs points out, “I see the human race as an organism that has got out of control and which no longer functions in balance with the world around it—not even in relation
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 to its own individuals and communities. As such, the human race has become a pest, even a pestilence, in respect of itself and the environment it inhabits.”6 Biggs is not the only digital artist who makes engagés: digital works that address contemporary environmental issues. A rapid survey of recent digital installations makes it clear that the fate of the earth is important to contemporary artists who work with the latest technologies. Whether it be biology, microbiology, or the physiological sciences, scientific disciplines often thought to be remote from the concerns of “art” have been integrated in digital artworks. The relationship of human beings to their environment is a constant political and economical struggle to which digital artists can contribute, and this activism can take several forms. As Stephen Wilson underscores, “They [digital artists] see opportunities for artists to uniquely participate in the environmental regeneration. Artists can shape a new aesthetic that combines a visual sense of place, a willingness to physically ‘sculpt’ living matter, an engagement in public life, and an eagerness to invent new syntheses of science, action, and art.”7 Biggs’s digital animation can be seen as a prototype of this art practice that focuses on the environmental future of our planet. The artist has commented on his video as follows: The Pandaemonium video’s subject is very much concerned with the manner in which humans alter the world to suit their own image of it, in the process destroying much (including themselves). In many ways it is an ethically concerned piece, seeking to evoke a world of dark and uncontrollable forces that will ultimately destroy the humans who, in deploying them, are arrogant enough to believe they can control them.8
 
 Biggs’s digital video does not present us with a virtual world that is inhabited by a cartoon-like Satan or by horrible digital fallen angels who plan the fall of man. The opening shots show the surface of a two-dimensional pyramid that is covered with cogwheels. The mechanism of the cogwheel seems to be pointing to the manner in which human beings are caught in a web of industrialization and mechanization that they cannot evade. In fact, the symbol of the cogwheel returns constantly in the video, and cogwheels in motion direct the spectator’s attention to the intricacy and circularity of our collective predicament. The cogwheel is part of a larger whole in which objects rotate. For instance, at the end of the video we see a rotating planet with buildings on it. This planet turns out to be empty, the work of men who have “Ransack’d the Center, and with impious hands / Rifl’d the bowels of thir mother Earth / For Treasures better hid” (PL 1.686–88). Therefore, it is an ambiguous position that we occupy as inhabitants of this earth: in Biggs’s video, the
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 earth is a rotating cylinder that, in fact, is inside a bigger cylinder that contains everything. Biggs’s cosmogony revisits Milton’s, becomes circular, and opens the door to repetition, the repetition of a virus that destroys its host and that creates other viruses. Biggs’s adaptation is not concerned with the actual architectural detail described by Milton; Biggs prefers to use allegory and symbolism to depict his version of Pandaemonium. Similarly, in what remains the most detailed and researched study of Milton and the arts, Roland Mushat Frye reminds us that Milton’s hell is not a place where we can witness physical suffering; it is not a torture chamber such as depicted in Dante’s Inferno or medieval and Renaissance paintings.9 On the contrary, Milton’s hell shows largely subjective and inward suffering. Biggs’s work follows Frye’s description of hell and shows a type of “suffering” that relies upon the psychological and spiritual distress of his contemporaries. Such an understanding of Milton’s poetry is not to be found in the adaptations of Romantic painters who depicted scenes from Paradise Lost. Among the visual renderings of Paradise Lost, John Martin’s work has passed the test of time. Compared to the illustrations of Eden made by his predecessors, Martin’s achievement lies in the fact that, according to Marcia R. Pointon, “in [his] illustrations, for the first time, a sense of real space is created by the detailed painting of trees and shrubs with particular attention paid to the variety of texture in the nature scene.”10 Martin’s achievement does not lie solely in his paintings of Eden. Indeed, Pointon mentions that he is one of the only artists whose renderings of hell were as praised as his depictions of paradise. Moreover, Pointon remarks that Martin “envisages Hell so convincingly that its chief occupant is forgotten.”11 Martin’s focus seems to be on architecture rather than on characters. For example, in his painting entitled “Satan Enthroned” Martin appears to privilege the hall of Pandaemonium over Satan himself. The same pattern recurs in his painting “The Fallen Angels in Pandaemonium,” in which almost miniature fallen angels are depicted in the low foreground, while the rest of the space is occupied by a gigantic building and an arched roof.12 Aside from architecture and painting, it is interesting to note that one artist based another visual adaptation of Pandaemonium upon a description that appears in Book 4 of Paradise Regained. Milton uses Satan to offer the Son of God the type of visual description that resembles what today we associate with the panorama: a grand visual tour that works on the mind as an illusion. The narrator describes the scenery as follows: He [Satan] brought our Saviour to the western side Of that high mountain, whence he might behold
 
 218 / bruno lessard Another plain, long but in bredth not wide; Wash’d by the Southern Sea, and on the North To equal length back’d with a ridge of hills That screen’d the fruits of the earth and seats of men From cold Septentrion blasts. (4.25–31)
 
 The pseudo-panorama found in the last book of Paradise Regained is supposed to have inspired Robert Burford, the inventor of the panorama. Similar to the manner in which Biggs used the most recent technology available at the time of production, Burford considered the panorama to be the ideal media for representing Milton visually. In 1829, Burford exhibited a panorama of Pandaemonium in the rotunda of Leicester Square in London. According to Stephen Oettermann’s landmark study of the history of the panorama, it was “the first time the Panorama ventured into the realm of literature.”13 However, Oettermann mentions that the panorama was not well received. Oettermann notes that “Burford probably overestimated his customers, who needed to be familiar with Milton’s poetry to enjoy the finer points of the painting.”14 As we can imagine, Biggs’s digital video differs from earlier renditions of Milton’s Pandaemonium, but the viewer’s appreciation is nevertheless enhanced by knowledge of Paradise Lost. Whereas Martin’s adaptations closely followed literal detail of the architecture described by Milton, Biggs’s work may seem more challenging and abstract in its radical transformation of hell into contemporary dilemmas and ethical choices that, Biggs argues, may lead humankind to hell or at least to a tragic fate. Romantic interpretations of Pandaemonium may not have gone far enough in their appropriations of hell to fit contemporary debates, but Biggs offers as an approach to the visual representation of hell that later artists should contemplate. Among the various issues that Biggs and contemporary digital artists have addressed are not only the environment but also the scientific manipulation of the human body. Whereas the environment pertains to the exterior world as habitat, several digital artists have explored the manner in which new technologies allow us to refashion or alter our corporeal habitats. It is an interrogation of the experience, representation, manipulation, and interpretation of the body that these artists want to produce. Moreover, the fantasies of ex nihilo creation and control to which genetic engineering contributes are also addressed. As scientists have advanced the study of genes, viruses, and bacteria, digital artists seek to integrate this controversial subject matter into their works and to examine it from another point of view that questions the role of technologies in our daily lives. As well-known binary couples such as male/female, old/young, alive/dead, natural/artificial seem to merge in the field of genetic research, the body becomes a battlefield where various ideologies clash in an endless war of contradictions.
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 Biggs’s interest in the current fascination with genetic manipulation is characterized by the numerous dismembered and re-membered bodies that appear and reappear in the video. Biggs comments thus: The dismembered bodies, which are made out of bits of children, dress-maker’s dummies, and all sorts, are really concerned with imagery of the human as a contrivance. I was trying to find ways of dealing with the human in the scenario that would place it as artifice, something we have created or which we seek to recreate (as in Frankenstein, for example, or contemporary genetics).15
 
 The artificial arrangements qua body parts that float in search of their original bodies constitute the central trope of the digital video. One key passage in the video features floating baby parts that come together to form a baby whose appearance is almost perfect. Biggs follows this shot of the re-membered baby with that of nine test tubes that reveal a history of manipulation: each test tube disappears and a baby, an elephant, or a cogwheel takes its place. Genetic manipulation becomes a digital sign that uncannily struggles to point outside the virtual environment of the video and refers to science’s ultimate quest to regulate and to shape the future of humanity. Biggs’s commentaries and digital video act as discursive and visual meditations upon the description of Satan’s egoistic pretension found in Paradise Lost: “what time his Pride / Had cast him out from Heav’n, with all his Host / Of Rebel Angels, by whose aid aspiring / To set himself in Glory above his Peers, / He trusted to have equal’d the most High, / If he oppos’d” (1.36–40). Milton’s description of Satan’s ambitious designs and powerful imagination, which grow out of pride and vanity, are given a visual substance and a secular perspective when Biggs uses them to allude to contemporary environmental and scientific dilemmas. The digital artist’s work contributes to highlight the manner in which Milton’s rebel angels have turned into scientists whose role in the world is challenged by recent discoveries. Biggs wants us to identify the fallen angels among us. Compositing, Spectacle, Ambiguity Central to the refashioning of the cinema by digital technologies is the development of digital compositing. Compositing has been defined lately as “a ‘special effect’ consisting in the layering of two or more image-elements to produce the impression of a single visual field.”16 Whereas in the history of film and animation, artists have created composites using juxtaposition, superimposition, mattes, and various “special effects,” digital composites are created on a computer. The virtual space that compositing creates is one in which several elements coexist and in which a possible camera movement can be inserted, as in Biggs’s video.
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 However, most theorists of compositing do not distinguish between the hybrid versions of the digital image. In fact, a 2005 composite does not look like one from the early 1990s. While Lev Manovich argues that “compositing in the 1990s supports a different aesthetic characterized by smoothness and continuity,”17 I would agree with Philip Rosen and Scott McQuire and claim we need to distinguish between the early composites of a digital video like Biggs’s, which are not that “smooth,” and those from films such as Gladiator.18 For example, in Biggs’s video the images are not seamless, and the objects do not easily blend into other images. In fact, his digital images are between two states: superimposition and blending. The aesthetics of the early composite is not characterized by continuity or invisibility but by ambiguity.19 Biggs’s digital video features composites that want to be continuous, but they cannot be compared with the composites in Gladiator. This is why I claim that we should be wary of stating that there is one type of composite. This is not to say that Biggs’s video is less interesting than Gladiator. On the contrary, Biggs’s work should be approached from the point of view developed in early cinema studies that does not see the cinema as a teleological enterprise that has reached its apogee with digitality. This theoretical framework is part of a recent turn in media archaeology that privileges discontinuity and fissures rather than a seamless continuity in our accounts of digital culture. Early film scholars have encouraged such an understanding of the cinema for some time now. Tom Gunning has proposed the concept of the “cinema of attractions” to account for the manner in which filmmakers between 1895 and 1906 developed a hybrid form of cinema that played with spectacle and narration. Delight, fear, and disbelief being at the heart of the spectacle of early cinema, showing seems nevertheless to have been more important than telling. Gunning points out that “theatrical display dominates over narrative absorption, emphasizing the direct simulation of shock or surprise at the expense of unfolding a story or creating a diegetic universe.”20 Gunning has emphasized that it is the tension between spectacle and narrative that is at the heart of early cinema. A digital animation such as Biggs’s relates to Gunning’s description because it is the spectacle the technology offers that interests the spectator rather than its well-crafted diegesis or realistic effects. Indeed, the spectator of Biggs’s video watches it in order to see what these new technologies (at the time) could do in terms of adaptation and how they could possibly relate to a film practice that was to be affected by digital technologies. The spectacle that digital technologies offer is of primary interest, precisely when at an embryonic stage.21 The manner in which Biggs reconceptualizes the description of Pandaemonium makes us wonder how two different creations can enter a dialogic exchange of citation and repetition. Of course, Biggs’s digital video
 
 simon biggs’s PANDAEMONIUM / 221
 
 is more significant in the questions it raises than in its photo-realism or technological achievements. Biggs’s work translates religious imagery and concerns into secular ideas, ambition, and desires that nonetheless point to the issues raised by Milton in his poem and in his description of the building of Pandaemonium. Biggs recycles those concerns and shows their pertinence for us in an age that claims to be postreligious. In fact, religion can be said to be transformed into the myth of scientific progress in Biggs’s video. Biggs’s digital adaptation contributes to our understanding of science as religion, as a set of contemporary beliefs and practices that rest upon unquestioned motivations. Contrary to what one may think, a successful adaptation of Milton to secular concerns is possible. Of course, one has to reshape the Adam and Eve “narrative,” the fall of man, and the description of God’s designs. As Biggs shows in his work, the key is to find what types of myths contemporary human beings articulate, locate the structural and symptomatic bases upon which they rest, and discern how they are expressed in daily activities and scientific projects.22 This theory of adaptation may be termed an exercise in correspondence, the comparison of discourses of myth and creation. Finally, a consideration of the obsolescence of the media involved—the book and the digital video—is called for in order to compare and contrast the longevity of the works involved. The Renaissance epic poem, counting on the book to reach its readers, may have greater success than a digital video that few interested viewers will be able to see because of the ageing technology upon which it relies. Indeed, the death of the book so much talked about is nothing compared to the repeated deaths and rebirths of visual technologies. Milton’s description of Pandaemonium endures the passage of time, but Biggs’s effort may not because of the accelerating rate at which one technology follows another and demands constant upgrading and transfer. Notes The author would like to thank Simon Biggs for discussing his digital video with him. 1. Pandaemonium, digital video, directed by Simon Biggs (1992; Groningen, Holland). The video can be ordered through LUX Centre ⬍www.lux.org.uk⬎. Regarding the making of the video, Biggs has mentioned that “some elements were produced using a Quantel Paintbox. The 3D elements were made mainly by using a Silicon Graphics workstation employing a non-commercial modelling program and Pixar rendering software. Compositing was all done using Macromedia Director on an Apple Macintosh PC. The video was rendered frame by frame to a stop-frame SONY BVU 3/4” industrial animation video recorder. Input devices included a flatbed image scanner (it was probably a Heidelberg professional standard system). An early version of a Polyhemus 3D
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 2.
 
 3. 4. 5. 6. 7.
 
 8. 9. 10. 11. 12. 13.
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 19.
 
 ‘magic wand’ digitiser was used for inputting some of the 3D data used.” Simon Biggs, e-mail message to author, March 20, 2004. Interestingly, Biggs has made another work, an interactive digital video projection entitled As Falling Falls (1996), that is concerned with the physical act of falling and the biblical Fall. See ⬍http://www.littlepig.org.uk⬎ (accessed May 14, 2004). James Naremore, “Introduction: Film and the Reign of Adaptation,” in Film Adaptation, ed. James Naremore (New Brunswick, NJ: Rutgers University Press, 2000), 1–16, 15. Simon Biggs, “Pandaemonium” ⬍http://www.littlepig.org.uk ⬎ (accessed May 14, 2004). The reader will be able to see still images and to read a short description of these projects at http://www.littlepig.org.uk (accessed May 14, 2004). Biggs, e-mail message to author. Stephen Wilson, Information Arts: Intersections of Art, Science, and Technology (Cambridge, MA: MIT Press, 2002), 130. Wilson cites in his informative study numerous examples of environmental digital artworks and installations. For recent complementary information about such works, see Mitchell Whitelaw, Metacreation: Art and Artificial Life (Cambridge, MA: MIT Press, 2004) and Eugene Thacker, Biomedia (Minneapolis, MN: University of Minnesota Press, 2004). Biggs, e-mail message to author. Roland Mushat Frye, Milton’s Imagery and the Visual Arts: Iconographic Tradition in the Epic Poems (Princeton, NJ: Princeton University Press, 1978). Marcia R. Pointon, Milton & English Art (Manchester: Manchester University Press, 1970), 170 . The reader will find black-and-white images of Martin’s “Milton” paintings in Pointon’s study. Ibid., 183–84. Ibid., 189. Stephan Oettermann, The Panorama: History of a Mass Medium, trans. by Deborah Lucas Schneider (New York: Zone Books, 1997), 113. Burford’s panoramic landscape, entitled “Pandemonium from Milton’s Paradise Lost,” is in Wolfgang Born, American Landscape Painting (New Haven, CT: Yale University Press, 1949). Oettermann, The Panorama 113. Biggs, e-mail message to author. Martin Lefebvre and Marc Furstenau, “Digital Editing and Montage: The Vanishing Celluloid and Beyond,” Cinémas 13.1–2 (2002): 69–107, 82. Lev Manovich, The Language of New Media (Cambridge, MA: MIT Press, 2001), 142. See Philip Rosen, Change Mummified: Cinema, Historicity, Theory (Minneapolis, MN: University of Minnesota Press, 2001): 303 and Scott McQuire, “Impact Aesthetics: Back to the Future in Digital Cinema?,” Convergence 6.2 (2000): 47. While Lefebvre and Furstenau (“Digital Editing and Montage,” 83) do not distinguish between types of composite and propose an “aesthetics of invisibility,” I would agree with Andy Darley who underlines the ambiguous nature of digital composites in “Second-Order Realism and Post-Modern Aesthetics in
 
 simon biggs’s PANDAEMONIUM / 223 Computer Animation,” in A Reader in Animation Studies, ed. Jayne Pilling (Sydney: John Libbey & Co., 1997): 18. 20. Tom Gunning, “The Cinema of Attractions: Early Film, its Spectator, and the Avant-Garde,” in Early Cinema: Space, Frame, Narrative, ed. Thomas Elsaesser (London: BFI, 1990), 56–62, 59. 21. Without developing the concept, Lefebvre and Furstenau (“Digital Editing and Montage,” 89) mention the “montage of digital attractions” to discuss recent composites. 22. More recently, Biggs has created an interactive installation, The Visible Genome Project (2001), that takes issue with science’s current interest in “de-coding” human nature. Biggs’s previous works that deal with genetics are Golem (1988), Alchemy (1990), and On Sight (1991). For more information about these projects, visit ⬍http://www.littlepig.org.uk⬎ (accessed May 14, 2004).
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 Chap t e r S e ve n t e e n M ilt on an d t h e We b Thomas H. Luxon
 
 How is our experience of John Milton’s poetry different when we read it on the World Wide Web, especially in an online edition that takes full advantage of the virtual library the web has become, linking annotations and citations to other texts and to reference works and indexes? I have not polled the thousands of readers, students, and scholars who consult The John Milton Reading Room each week, so I cannot answer this question in a manner social scientists might prefer.1 Instead I address the question from the positions of editor, scholar, and teacher. I began an online edition of Paradise Lost in 1997 because I believed it would help me teach the poem in undergraduate courses. Rather than worrying much about how the medium might change the way students read Milton, I was eager to help them get past the ignorance and inadequacy that most of them felt on their first approaches to the poem. In other words, I wanted the medium to change the way students read Milton. The web already provided a robust online reference library, making basic research tools available to everyone across the campus and even in the classroom; it was also fast becoming a virtual library, especially in the classics and medieval and early modern literature. My goal was to make these resources available, through hyperlinks, at precisely the points where they most were needed. I hoped to make research in the service of reading and interpretation a common practice for all my students by making the relevant tools and texts readily—almost instantly—available. Only recently, after The Milton Reading Room had already grown to include annotated and hyperlinked editions of all Milton’s poems and a selection of his prose, did I start to read the secondary literature on hypertext and hypermedia. I had assumed all along that I was using a revolutionary new medium to perform traditional tasks, but I was surprised to learn that some theorists believed hypertext promised to change literature and our experience of reading far more radically than I imagined. Does The Milton Reading
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 Room simply do a better job of helping students and scholars read and study early modern poetry, or does it radically alter one’s experience of the poems? Is hypermedia Milton still Milton in any sense that matters? This meditation about Milton and the World-Wide Web begins by challenging one of the most widely repeated, if not always accepted, observations about the advent of hypertext and the web—that it liberates writers and readers (both now more commonly referred to as users) from the insistent linearity of print culture into a multidimensional, multidirectional, and more reader-determined experience of language and communication. The grain of truth in statements like this is limited mostly to observations about the printed novel as we have known it since about the turn of the nineteenth century and the few attempts at hypertext fiction that got so much attention in the early-to mid-1990s.2 The promise of a reader’s liberation from linearity through the use of hypertext has been dramatically overstated, and it is grounded in a limited understanding of the history of print culture. First, a few sample statements. This from hypertext author and theorist J. Yellowlees Douglas in a chapter called “What Interactive Narratives Do That Print Narratives Cannot”: Readers of print narratives generally begin reading where print begins on the first page of the book, story, or article and proceed straight through the text to the end.3
 
 Even if we confine ourselves to examples of modern printed narratives, this statement ignores the common practice of skipping the front matter and introductory material found in most books. I suspect most people who pick up a Penguin paperback of a classic novel skip quite a number of printed pages before they start reading. I do. I skip most of the front matter, scan (maybe) the author’s biography, read the novel, and then come back later (if at all) to the critical introduction printed first. Douglas’s statement also pays no attention to the interruptedness of modern reading. Only a very few narratives or articles get read “straight through” without interruptions. The first readers of Charles Dickens’s Bleak House certainly did not read the novel “straight through”; it was presented serially, over a period of about eighteen months from March 1852 until September 1853, a mode that disallowed such reading even if it were possible with such a long book. Douglas’s statement loses even more traction if we consider early modern books and readers. Very few of the books printed then look as if they expect readers to start at page one and read straight through to the end. Books of poetry, such as John Milton’s 1645 Poems, usually had lots of commendatory front matter, a message from the printer or stationer, flattering verses about
 
 milton and the web / 227
 
 the poet, and frequently elaborate frontispieces that invited emblematic and schematic reading. That particular collection even had several title pages—one at the start, another for A Mask (with its own set of front matter), and a new one after page 120 that announced the beginning of the Latin poems, Poemata, followed by more front matter and commendatory verses, and even a new first page; after page 120, we have what amounts to a third beginning.4 Narrative fiction was not yet the predominant form of literary art in England. I don’t believe most readers picked up a book expecting to begin reading “on the first page of the book” and “proceed straight through the text to the end.” Title pages and commendatory verses and prose created for books more than one set of beginnings and ends. Douglas acknowledges that what she calls “linear reading” usually involves a few pauses, interruptions, and detours, but her acknowledgments appear unnecessarily limited. Instead of paying attention to all the nonlinear features of any printed book, she imagines the fairly atypical instance of someone beginning a novel in the middle: That is not to say that it is impossible to begin reading The Great Gatsby at the point where Daisy and Gatsby are reunited for the first time in Nick’s living room. But the reader who begins reading a print narrative in medias res is placed in a situation somewhat analogous to a filmgoer who has arrived in the darkened cinema forty minutes into a feature. (Douglas, The End of Books, 39–40)
 
 Underlying Douglas’s atypical example of beginning a novel in the middle is the assumption that the normal experience of novel reading is similar, at least in its linearity, to watching a movie. The idealized novel reading experience underlying her example probably corresponds to nobody’s actual reading experience, especially of the novels she mentions (Pride and Prejudice and Huckleberry Finn in addition to Gatsby). Leaving aside consideration of the interruptions that are part of reading any novel over the course of several days or weeks, let’s imagine picking up the Norton Critical Edition of Adventures of Huckleberry Finn and starting our reading on the first page. There are eighteen pages of text, some of it distinctly navigational rather than narrative, before we get to Twain’s (or Huck’s) story. And even if we behave the way Douglas imagines ideal readers do, we will be reading Thomas Cooley’s “Preface to the Second Edition” before we get to Huck’s opening words, and because Cooley’s preface quotes a passage from somewhere in the middle of Twain’s narrative, we have the experience of reading a passage from the middle of the novel before we even get near the beginning.5 This is not at all like arriving at a movie theater midway through the feature, but that is because a printed book is not and never has
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 been as insistently linear a medium as film. A reader may skip the book’s initial beginning and begin at another beginning. Critics and students often begin their readings and rereadings of canonical novels in the middle, or at the end, with abridged versions, and even with Cliff’s Notes. From the Gutenberg Bible on, printed books have enabled, even encouraged, nonlinear access to information—Bibles, Adagia, prayer books, miscellanies, almanacs, and newsbooks.6 To claim that the web and hypertext liberate readers and authors from the linearity of print culture is a mistake; rather the web and hypertext offer technological improvements on print’s originally intended ability to enable nonlinear access to information and reported experience. I will eventually get to a consideration of how linear or nonlinear the experience of reading Milton’s Paradise Lost might be, but before I do, I want to spend some time considering what was perhaps one of the most commonplace reading experiences in seventeenth-century England—reading the Bible. Paradise Lost is, among many other things, a representation of reading (and of ways of reading) the Bible. The Church of England lectionary prescribed the orderly reading of the Bible, and the order prescribed was hardly linear. Feasts and fasts required particular readings for particular dates; each day a passage was read from the Hebrew Scriptures, a Psalm was sung, a Collect or Epistle recited, and, on Sundays, a gospel portion read or sung.7 These directions guaranteed that in church, at least, worshippers never experienced the Bible, the most widely familiar printed book, as a linear reading experience. I recommend spending some time with a representative seventeenth-century Bible, say an early printing of the King James Bible in 1612.8 The title page displays a print version of what we might now regard as a crude graphic user interface (GUI) that demonstrates the elaborate analogies between the ancient Hebrew tribes and the evangelists and apostles. The text is headed by woodcuts, surrounded by cross-references, and of course, marked off into discrete verses by numerals and indents. Even private Bible reading, it seems, was not regarded as a linear progression from the beginning to the end, although the book itself includes titles that suggest that—Genesis (the beginning), The Apocalypse (the end).9 George Herbert’s poem “Scripture II” captures his sense of an ideal Bible-reading experience as an elaborate hermeneutic and spiritual exercise that could hardly be regarded as linear: Oh that I knew how all thy lights combine, And the configurations of their glorie! Seeing not onely how each verse doth shine, But all the constellations of the storie. This verse marks that, and both do make a motion Unto a third, that ten leaves off doth lie: Then as dispersed herbs do watch a potion, These three make up some Christians destinie.
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 This poem likens reading the Scriptures to the experience of detecting constellations of stars in the night sky, and to the process of combining herbal ingredients in a potion. What’s more, the poem suggests that such nonlinear reading of the Bible leads to readings of quite another sort—the proper interpretation of one’s self: Such are thy secrets, which my life makes good, And comments on thee: for in ev’ry thing Thy words do finde me out, & parallels bring, And in another make me understood.10
 
 Many Bibles of the day were printed with generous marginal annotations and cross-references to enable exactly this sort of nonlinear reading. William Whittingham’s 1611 Bible included an elaborate chart directing readers “How to take profit in reading of the holy Scriptures.”11 It recommends that readers “Marke and consider the . . . Agreement that one place of Scripture hath with an other, whereby that which seemeth darke in one is made easie in an other.” These sound very much like highly interactive and decidedly nonlinear reading experiences. We moderns might even be tempted to see a fairly high degree of reader, or user, manipulation of the text in these examples. Readers jump around, choosing what to read next, deciding what follows what and reading for parallels and analogies rather than for a linear plot. But of course seventeenth-century Bible readers would probably have insisted that the Holy Spirit, not the reader, controlled a believer’s nonlinear path through the Bible. John Bunyan’s experience of Scripture was probably not perfectly typical of his day insofar as he felt most engaged by Scripture not when reading it, but when it “darted in upon” his memory, or “came suddenly” upon him.12 But his experience of gathering the story of “the wonderful work of God” from a constellation of dispersed places certainly was typical: I have also in the spirit seen him a man on the right hand of God the Father for me, and have seen the manner of his comming from Heaven to judge the world with glory, and have been confirmed in these things by these Scriptures following, Acts. 1.9,10; Acts. 7.56; Acts. 10.42; Heb. 7.24; Heb. 8.38; Rev. 1.18; I Thes. 4.17,18. (para. 121)
 
 At least as far as Bible reading is concerned, readers have been making their own paths through the Scriptures, finding their own beginnings and endings, for centuries. Storyspace fiction might be seen as unwittingly copying Bible readers, except that Storyspace authors do not always supply full sitemaps the way many early modern Bibles and commentaries did. Bunyan certainly
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 left a breadcrumb trail of “places” in the margin to document where his nonlinear reading had taken him. My modest conclusion is that hypertext linking and the World-Wide Web have not and will not radically change the way we read prose fiction, poetry, or even news stories and reference works, because printed texts, even apparently linear ones like novels, have always invited and enabled nonlinear reading experiences. It may already have changed the way we access them and buy them, but not so much the ways we read them. Hypertext links and the web do, however, dramatically expand the modes of nonlinear reading that early printed books originally tried to make possible. That is why hyper makes such good sense as a prefix to text in this neologism; hypertext is not a radical departure from printing, but rather a logical expansion on the original idea. Print made it more possible than ever to think of the Bible as a collection of “places.” Print made it thinkable to pursue projects like the great dictionaries and enyclopedias of the enlightenment. The Web and hypertext better enable exactly the same projects. In a recent essay, Leah Marcus calls attention to the sixteenth-century invention by one Ramelli of “a book wheel that holds from twelve to twenty large folio volumes.”13 A scholar can keep all the volumes open to particular places, each on its own swivel-mounted lectern, as he turns the large paddlewheel structure, collating place with place and author with author. Libraries and reading rooms organized by subject rather than book sizes or accession dates attempt a similar feat. Both anticipate the virtual library made available by the World-Wide Web. And today’s digital web increases access exponentially by offering searches according to not just one, but several fields of value and modes of organization, including Boolean searches, and by its ability to deliver a virtually limitless supply of content to numberless user-points simultaneously. Scholars have been trying to organize their reading this way for centuries; the web and online digital libraries are simply the most advanced and successful systems ever devised to support reading and learning practices that date from the Middle Ages. And what about reading Milton? Ernest Gilman published an essay in 1995 called “Milton and the Mac: ‘Inwrought with Figures Dim.’ ”14 I am embarrassed to admit I read it only recently. Had I read it in 1995, I might have begun my online edition of Milton’s poetry and prose, The Milton Reading Room, earlier than 1997, and I might have better understood right from the start what I was trying to do. First and foremost, I wanted an online hyper-annotated edition of Milton, especially of Paradise Lost, to address some persistent problems I had teaching students how to read, understand, and develop a critical purchase on Milton’s work.
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 The first problem was Milton’s tendency to intimidate students with the awesome display of learning entailed by the highly allusive structure of Paradise Lost. Milton tried to weave everything he knew, and every question that fascinated him, into a Bible story, the first Bible story, about first things. Milton took a simple, even elliptical, narrative that in Bibles takes up no more than four printed pages and invested it with all “the best and sagest things” he knew about theology, history, cosmology, philosophy, natural history, and more, for, as he put it in The Reason of Church Government, the instruction of “mine own Citizens throughout this Iland in the mother dialect.”15 One result of this effort is that Milton’s epic is encyclopedic; a wealth of knowledge arranged not alphabetically or topically or chronologically, but by an originary story, bereshit—“in the beginning.” Even before they encounter Milton’s challenge to their moral fitness as readers, students feel disqualified by the barrage of erudition Milton unleashes, especially in the first seven books of the poem. For a few years I would carry a small library to class—a Bible, my Ovid, some Homer—but this simply shifted attention from Milton’s learning to my (more apparent than real) learning, and all of this had the effect of making students feel so hopelessly unlearned that some resolved to abandon Milton altogether or to put off reading him until they had finished a doctoral degree. Since none of us has a virtual library in his or her head (as Milton did), reading Milton requires a library at one’s elbow; teaching Milton requires a library in the classroom. I set about trying to make The Milton Reading Room into precisely such a tool. With hypertext links and the web, annotations need not be simply lists of things students haven’t yet read or may never read; the link can take them to the texts cited, in a new window on their screen. The huge range of reference resources now available on the web can be linked directly from the annotations: Encyclopædia Britannica, the OED, the MLA Bibliography, the WebMuseum, and so on. Research in the service of reading and interpretation, a practice Milton’s epic explicitly requires, can be tied directly into the presentation of the text, online at one’s desk, and projected in the classroom. We no longer need to allow our own research methods and practices to remain a mystery to our students; we can model them for everyone right there in class. Scholarly tools and resources that once lived in single copies in the reference room can now be part of every class. In the space that remains, let me describe in some detail how hypertext links can allow a reader or critic ready access to the allusive power of just four lines of Paradise Lost. These lines from Book 4 introduce Adam by the way he looks, paying particular attention to his hair: His fair large Front and Eye sublime declar’d Absolute rule; and Hyacinthin Locks
 
 232 / thomas h. luxon Round from his parted forelock manly hung Clustring, but not beneath his shoulders broad. (4.300–04, my emphasis)
 
 In The Milton Reading Room, the emphasized words are hyperlinked to a scrolling window for notes located just below the text (a window that can be sized any way the reader wishes, or eliminated altogether). With a single mouse-click, readers can see glosses for Front and sublime. If one clicks on Research Links just to the left of the text window, a link for the Oxford English Dictionary (OED) along with a wealth of other research tools appears in a new window. Clicking on Hyacinthin Locks, however (see figure 17.1), leads to a much more elaborate annotation, one that refers readers to Book 10 of Ovid’s Metamorphoses, where one finds Orpheus’s song about Apollo’s homoerotic devotion to Hyacinthus (10.163–219).16 Before the advent of the web, teachers might have brought Ovid to class and read the story aloud. Or we might simply have challenged students to get a copy from the library. Thanks to Gregory Crane’s Perseus Project, however, one mouse-click brings precisely the correct passage, in a good translation, instantly to the reader. He or she can see the Latin with just another quick click. There’s even an online Lewis and Short close by. Any reader with an
 
 Figure 17.1 Sample page from The Milton Reading Room
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 internet connection can have Ovid, Milton, the OED, and a Latin dictionary entry all open simultaneously on one screen. The annotation under consideration invites further research. Milton’s description of Adam’s head and hair echoes that of Odysseus in Book 6 of Homer’s Odyssey where we are told that Athena pays special attention to making him look like a worthy guest, rather than a scruffy castaway before he seeks out the house of Alcinous: “she also made the hair grow thick on the top of his head, and flow down in curls like hyacinth blossoms.”17 Milton’s adjective “Hyacinthin” points readers in a number of allusive directions, one that suggests homoerotic appreciations of male beauty, some that gesture toward the ways gods love mortal men, some that help us understand how ancient peoples felt they could detect aristocratic blood even in a destitute castaway. Finally, for those who do not know what hyacinth blossoms look like, a link supplies a photograph of a yellow hyacinth in bloom. That picture reminded me, the editor, of the hair Michelangelo sculpted for his David, a statue Milton surely saw many times during his stay in Italy. When a quick click brings us a photo of David (courtesy of the Stanford Computer Graphics Laboratory), we see something like a composite image of Hellenized, Hebrew, kingly, messianic, god-blessed, specially chosen and begotten, humanist male beauty.18 All this allusive richness lies in virtual windows, surrounding and overlapping Milton’s text. This allusive web of texts and images was born and lived in the blind poet’s brain, and when we lay out this web on our LCD screens, we begin to get a rough approximation of the hyperlinked mental power that composed such poetry. The Milton Reading Room has brought some unanticipated benefits to my academic life. One of the most satisfying benefits is the way it broadens the overlap of teaching and research. With the tools of a reference library available in the classroom by way of a data projector and my laptop, I can show my own research techniques to any class, regardless of size. It is now possible to teach large groups to use reference tools effectively, and the MRR uses hypertext and links to bring readers to the appropriate resources at precisely the points in the text where they help the most. It is also possible to follow up on students’ questions by conducting basic research right in class. My own analysis of the way Milton uses the word conversation in the Doctrine and Discipline of Divorce began with a student’s question in class. We queried the Oxford English Dictionary, the Bible, and even the online concordance of the Bible available from the Blue-Letter Bible without leaving the room. By the end of class I had a good start on the analysis that appeared in my second book, Single Imperfection: Milton, Marriage, and Friendship.19 For reasons of space, and to avoid being tedious, I will mention just a few of the other significant advantages to publishing hypertext editions of
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 Milton online. It is possible to allow readers more choices about how to read—with annotations or without, Latin poems with translations alongside or vice-versa. It is possible to leave Milton’s spelling intact and use XHTML to create mouse-over pop-ups that reveal the modern spelling. Users may search (when the search engine is finished) using modern spellings and still get results with Milton’s spellings. A quick e-mail to the editor can prompt a correction, a new annotation, or a new bibliographic reference. The edition can offer links, through Early English Books Online, or some other means, to the seventeenth-century editions upon which they are based, thus making the editing enterprise far more open and transparent. Visually impaired readers can use any one of a number of good web-reading applications to hear the pages read aloud. Scholars can copy and paste quotations and passages. There are also some impediments. Some of the best reference resources and indexes to which annotations may link are not free; one must have a subscription to the OED or the MLA Bibliography, or belong to an institution that subscribes. Even if a user belongs to a subscribing institution, in some cases the link supplied by the Milton Reading Room may not be usable at another institution. The more effort and institutional support we get for hypertext editions, the easier it will be to find and enforce solutions to such problems. I started work on The Milton Reading Room for pedagogical reasons: I wanted to help my students get past the intimidation of Milton’s display of learning; I wanted them to have access to library resources as precisely as possible at the point of need; and I wanted to be able to model for them in the classroom the ways I read Milton and conduct basic research in the service of that reading and of criticism. But Ernest Gilman’s piece, “Milton and the Mac,” challenges us all to ask important questions about the sort of text Milton’s poetry is, and the ways, other than in print, it can be represented. Gilman describes Milton’s Lycidas and Paradise Lost as texts that invite readers to read and think, even to reason, in distinctly nonlinear modes. In 1994, he was urging us to think “hypothetically about a new mode of textual representation adequate to the poem’s verbal depth, to its thickness of implication as well as to the moment by moment unfolding at its surface,” in short, “a representation more adequate to the poem than the technology of writing made possible in Milton’s time” (Gilman, “Milton and the Mac,” 345). Ten years later, this online edition is beginning to make such a representation possible. Hypertext editions may even help us get a better grasp on some of Milton’s more ungraspable concepts, like the intuitive reason angels enjoy, so much richer than the discursive and more linear reason mortals are used to (PL 5.488–91 and Gilman, “Milton and the Mac,” 340). Even if hypertext web editions cannot truly lead us toward the intuitive reason Milton imagines for his angels, they certainly can and do allow a much broader representation
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 of the capaciousness and ambition of Milton’s poetic and prophetic project. Milton’s web, however, was radically internalized; ours is radically dispersed. That’s a topic for another meditation. Notes 1. Thomas H. Luxon, ed., The John Milton Reading Room (The Trustees of Dartmouth College, 1997–2004) ⬍http://www.dartmouth.edu/~milton⬎; cited hereafter as MRR. 2. The first example to get much attention was Michael Joyce’s 1993 piece, Afternoon, A Story. Today, the most complete introduction to hypertext fiction, poetry, criticism, and theory may be found at the home website for Eastgate Systems, Incorporated. Visit ⬍http://www.eastgate.com/ReadingRoom. html⬎. 3. J. Yellowlees Douglas, The End of Books—Or Books without End?: Reading Interactive Narratives (Ann Arbor, MI: University of Michigan Press, 2000), 39. See Steven Johnson’s skeptical account of what he calls “hypertext fiction’s liberation theology” in Interface Culture: How New Technology Transforms the Way We Create and Communicate (San Francisco: HarperEdge, 1997), 124–27. 4. Poems of Mr. John Milton, both English and Latin, compos’d at several times (London, 1645). Available (by subscription) online from Early English Books Online at ⬍http://gateway.proquest.com/openurl?ctx_ver ⫽ Z39.88–2003& res_id⫽xri:eebo&rft_val_fmt⫽&rft_id⫽xri:eebo:image:135061:1⬎. 5. Thomas Cooley, “Preface to the Second Edition,” in Samuel Langhorne Clemens, Adventures of Huckleberry Finn: An Authoritative Text, Backgrounds and Sources, Criticism, 2nd ed., ed., Sculley Bradley et al. (New York: W.W. Norton, Inc., 1977), x. 6. On the enormous popularity and uses of almanacs—“the most popular of all publications outside of the Bible”—in early modern England, see Neil Rhodes, “Articulate Networks: The Self, the Book, and the World,” in The Renaissance Computer: Knowledge Technology in the First Age of Print, ed. Neil Rhodes and Jonathan Sawday (New York: Routledge, 2000), 184–87. 7. The 1559 Book of Common Prayer of the Church of England, online at ⬍http://justus.anglican.org/resources/bcp/1559/Kalendar_1559.htm#Kalendar⬎. Also by subscription from Early English Books Online at ⬍http://gate way.proquest.com/openurl?ctx_ver⫽Z39.88–2003&res_id⫽xri:eebo&rft_ val_fmt⫽&rft_id⫽xri:eebo:image:12118:10⬎. 8. The Holy Bible (London, 1612). Available online from Early English Books Online at ⬍http://gateway.proquest.com/openurl?ctx_ver ⫽ Z39.88-2003& res_id⫽xri:eebo&rft_val_fmt⫽&rft_id⫽xri:eebo:image:28460:1⬎. 9. Though there have been some modern attempts to print Bibles that invite linear reading, such experiments have largely failed. Many will remember Zondervan’s GNT Good News for Modern Man edition of the New Testament, still in print. 10. George Herbert, “Holy Scriptures II,” The Temple (London, 1633), 50–51. Accessed from Early English Books Online at ⬍http://gateway.proquest.
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 com/penurl?ctx_ver-Z39.88–2003&res_id⫽xri:eebo&rft_val_fmt⫽&rft_ idxri:eebo:image:23248:30⬎. Access Date: November 15, 2003. William Whittingham, The Bible: translated according to the Ebrew and Greeke, . . . (London, 1611). Available online from Early English Books Online at ⬍http://gateway.proquest.com/openurl?ctx_ver⫽Z39.88-2003&res_id⫽ xri:eebo&rft_val_fmt⫽&rft_id⫽xri:eebo:image:133079–01:3⬎. John Bunyan, Grace Abounding to the Chief of Sinners, ed. Roger Sharrock (Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1962), paras 204 and 113. See also my discussion of Bunyan’s hermeneutic practices in Literal Figures: Puritan Allegory and the Reformation Crisis in Representation (Chicago, IL: University of Chicago Press, 1995), 142–50. Leah S. Marcus, “The Silence of the Archive and the Noise of Cyberspace” in Neil Rhodes and Jonathan Sawday, eds. The Renaissance Computer: Knowledge Technology in the First Age of Print (New York: Routledge, 2000), 19 and 71, figure 1. Ernest Gilman, “Milton and the Mac: ‘Inwrought with Figures Dim,’ ” in So Rich a Tapestry: The Sister Arts and Cultural Studies, ed. Ann Hurley and Kate Greenspan (Lewisburg, PA: Bucknell University Press, 1995), 336–55. Don M. Wolfe, ed., Complete Prose Works of John Milton, vol. I (New Haven, CT: Yale University Press, 1953), 811–12. Ovid, Metamorphoses. Available online from Gregory Crane, ed., The Perseus Project at ⬍http://www.perseus.tufts.edu/cgi-bin/ptext?lookup ⫽ Ov.⫹Met.⫹ 10.143⬎. Homer,Odyssey 6.231 Available online from Gregory Crane, ed., The Perseus Project at ⬍http://www.perseus.tufts.edu/cgi-bin/ptext?lookup⫽Hom.⫹Od. ⫹ 6.211⬎. Michelangelo’s David from the Stanford Computer Graphics Laboratory, online at ⬍http://graphics.stanford.edu/projects/mich/color-david/fd35bighcbal-e.jpg⬎. Thomas H. Luxon, Single Imperfection: Milton, Marriage, and Friendship (Pittsburgh, PA: Duquesne University Press, 2005).
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 What exactly does one do when one studies the presence of Milton in popular culture? What pleasures and/or illuminations does such study promise to provide? What’s the point, finally, of a volume like this one? One answer to these questions is given several times in the volume itself in the twined form of a complaint and a claim. The complaint is that Milton’s presence in popular culture has been “overlooked” (4) and the claim is that these essays will at least begin to redress this slight. But the notion of an “overlooked presence” is an odd one. Overlooked by whom? Not by the authors who have embedded it; they after all, knew what they were doing and that they were doing it, in some sense, with Milton. Nor is it readers and viewers who overlook Milton’s presence, for in the examples analyzed here the allusions to Milton are foregrounded and flagged. It must then be the scholarly community that has been insufficiently attentive to the continuing influence on popular culture of Milton’s prose and poetry, perhaps (and this is more than hinted at) because too much attention has been paid to the influence of Shakespeare. One could say then (although it would be ungenerous to say it) that the spirit informing this collection is “popular culture-envy”: our guy’s presence is just as big as yours. If that’s what’s at issue, I am only too happy to grant the point: everywhere you look in popular culture Milton is there, and it’s time for a movie titled “Milton in Love.” (Actually, it is.) But of course more is at stake than bragging rights, and just what is at stake in individual essays and in the collection as a whole is a matter I would like to explore in this afterword. Let me begin by saying (and this is an assertion I will not argue for here) that there are three questions one can put to a text (verbal, iconic, filmic, historical, anthropological, etc.). (1) What does it mean? (2) What has it been taken to mean? (3) What has been done with or to it? (I borrow this tri-partite formulation from Professor Andrew Koppleman of Northwestern Law School.) Only the first is an interpretive question. The second is a question of reception history. The difference between the two is that one question has a right and a wrong
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 answer (indeed many wrong answers), while the other has as many answers as there have been historical efforts of interpretation. The question “Is Satan the hero of Paradise Lost?” is an interpretive question to which the appropriate responses are “yes,” “no,” “yes and no,” or “I’m not sure.” Those who ask the question are trying to determine what Milton was getting at, what he intended. (To be sure, one might conclude that Milton intended Satan to be the hero, but failed in that intention, or, alternatively, that he intended an indictment of Satan, but failed in that intention; nevertheless, whatever one concluded, the conclusion would have been reached in the context of an attempt to fix Milton’s intention.) But the question “did the Romantics think that Satan is the hero of Paradise Lost?” is a question about them, and not a question about Milton or Paradise Lost. One can answer “yes” without in any way being committed to the thesis that Satan is the hero of Paradise Lost. It would make perfect sense to say “yes, the Romantics did think that, but they were wrong,” that is, to answer both the interpretive question and the historical question, as you would also be doing if you said “yes, the Romantics did think that, and they were right.” Either question is legitimate and the basis of a real project (interpreting a literary work and / or studying the interpretations offered for a literary work). It is important however to remember that they are distinct and independent of one another, which means, among other things, that answers to the historical question (what have people made of Paradise Lost?) are in no way answers or even parts of answers to the interpretive question (what does Paradise Lost mean?) It cannot be evidence for the Satanic reading that many have held it, even if among those many are Blake, Shelley, Empson, and Philip Pullman. That’s a piece of historical data, not an interpretive argument. When Stephen Burt tells us herein that “Pullman opposes institutional religion, takes the side of rebels in cosmic war against divine and civil authority, [and] endorses the temptation of his new Eve” (5), one can not draw a line from his observations (assuming that you are persuaded of their truth) to some observation about Paradise Lost. What you can do, and what Lauren Shohet appears to be doing at times, is register your agreement with Pullman’s reading or “engagement” (60) of Paradise Lost. But Pullman’s agreement with your reading of Paradise Lost cannot be a reason for your having that reading, although it can provide reinforcement (of a psychological kind) for a reading you have come to on other grounds, the grounds appropriate to an interpretive conclusion, such as, for example, the grounds provided (at least argumentatively) by close readings or by statements of authorial intention (“justifie the wayes of God to men”) or by quarrying The Christian Doctrine. It follows, then, that the essays in a volume entitled Milton in Popular Culture are unlikely to be interpretive in their aim. That is, they will not
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 typically offer answers to the question “What does this or that production of Milton’s mean?” and they will only occasionally refer to landmarks in the history of the effort to answer that question; they will usually not be doing reception studies. Rather, they will be doing what we might call “appropriation studies” and thereby offering an answer to the third question, “What has been done to or with Milton?” There are least two things one can do with or to an author—compete with him or use him. (Or her, but because it is Milton we’re talking about here, I’ll stick with “him”). Someone who competes with an author may also be interpreting him, as Steven Brust does, according to Diana Benet, in To Reign in Hell. Brust’s “version of events,” Benet says, “offers a flat contradiction to the assumptions and items of faith that underlie Paradise Lost” (35). Of course you can only offer a contradiction to the assumptions of Milton’s epic if you have already identified them, if, that is, you already have a reading of the poem. But the contradiction you then offer is not itself a reading: it is a departure. Nor is it, despite Benet’s use of the term, an “anti-reading of Milton” (35). It isn’t any reading of Milton. Brust is “anti” Milton only in the sense that he disputes Milton’s account of theodicy. The relationship between the two is one of rival interpreters rather than one of interpreter to the object of his interpretation. Neither is it quite right to say that Brust’s is a “dissident rewriting of Milton’s rebellion” (44). It is a rewriting of the rebellion in Heaven in opposition to Milton’s; it is another (not a re-) writing; it is an independent work. To say this, however, is not to say that To Reign in Hell is entirely independent of Milton. Obviously Brust takes off from Milton, alludes to him, plays against him, appropriates him, uses him, all things that Milton does to others as Laura Knoppers and Gregory Semenza point out: “Milton courses typically begin with discussion of texts that Milton himself had appropriated: Homer’s Iliad and Odyssey, Virgil’s Aeneid . . .”(15). Knoppers and Semenza then cite Milton’s appropriative practice as a justification for the present volume: “We are suggesting that it is equally useful and important to introduce students to some of the films, books, music, and digital materials that adapt and appropriate Milton in our own time” (15). But I’m not sure that the parallel (and the justification) quite works. We are interested in Milton’s appropriations of earlier authors because we hope that studying them will throw light on his achievement and help us identify his meanings; however we might value Homer and Virgil, our interest in them is, for purposes of this kind of exercise, parasitic on our interest in him. It is because we care about Milton that we investigate his sources. Do we care about Pullman, Brust, Billy Wilder, James Whale, and Taylor Hackford in the same way? It may be the achievement of these essays to make us care, but even if this is so (as I think it is), it is still not obvious as a general proposition that introducing students to modern appropriations of Milton is “useful
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 and important,” and one must ask, useful to what end? (The question would not arise in the cases of C.S. Lewis, Malcolm X, and Helen Keller, each of whom enjoys a status that automatically legitimates any effort to learn more about him or her.) The answer, as we have seen, cannot be “to the end of advancing our understanding of Milton,” for understanding Milton is a normative project aimed at getting the right account of an event (purposive authorship) that happened in the past. Appropriations are made possible by that event, but they can’t be read back into the event and made into an account of its meaning. (They use him, not the other way around.) Unless of course one has a theory of meaning as something always evolving and never fixed. Occasionally the essays in this volume seem at least to flirt with such a theory. In their introduction Knoppers and Semenza declare that “the model of reading Milton in popular culture must necessarily move away from prioritizing authorial intention and original meaning to a more fluid model of production and consumption, in which new meanings are generated” (6). Meanings of what? They cannot be Milton’s meanings— they are what is being moved away from—and therefore they cannot be the meanings of Milton’s work. They can be meanings Milton’s work has provoked, but that is another matter. There is a great difference between the question “what does Milton mean?”—a question to which, as I have said, there can be only one right answer—and the question “what meanings occur to people who are reading Milton?”—a question to which the answers are literally innumerable. It is certainly true to say, as Knoppers and Semenza do, that when “Milton’s texts are detached from their initial authority . . . they are open to a plurality of reinterpretations” (6). But “open” and “plurality” may be words too modest to describe what happens when a text is detached from authorial authority: “wide-open” and “infinite number” would be more accurate. There is no end to what can be made of a text untethered from the intentional context of its production. You can quite literally do anything you like with it, and then, if you get tired of what you have done, you can do something else, and on and on and on. But that may be just the point. The justification for studying Milton in popular culture is not the light thrown on Milton (he can take neither blame nor credit for the fecundity generated by interactions with his work), but the light thrown on the workings of popular culture. Stephen Burt observes that popular appropriations of Milton can go “where more responsible (or intentionalist) readings of Milton may not go” (48). And Lauren Shohet gives his insight a colloquial turn when she declares “Popular culture is promiscuous” and remarks on “the vast untidiness of interbreeding popular cultures” (69). There may be too much moralism in these statements with their implied binaries: responsible versus irresponsible, faithful (and monogamous) versus promiscuous, neat and orderly versus untidy. These
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 distinctions would make sense only if popular culture were a form (or “model”) of interpretation, if, that is, it were the purpose of popular culture to get Milton (or anyone) right. Popular culture isn’t in the business of being faithful or responsible or orderly. Popular culture is in the business of being inventive, of showing audiences tricks (of plot, imagery, scenery, special effects) they have never seen before, and of (sometimes) employing as its vehicle the canonical texts it rewrites, parodies, eviscerates, and abandons as it wishes. The glorious thing about popular culture is that it has no rules (at least not rules of interpretive fidelity), and that is why it is not a form of interpretation and also why it cannot be to the point to say of a canonical work taken up by popular culture that it has been distorted. When Douglas Howard wonders whether Animal House is a “misappropriation” of Milton (166), he needn’t have worried. In the context of what popular culture is and does, misappropriation—an accusation that assumes a normative project— is impossible. The act of appropriation always takes place from the perspective of the appropriator and what is appropriate is whatever he or she chooses to do. With respect to popular culture, the vocabulary of praise and blame is not right/wrong, accurate/inaccurate, appropriate/inappropriate, but fun/ boring, ingenious/imitative, original/derivative. Just as it would be wrong to criticize popular culture for being unfaithful to the canonical materials it appropriates, so would it be wrong to praise it for being transgressive. (Sometimes it is, sometimes it isn’t.) If popular culture shouldn’t be depreciated in relation to standards (like interpretive fidelity) it should not be held to, neither should it be romanticized, as Shohet romanticizes it when she claims that “popular culture may be uniquely positioned to maintain the vitality of the most important questions (reading, democracy)” (69), and when she credits popular culture in general and Pullman’s novels in particular with keeping “dissenting reading alive” (60). First, I am not at all sure that I know what “dissenting reading” is. If it is merely another term for readings that disagree with readings already established, then there is nothing generally dissenting about such readings; they may dissent from a current orthodoxy but only with the hope of establishing a new one. If, on the other hand, dissenting reading is the name of a general project, the project is not interpretive but political. Its politics is rooted in the assumption that there cannot be a right answer—a right reading—and that therefore whenever a so-called right reading has established itself it can only have done so through an exercise of power that must be resisted. Dissenting reading supposedly performs that resistance. Its first principle is that there can be no first principle; therefore settled readings must be overthrown, not because they are wrong, but because the very idea of a right or wrong reading is an illegitimate imposition of a hegemonic authority. Popular culture, precisely because it is promiscuous and unfaithful
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 to authorial meaning, is a particular powerful agent of this revolutionary, destabilizing impulse. Or so the story goes. There are two mistakes here. The first is to think that because interpretations are disputed and no independent measure for settling interpretative disputes exists, there is no right answer to the question “What does a poem (or novel or film or painting, or, for that matter, a sentence) mean?” But there is always a right answer—a poem means what its author intends it to mean—and the fact that there are various candidates for that answer and no mechanical way of choosing between them tells us not that the enterprise of figuring out the right answer is misguided or impossible, but that it is difficult and not always certain of success. So that when readers of popular culture become aware (as they sometimes do) of “previous readings” and are thereby “alerted to the possibility of disagreement” (60), there are no interpretive implications to their awareness. (The appropriate action in the arena of disagreement is not to throw up your hands, but to take sides.) Neither are there any political implications (this is the second mistake). The possibility (and even inevitability) of disagreement does not direct us to mistrust firm answers to the question “What does a poem mean?”; we distrust a particular answer to that question because we have not been persuaded of it, and the judgment that we have not been persuaded of it makes sense only if there is an answer to which we might be persuaded. (Can there be a general rule of thought that says one shall never be persuaded?) There is then no obligation, interpretive or political, to keep dissenting reading alive. Now, as a matter of fact, some (perhaps many) works of popular culture have the aim of dissenting from established views. If that is so in the case of a particular work, the interpreter is obliged to note it, not because he or she is keeping anything alive, but because one should always tell the truth about the objects of one’s interpretive efforts. This obligation is not unique to the objects to which we give the label “popular culture”; it is a general obligation in force whenever we turn our intention to a purposive or designed composition (of words, colors, stone, notes, etc.). What I have been trying to do in the previous paragraphs is to free popular culture, first from the thralldom of its anonym (high culture)—it should be allowed to be what it is—and second from the imperative—a political imperative and one external to its forms—to be always dissenting. As I have already said, some popular culture is dissenting and some isn’t, and the same can be said of the high culture artifacts (like Paradise Lost) of which popular culture often makes use, a use that has no necessary political direction, whether it be democracy or any other. My counsel would be to take popular culture on its own terms, and within those terms pose the usual questions: What are its aims? How does it work? What pleasures and/or illuminations does it provide? In general, the answers to these questions will follow from
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 the designation “popular.” The intended audience is large, the premium is on novelty (not of ideas, but of forms), the admired skill is experimentation, the media are multiple, and there is a willingness, though not a determination, to be ephemeral. Popular culture can have any content, any morality (or no morality) and any relation or nonrelation to the political issues of the day. Popular culture, in short, is a formal category, and it remains so even when the materials it quarries are distinguished by their moral, political, religious, and philosophical content. The essays in a volume entitled Milton in Popular Culture are likely, then, to tell you more about popular culture than about Milton. But as J.L. Austin often quipped, after having said it, I now get to the part where I take it back. These essays do tell us something about Milton. They tell us that in the popular imagination the Satanic reading of Paradise Lost is the right one. And they tell us, as Knoppers and Semenza predict they will, that Milton is a “vital living part of contemporary culture” (6). And at least four of them, in contradiction to everything I have asserted here, tell us something about the interpretation of Milton. The two essays on the 1954 and 1995 versions of the movie Sabrina are at once sophisticated analyses of different directorial styles and perceptive comments on the relationships between sex, marriage, and commerce in Comus. Catherine Gimelli Martin poses the right question: “Does an unearthly stream deity really have anything to do with Fairchild’s quixotic daughter, who unlike Milton’s Lady, never confronts a truly treacherous, Comus-like seducer or requires two guardian brothers, an Attendant Spirit, and a water sprite to free her?” (141). The answer, she declares, reveals “surprising continuities not only between the moral vision of Milton, Taylor, and Wilder, but also between the Protestant ethic of seventeenth-century England and 1950s America” (141). Martin then proceeds to explain how in the film the Lady’s brothers are turned into the two L’Allegro-like and Il Penseroso-like suitors for the hand of the magical Sabrina, a chaste nymph and a Paris educated sophisticate, who is both the bridge and the prize between them. The result is a myth that is at once new and a Hollywood updating of the myth Milton and Spenser so powerfully promoted, the myth of “an idealistic cultural synthesizer” (149), the vehicle of whose magic is the bourgeois institution of marriage. In her essay Julie Kim shows how, in Sidney Pollack’s version of the story, Sabrina is ultimately controlled by men. Her “commodification” (161) is never challenged, much less resolved, and at the film’s conclusion, Sabrina, always and already the object of desire, is returned back to her “ ‘rightful owner’—as the Lady is returned to the proper guardianship/ownership of her male relatives” (161). It seems, muses Kim, that “Despite the lapse of over three hundred years between Comus and Sabrina, there is a “continuity of discourse on female sexuality deliberately
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 fused with economic metaphor” (161). After reading these essays one wants both to see the movies again and read Comus again. One feels the same about revisiting Paradise Regained, Samson Agonistes, and Taylor Hackford’s The Devil’s Advocate when Ryan Netzley shows how the much criticized “twist” ending of the film—the hero, flush from a successful resistance to temptation (if only in a dream), falls in what seems a moment of casual interaction with a reporter—is a critique of the film’s more spectacular dramatic centerpiece in which our hero kills himself rather than submit to Satan’s demand that he copulate with his sister. Anyone, Taylor seems to be telling us, can recognize the ethical imperative of not committing incest. A more acute and subtle morality asks us to recognize the ethical dangers residing in the most ordinary social occasions. One refuses the lure of forbidden sexuality and emerges triumphant; one agrees to talk to a reporter about having done the “right thing” and falls. The film, Netzley argues, “problematizes such confident ethical assurance” (122) in the same way Milton does in the brief epic and the closet drama. Just as Milton rejects spectacle for quiet inner resolution in his work, so does Taylor undercut spectacle at its most spectacular (and remember that Samson’s pulling down of the temple occurs off stage; the true moral drama is elsewhere) by daring to dissipate and undercut the theatrics of his cinematic climax. To the extent one is persuaded by Netzley’s analysis, one is also persuaded to a reading of Milton. So too with Laura Knoppers’ reading of Bride of Frankenstein. Alternating between discussions of the Satan of Paradise Lost, tormented by his loneliness, and by the sight of Adam and Eve emparadised in each other’s arms, and the Monster searching vainly for a friend and a soul-mate, Knoppers traces the literary and filmic career of the “lonely Creature” and establishes the enduring power of “Miltonic language of loneliness” (106). Before reading Knoppers’ essay, one might have thought that our poet of loneliness was Roy Orbison, not Milton; but now one knows better. I realize as I conclude this afterword that there are more than a few essays I have slighted. Please do not regard my failure to discuss a particular essay as a judgment on it. The judgment should be directed at the personal obsessions (with certain theoretical questions) that have led me to a disproportionate (and at times churlish) account of a volume that is uniformly rewarding. To the readers of that volume I issue an imperative in keeping, I think, with the spirit and achievement of popular culture: Enjoy!
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