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      —what has disappeared becomes reality.


      (Und was verschwand wird mir zu Wirklichkeiten.)1


      During the present era of apparent globalization and transnationalism, the memory of the magus Faustus returns, out of the labyrinthine past, its seasoned imaginings still engaging. Rooted in the turbulence of sixteenth-century German society, the counterintuitive figure of the iconoclastic savant has a lengthy history of periodic disappearances and revivals, as if journeying to hell, in Karl Shapiro’s verse,2 only to reappear with a persistence that bespeaks its utility. During the Romantic era, Goethe’s masterwork Faust (1808, 1832) arose to become the canonic treatment of the legend in the modern era.


      This book takes both a canonic and archival approach to Goethe’s Faust in studies of adaptations, performances, appropriations, sources, and the translation of the drama contextualized within cultural environments ranging from Gnosticism to artificial intelligence. Its focus is upon forms of Goethean transtextual3 interplay, including artificial memory, as mnemonic environments. The titular concept of interface has broad resonance within contemporary intertextual studies, cultural studies, linguistics, and computer science in reference to loci of interaction.4 The term serves here to designate the comparatist approach to Goethe’s Faust by which this book relates the drama to anterior and posterior mnemonic spaces.


      The concept of magian mnemotechny encapsulates the mnemonic role of Goethe’s canonic work as a fulcral matrix of cultural memory and a paradigm for artificial intelligence. Interest in mnemotechny, the ancient art of memory, has undergone a revival within contemporary memory studies, an interdisciplinary field bridging the sciences and humanities. Cultural memory scholarship, increasingly prominent since the 1980s, draws on Maurice Halbwachs’ studies of mémoire collective in engaging the social mediation of memory. Collective memory, in Halbwachs’ work, “does not preserve the past but reconstructs it with the aid of material traces, rites, texts, and traditions left behind by the past, and with the aid, moreover, of recent psychological and social data, that is to say, with the present.”5 Jan Assmann defines the concept of cultural memory as comprising “that body of reusable texts, images, and rituals specific to each society in each epoch, whose ‘cultivation’ serves to stabilize and convey that society’s self-image.”6 As Patrick Greaney observes, however, memory can also be an “alienating and productive force”—“[m]emory estranges,” creating an “alienating discontinuity.”7 Recognizing the contested status of the concept, Astrid Erll suggests a broad definition of cultural memory as “the interplay of present and past in socio-cultural contexts.”8


      Within recent memory studies, Renate Lachmann’s theory of intertextuality provides an insightful framework for understanding literature as “culture’s memory.” Lachmann suggests that literature is “the mnemonic art par excellence. Literature supplies the memory for a culture and records such a memory. It is itself an act of memory. Literature inscribes itself in a memory space made up of texts, and it sketches out a memory space into which earlier texts are gradually absorbed and transformed.”9 Marvin Carlson similarly suggests that “every play is a memory play”—the theater is “the repository of cultural memory,” which, “like the memory of each individual . . . is also subject to continual adjustment and modifications as the memory is recalled in new circumstances and contexts.”10 The magian mnemotechny of which Goethe’s Faust remains the canonic exemplar of our era is architecturally voluminous in being both a rich repository of memories from the distant past and a polyphonic interface for the negotiation of modernity. The Spenglerian figure of the Faustian as “limitless space”11 anticipates the sense of intercultural sublimity encountered at the Goethean interface, reaching back to antiquity (chapter 2) and forward to research on artificial intelligence (chapter 9).


      To conceive of Goethe’s Faust as a form of cultural mnemotechny points to the drama’s function as a means, both external and internal, by which memories are reconstructed and negotiated and new information processed. Whilst signs of external mnemonics, such as wood or bone inscriptions, have been traced to the Upper Paleolithic period,12 evidence of cultivated mnemonics descends from the Greeks. Writings such as “Dialexeis” (c. 400 BCE) provide a record of how the Greeks developed memory by way of internal mnemonics—cognitive strategies that enhance the initial processing of information.13


      A great and beautiful invention is memory, always useful both for learning and for life.


      This is the first thing: if you pay attention (direct your mind), the judgment will better perceive the things going through it (the mind).


      Secondly, repeat again what you hear: for by often hearing and saying the same things, what you have learned comes complete into your memory.


      Thirdly, what you hear, place on what you know. For example, Chrysippus is to be remembered; we place it on gold and horse. Another example: we place glow-worm on fire and shine. So much for names. For things (do) thus: for courage (place it) on Mars and Achilles; for metal-working, on Vulcan; for cowardice, on Epeus.14


      The strategies enumerated by the ancients anticipate in some respects the stress upon the interdependence of encoding, storage, and retrieval processes in contemporary mnemonology.15 As Frances A. Yates perceives, in the example above, “the images for words are formed from primitive etymological dissection of the word. In the examples given of images for things, the ‘things’ virtue and vice are represented (valour, cowardice), also an art (metallurgy). They are deposited in memory with images of gods and men (Mars, Achilles, Vulcan, Epeus).”16


      In a well-known passage from Cicero’s De oratore, the invention of mnemotechny is attributed to the poet Simonides, who is said to have been able to identify the guests of a banquet after their faces were rendered unrecognizable:


      The story goes that Simonides was enabled by his recollection of the place in which each of them had been reclining at table to identify them for separate interment; and that this circumstance suggested to him the discovery of the truth that the best aid to clearness of memory consists of orderly arrangement. He inferred that persons desiring to train this faculty must select localities and form mental images of the facts they wish to remember and store those images in the localities, with the result that the arrangement of the localities will preserve the order of the facts, and the images of the facts will designate the facts themselves, and we shall employ the localities and images respectively as a wax writing tablet and the letters written on it.17


      This influential passage illustrates the mnemonic of loci and imagines, widely practiced and taught until the print revolution of the early modern period.18 To memorize an oration, for instance, one engaged in mental simulation of a series of places, such as the rooms of a building, wherein an image for each topic would be envisaged.19 The simulated place served as the basis of encoding and retrieval, utilizing the association of to-be-remembered information with familiar memories.20 The Ad Herennium (c. 86 BCE) advised that the imagines will be most memorable if beautified or ornamented, disfigured, or rendered comic:


      We ought, then, to set up images of a kind that can adhere longest in memory. And we shall do so if we establish likenesses as striking as possible; if we set up images that are not many or vague, but doing something; if we assign to them exceptional beauty or singular ugliness; if we dress some of them with crowns or purple cloaks, for example, so that the likeness may be more distinct to us; or if we somehow disfigure them, as by introducing one stained with blood or soiled with mud or smeared with red paint, so that its form is more striking, or by assigning certain comic effects to our images, for that, too, will ensure our remembering them more readily.21


      The exceptional beauty of Helen, the grotesque transformation of the black poodle (Figure 1), or the animating appearance of the ornamented noble squire, bedecked with cloak, sword, and feather: such images from Goethe’s Faust readily replay in the mind’s eye, and, in turn, lend themselves as a series of loci for the encoding and retrieval of to-be-remembered information, such as the tenets of anthroposophy (chapter 6) or contemporary Canadian aesthetic and societal concerns (chapter 7). The trope of magian mnemotechny enframes this book to help conceptualize the Faustian thematic as a set of palimpsestic mnemonic spaces in which a spectrum of associated images have been emplaced for varying rhetorical purposes during the course of the myth’s adaptation across the centuries.
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          Figure 1. Faust in His Study. Reproduced from Moritz Retzsch, Illustrations of Goethe’s Faust. London: Tilt and Bogue, 1843.

        

      


      Since its first appearance in the sixteenth century, the cultural selection of the Faustus legend owes much to the type of counterintuitiveness to which key elements of the tale belong, facilitating recollection of the plot. As cognitive studies demonstrate, “a concept that is easily remembered . . . will be transmitted more successfully and thus be more common than concepts that are difficult to remember or represent.”22 On the whole, the human mind demonstrates better retrieval of concepts that are minimally incongruent with expectations, such as a “dog composing a symphony,” which is counterintuitive in that it contradicts assumptions about ontological categories (person, animal, inanimate object), with minimal incongruity, resulting from attribute transferral between the close categories of person and animal, in fact two mammals.23 Similarly, Mephistopheles’ metamorphosis from animal (poodle, hippopotamus) (“Pudel,” “Nilpferd”) (F, 1250–55) to person in Goethe’s Faust is less counterintuitive than would be a transformation to or from something inanimate. Another widely remembered example occurs in “Bergschluchten” as the transfigured Faust (“Faustens Unsterbliches”) ascends under the sway of the Eternal-Feminine (“das Ewig-Weibliche”) (F, 12110) (chapter 2). Such minimally incongruent violations increase the salience of the counterintuitive concept, enhancing recollection.24 Minimally counterintuitive concepts “achieve a cognitive optimum by being non-natural (or, in the case of religion, ‘supernatural’) but learnable, i.e., distinctive but still easy enough to represent, process and code in memory by maintaining the remaining inferential expectations natural kinds possess.”25


      If the Faustian matter thus shares minimal counterintuitiveness with many religious concepts, it differs crucially in lacking the principle of invariance that distinguishes ritual from myth.26 Whereas ritual constitutes a formal kind of collective remembrance the “metamessage” of which “flaunts” pre-ordained orders, encoding a conformant congregation, mythic recitation is less formal and less participatory on the part of the audience.27 As Paul Connerton observes, “To recite a myth is not necessarily to accept it. What the telling of a myth does not do, and what the performance of a ritual essentially does do, is to specify the relationship that obtains between the performers of the ritual and what it is that they are performing.”28 Reflecting on the principle of mythic variance, Connerton recalls the nineteenth-century debates over the extent to which major myths of Western culture such as that of Faustus could be reworked into variant forms.29 Some assumed that, over the centuries, the Faustian matter had been subject to multiple adaptations until it attained definitive form in Goethe’s Faust, at which point the process of variance would cease.


      Today, the canonic status of Goethe’s Faust is widely acknowledged, yet it would be unrealistic, perhaps ritualistic, to preclude or overlook further variation of the Faustus theme, or, indeed, to assume that the Goethean play itself is a static object.30 Since Goethe’s era, the cultural diffusion of Faust has produced an unparalleled proliferation of Faustian discourse in the form of metonymic intertexts, bound to the source in varying relations of contiguity, as well as more creative or metaphorical variants of the Goethean in the form of adaptations or appropriations.31 Currently received as a canonic text of the foremost rank, the Goethean Faust is a mnemonic treasure house that interfaces with a vast network of related artifacts, some of which are also canonic in being part of the working or active cultural memory, whilst others are part of the passive cultural memory, represented by the archive or “reference memory,” including many intercultural hybridizations that have been neglected because of lack of translation or cultural bias. This book recognizes the need for further scholarship on the Faustian archive and contributes to that end in a number of chapters. Such scholarship not only enhances knowledge of the Goethean Faust but also enriches our understanding of intercultural mnemonic relationships. As Aleida Assmann suggests,


      The reference memory . . . provides a rich background for the working memory, which means that elements of the canon may be ‘estranged’ and reinterpreted by framing them with elements of the archive. . . . Elements of the canon can also recede into the archive, while elements of the archive may be recovered and reclaimed for the canon. It is exactly this interdependence of the different realms and functions that creates the dynamics of cultural memory and keeps its energy flowing.32


      As Herbert Grabes observes, canons play a major role in the “shaping and sustenance” of cultural memory, with educational institutions contributing significantly to the process of canon formation, maintenance, and reformation.33 In recent years, the canonic status of Goethe’s Faust has been reinforced, and elements of the Faustian archive activated, within the academic market for Faust studies, which has grown, at least in part, in response to budgetary considerations.34 Such curricular selection broadens working memory of the Faustian thematic in intercultural and interdisciplinary directions. As high-school educators Matt Copeland and Chris Goering show, tapping students’ interest in the Faust theme in blues music, for instance, can serve as a “scaffold” by which to introduce other variants of the theme.35


      Commemorative activities associated with the “Goethe Year” in 1999 and the bicentenary of Faust I in 2008 have also intensified interest in Faust studies in the academy, including a number of non-Western institutions, as indicated by “The Reception of Faust in Non-Christian Cultures” conference at McGill University in 2006 and publications such as Jochen Golz and Adrian Hsia’s Orient und Okzident. Zur Faustrezeption in nicht-christlichen Kulturen (2008).36 Other commemorative symposia, such as “A Work of Art of the Highest Artistic Order: Text and Context of Gustav Mahler’s Eighth Symphony,” presented by the National Arts Centre and Carleton University in 2010, further contribute to the currency of Faust in working cultural memory.


      The recent upsurge of academic interest in globalization and modernization has been reflected in the invigoration of readings of Faust as a canonic emblem of modernity.37 Thematically, the centrality of Faustian “amnesia” within the Goethean plot has contributed to the play’s currency in working memory as representatively modern. Western commentators such as David Gross have observed that late modern culture evinces a “pronounced tilt toward present-centeredness”:


      Our orientation today has increasingly become less diachronic and more synchronic (now even on a global scale), and hence we have lost much of our interest in the past, along with the reasons we once had for remembering it. . . . [W]e in the West have dramatically shifted our attention from the old to the new, and in the process have shown a willingness to throw out the old with hardly a second thought when it is judged to have lost its utility. . . . We seem persuaded now that in being too wedded to memory we only repeat but cannot initiate, whereas with forgetting we can become free, innovative, experimental, and multifaceted (if not necessarily “whole”) human beings.38


      Susannah Radstone and Bill Schwartz contend that the “current fascination—or even obsession—with memory is ineluctably associated with the idea of its absence, atrophy, collapse, or demise.”39 At the same time, they perceive an “unprecedented politicization of memory”—“memory has become the site of, or the sign for, many intersecting issues: the temporal imaginings of past, present, and future; subjectivity and identification; the passage from the inner life to the outer world; even the politics of being in the world and of recognition.”40


      A number of studies of Goethe’s Faust have begun to explore the play’s problematicization of memory. Fred Hagen and Ursula Mahlendorf link Faust’s denial of memory to his denial of concern.41 The resurrection of youthful memories, evoked by the sound of the Easter bells, counterpoise the Faustian self-destructiveness, whilst Faust’s preparation for the pact includes “a curse on memory” for frustrating “his escape from life” and “haunting him with painful recollections of failure and suffering.”42 Faust is categorized as “pathological” in his attempts to deny concerns and memories that continue to haunt him involuntarily. Hagen and Mahlendorf posit Homunculus (chapter 9) as a memory-endowed “counter-image of Faust” who illustrates “what is required for salvation or transcendence of self: charity, commitment, and self-sacrifice.”43 Memory loss, to Hagen and Mahlendorf, is represented after the phases of sleep or unconsciousness that follow the protagonist’s moments of failure. The authors conclude that Faust is perpetually forgetful, “from one moment to the next,” the deaths of Philemon and Baucis, in the fifth act, being one of the tragic results of this.44


      In Goethe’s Faust and European Epic: Forgetting the Future, Arnd Bohm suggests that the Goethean Faust dramatizes an aspect of the modern “crisis of memory” that has arisen from the “dispersal of topics.”45 Bohm finds the “loss of systematic information storage and retrieval capacities” to be “nothing less than the collapse of the coherent memory system of the sciences.”46 Faust thus represents “modern man” in lacking a “reliable guide to the stored knowledge of the past,” which renders him “disoriented, unable to remember the sorts of things that would have satisfied previous generations.”47 Given to the “amnesia” indicative of the melancholic, the protagonist is seen as a “gravely ill” modern departure from the classical epic hero, Odysseus—“Faust errs aimlessly because he wants to abandon the sites of memory, wants to forget what he learned from his father, and therefore will never be able to make productive use of his knowledge, will never arrive at his goal.”48


      Among other recent memory studies of Faust, Wolf-Daniel Hartwich considers Faust’s “chronic oblivion” in relation to the redemptive role of remembrance in Christianity as well as research on amnesia from Goethe’s epoch.49 Hartwich identifies parallels between Goethe’s depiction of Faust as “a great forgetter” and a case study of amnesia by Johann Werner Streit-horst published by Goethe’s friend Karl Philipp Moritz, who shared the dramatist’s interest in mnemotechnics.50 As Ulrich Gaier observes, Goethe perceived himself as a “collective being” and was quite interested in recording collective memory.51 Nor should it be forgotten that Goethe was fascinated by the Sanskrit drama Sakuntala,52 a canonic meditation on the problem of memory that remains but one outstanding example of the rich interculturality of the Goethean Faust interface.


      * * *


      The reception of Goethe’s Faust presented in this book falls into relations of contiguity or similarity along a metonym/metaphor continuum ranging from preservationist criticism to transformational analogy. Chapter 1 comprises metacommentary on the Faustian contest with the authority of the word which foregrounds the iconoclastic memory crucial for the fissive metaphorical space of the canonic text. Similarly metonymic, whilst extending the scope of the mnemonic space to antiquity, chapter 2 traces the elusive Eternal-Feminine trope to figures such as that of Sophia. Chapter 3 engages the metaphorical turns of the Faustian in cultural memory of Herder. Chapter 4 examines Coleridge’s ambivalent reception of Faust for both metonymic and metaphorical purposes in the form of translation and a prospectus for a Faust story by his own hand. Chapter 5 discusses a metaphorical turn away from the Goethean source to encode memory of the gauchos in a neglected Argentinean adaptation. Chapter 6 provides a comparative examination of two recent metonymic exercises in performance of the entire Faust in Germany. In contrast, chapter 7 illustrates the increasingly metaphorical and intercultural directions of recent Canadian reception of the drama. Chapter 8 examines avant-garde artist Werner Fritsch’s metaphorical use of the Faustian to encode multicultural memory. Chapter 9 comprises a far-reaching interdisciplinary metacommentary exploring the pertinence of Goethe’s Faust for advances in artificial intelligence. The book as a whole therefore extends our understanding of the multifarious and increasingly intercultural mnemonic functions of Goethe’s canonic text.


      Notes


      1. Johann Wolfgang von Goethe, Faust: Texte, vol. 7, pt. 1, Sämtliche Werke. Briefe, Tagebücher und Gespräche, ed. Albrecht Schöne (Frankfurt: Deutscher Klassiker Verlag, 2005) [hereafter F]. Translations, unless otherwise noted, are the author’s.


      2. Karl Shapiro, “The Progress of Faust,” in Lives of Faust: The Faust Theme in Literature and Music. A Reader, ed. Lorna Fitzsimmons (Berlin and New York: De Gruyter, 2008), 479–80.


      3. Gérard Genette defines transtextuality as “all that sets the text in a relationship, whether obvious or concealed, with other texts,” Palimpsests: Literature in the Second Degree, trans. Channa Newmann and Claude Doubinsky (Lincoln: University of Nebraska Press, 1997), 1.


      4. Johanna Drucker, for instance, suggests that a “book is an interface, so is a newspaper page, a bathroom faucet, a car dashboard, an ATM machine. An interface is not so much a ‘between’ space as it is the mediating environment that makes the experience, a ‘critical zone that constitutes a user experience,’” “Humanities Approaches to Interface Theory,” Culture Machine 12 (2011): 10, www.culturemachine.net (accessed August 15, 2011).


      5. Maurice Halbwachs, On Collective Memory, ed. and trans. Lewis A. Coser
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