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Editorial Statement

The Spring 2003 issue of the Journal of Dramatic Theory and Criticism marks
the last issue to include traditional book reviews, as has been the case since JDTC's
founding. Beginning with the Fall 2003 issue, essay-length reviews focusing on
the work(s) of a single author or movement in dramatic theory and/or criticism
will be published. Potential contributors are encouraged to be creative in thinking
about original approaches to this new conception of the Book Review section of
JDTC. Submissions, questions, and concerns should be addressed to:

James Fisher

Book Review Editor, JDTC
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Wabash College
Crawfordsville, IN 47933
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disproportionate” desire that paralyzes language and “threatens identity, arousing
fears that subjectivity itself will be unstable” (75). Bassanio’s experience in the
play, as a character perceptive to desire and driven by it, raises questions for Belsey
about the stability of an ideology enforced by festive comic endings, in which
“marriage, which includes every imaginable adult relationship, ought to be enough
for anyone” (88).

As is immediately evident from Shakespeare’s Sonnets, there are varieties of
adult relationship that were not accounted for in any early modern conception of
marriage. These, of course, are the romanticized or eroticized relationship between
men and the obsession with a dark, untrustworthy mistress. Beginning with
Benson’s notorious tinkering with the texts for his 1640 edition of Shakespeare’s
poems, Margreta de Grazia establishes that the real scandal of the Sonnets is the
“shocking social peril” of the speaker’s desire for the dark mistress, which threatens
to destabilize and “raze the very distinctions his poems to the fair boy strain to
preserve” (162-63). Benson’s tinkering, it turns out, was just that—enlarged and
endowed with centrality by our own cultural moment, which seeks to uncover and
excoriate fables of its own homophobia. ,

Our current cultural context gets its most thorough scrutiny in one of only two
freshly-written essays in this volume, Celia R. Daileader’s “Nude Shakespeare in
Film and Nineties Popular Feminism.” Daileader is correct to examine “the pressure
put on cinema by an increasingly educated, increasingly sexually confident, and
increasingly salaried female audience” (187). However this examination uncovers
(rather than just another peek-a-boo breast or bottom) a kind of ideological
scorekeeping that congratulates itself as it seeks to discover “gender parity” and
“evidence of a director’s feminist sympathies” in each nude scene (186). More
worthwhile is Daileader’s account of pausing and rewinding her VCR, which
constitutes a narrative of the female erotic gaze that would stand comparison to
some of Linda Williams’s writing.

These summaries should serve to indicate the quality of much of the work in
Shakespeare and Sexuality. Nevertheless, it’s disappointing that editors Alexander
and Wells have chosen to reprint so much readily available material; a volume of
new essays on this subject would have been even more satisfying. It is also important
to note the extent to which many of the contributions are circumscribed by their
doctrinaire readings of Foucault. By comparison, Sexuality and Gender in Early
Modern Europe, a collection of eclectic and exceptional essays edited by James
Grantham Turner and published by Cambridge in 1993, seems positively
adventuresome.

Thomas Akstens
Siena College
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photographs available, both of the original productions, as well as many international
stagings of these plays over the decades since they were written.

Understanding Luigi Pirandello offers a solid, basic, wide-ranging
introduction, while Pirandello & His Muse delves deeper and more idiosyncratically
into Pirandello’s last phase as a playwright. Both works more than adequately
achieve their stated goals and are likely to inspire continued interest in the work of
a dramatist who, as Bini writes, learned to “listen to the different” so that we might
“accept it in ourselves and in others” (191).

James Fisher
Wabash College
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Freddie Rokem’s article, “The Bible and the Avant-Garde: The Search for a
Classical Tradition in the Israeli Theatre,” curiously, is the real anomaly of the
collection. Whereas the Finnish, American, and British trans-national theatres
discussed by the other contributors grapple with inventing and interrogating
historical narratives for marginalized ethnicities, the Israeli theatre negotiates Israeli
identity in a Jewish state through a sacred, ethnic narrative. For the Israeli avant-
garde which Rokem describes, it is not an issue of providing a voice for marginalized
ethnicity so much as questioning the nationalist assumptions about the meaning of
a uniquely inviolate history.

This anthology incorporates a fascinating glimpse into the defining issues of
Finnish theatre historiography, provocatively juxtaposed against issues and case
studies which will be familiar to American and Anglophone theatre scholars. Many
fundamental issues, such as the struggle between political and cultural nationalism,
the challenge of minorities to mainstream nationalisms, and linguistic liminality
and hybridity recur throughout. The book assiduously evades positing a single
methodology for national theatre historiography, but it-does raise old hegemonic
spectres. Perhaps the most alarming is the apparently fundamental role of German
philosophy to theatrical nationalism. Wilmer traces Finnish and Irish theatre to
Herder, Suutela invokes Hegel, McConachie never quite shakes Marx, and Worthen
wryly wonders “What does Brecht have to say to Cantinflas, and Cantinflas to
Brecht?” (293). I am reminded of a conference on “the future of drama” conducted
at UC-Irvine in Spring 2001, in which a panel of senior theatre scholars addressed
this topic as if the question were, “Is there anything left to write after Heiner Miiller?”
This anthology reminds us that history may always have a hegemonic thread (be it
German, Anglo, or scriptural), but there are many threads available to many weavers.

Evan Winet
Cornell University



