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      Preface

      
         
         
         The Accidental Book

         
         
      

      
      First things first. There were always other projects to finish and this book lay dormant
         for more than twenty years. But it got under way by accident. Or, more accurately,
         by way of an accident. In early summer 2018 I was in California at a conference on
         motorcycle cultures and afterwards a friend kindly lent me one of his motorcycles
         so we could explore the coast and mountains. First day, up near Yosemite Park, though
         saddened by the forest fires that filled the air, I felt free, dipping into curves
         . . . then—all hell broke loose. The bike spat me off. My consciousness was transformed
         into a film camera rotating on its axis again and again—and again. I came to rest
         with the bone-splitting pains of smashed shoulder, broken arm, leg, fingers and toes.
         Out of catastrophe and agony Wilde wrote the work which would become known as “De Profundis” and out of my own calamity, recovery and pain would come this book. Pain and misfortune
         begot Wilde’s text that would eventually become a book, and the two begot book again.
         Where will all this begetting end? The final parts of the book were written during
         the divisive Brexit “negotiations” and the spread of COVID-19.
      

      
      But I can’t just blame the accident for this book’s appearance. There are many culprits.
         I would like to thank all those who supported me throughout my yearlong recovery—and
         beyond. First and foremost, Ángeles Funes, winged creature, of patience, kindness,
         support and source of joy. Also a big thank you goes to the surgeons and hospital
         staff and physiotherapists (especially Marie and Alba Lanzarote) for getting me back
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         Wilde to a friend Bob (A. Robert Lee). Many thanks go to him (and Pepa!) for his words
         which served as both salve and inspiration. He reminded me that the road back to well-being
         isn’t just a case of mending bones but psychological, inner, and that the accident
         could have led to paralysis, invalidism, even to, in his words “an unscheduled meet
         with the Grim Reaper.” Each word, he said, is an act of intellect, imagination and
         self-reclamation; every syllable that gets written is a little triumph, a way of beating
         the accident—life over death, light over dark. Yet the final writing was completed
         during another “accident”—the coronavirus, and this book is also a tribute to all
         those who fight against it and those who are on the front line providing the services
         that are so necessary to the smooth running of things and, particularly, the preservation
         of life. 
      

      
      Other members of my “loyal supporters club” include Andy Sotiriou for his friendship,
         constant support, and skills in tidying up the photo I took for the cover. Thanks,
         too, to: Juan Antonio Suárez for his friendship, encouragement and help; my research
         assistant Marta Viudez who helped to sort out which copyright permissions I needed;
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         Thanks, too, to the colleagues and friends associated with the International Journal
         of Motorcycle Studies who have given me support during my recovery and helped to sharpen
         my mind. Special thanks go to Steven and Suzanne, John Sumser (his immediate support
         after the accident was fundamental), Esperanza Myake, and Tim Fransen (still got the
         Ralph Steadman poster!). 
      

      
      I’m grateful to my family for always being there. Especially to Dan and Nana for bringing
         Ena into the world, and one of the biggest culprits of all, Nicola Walton, who got
         me interested in Wilde in the first place. Also, thanks to Abi for the copy she sent
         of Montgomery Hyde’s edition of Wilde’s trials (I haven’t forgotten that act of kindness),
         my sister Andrea (always a great support) and Kez, Sue and the rest of my family.
         Other friends who have also provided much-needed companionship and support are Asensio
         López, María González, María Reyes, Ana Rull and Emma Hamilton and two great long-term
         encouragers Irene Shaw and Margaret Gill. Thanks also to Lexington Books for taking
         on this project and my editor, Holly Buchanan, for her professionalism. I’m also thankful
         to one particular anonymous reviewer whose helpful comments certainly helped to improve
         the book.
      

      
      So, the final form of this book grew out of my recovery from an accident. To repeat
         one of the commonplaces of a preface, I blame none of my friends or colleagues for
         any slips, errors or weaknesses in the research or argumentation. But without them
         this book wouldn’t have been possible, so they have to take at least part of the blame.
         Alternatively, any shortcomings should not be laid at my door and should be put down
         to the pain of injury, sleepless nights, exhaustion, and the mind-muddling effects
         of painkillers.
      

      
      
   
      Chapter 1

      The Wilde-Angle Lens

      
         
         
         
         
      

      
      Introduction

      
      The first two sections of this chapter set out the general aims of the book while
         offering a brief contextualization of it with relation to other studies. Most of the
         rest of the chapter lays out some of the main concepts used and the theoretical assumptions
         behind them. The last section offers a brief guide to the book’s contents.
      

      
      Fashioning-Intentions

      
      In the National Justice Museum in Nottingham stands a lone, yellowing door in the
         middle of an exhibition space. But it is a very special door being, as it is, part
         of a sculpture by Jean-Michel Pancin. Why is it so important? It is the door to the
         cell in which Oscar Wilde was imprisoned in Reading Gaol. It was here that Wilde wrote
         the extensive piece of prose known as “De Profundis,” ostensibly written to his lover Lord Alfred Douglas. In 2016, in this same prison,
         Artangel opened up an exhibition space as a homage to Wilde where a number of prominent
         figures read from this long piece of writing.[1]   These cultural events, together with the many references to the text in scholarly
         writing, attest to its continuing importance as a cultural artifact. Thus this singular
         door serves to open into another exhibition space—namely this book, where this remarkable
         piece of prison writing serves as its main subject.
      

      
      Yet while this document has been discussed in many chapters and articles, it has never
         been the principal focus of a full-length book. This study changes that to offer what
         I hope is a challenging, in-depth reading which considers the history of the publication
         of the text, what that means in terms of its “nature,” situates Wilde in his social,
         political, legal and cultural contexts, while considering multiple forms of fashioning
         that occur both inside and outside the text. The final chapter (while following the
         protocols of scholarly publications) will adopt a dialogical approach reminiscent
         of and a homage to Wilde’s critical essays like “The Decay of Lying” and “The Critic
         as Artist.” In these pages Wilde is fashioned as a complex and often ambiguous writer—he
         is not seen as a sexual transgressor defeated by the penal system, but considered
         a resourceful fighter adopting essentialist or anti-essentialist positions for his
         own strategic ends. My title, Wilde Between the Sheets: Oscar Wilde, Mail Bondage and  “De Profundis” nods at some of the important themes which structure the book. 
      

      
      Wilde will be “discovered,” or better (as discovery suggests something “there” prior
         to interpretation) “sentenced” between the sheets: of a letter, of criticism, of (juridical)
         history, as one condemned for nonconformist acts (the bed sheets serving as a convenient
         metaphor for sexual activity). Consequently there will be multiple ways of “sentencing”
         Wilde between the sheets. An exploration of Wilde’s trials is coupled with Wilde as
         writing or fashioning himself on the sheets of prison paper; a male imprisoned, and
         mail as a product of carceral bondage. Furthermore, the title (between quotation marks)
         glances at Wilde being mediated through a title not chosen by him, which tends to
         convey the idea of “de profundis”—as a cry from the depths. While this imposed title
         brings out Wilde’s sense of suffering it also reflects how the text has been mediated,
         interpreted and reduced according to all kinds of extraneous editorial forces and
         publishing agendas. In this Wilde is seen as being sentenced (within the British law)
         but also “sentencing himself” in the process of writing (as well as “sentenced” by
         me). 
      

      
      To achieve a certain breadth I have reached back into the literary-critical heritage
         by exploring a sizeable part of the body of scholarship on Wilde’s long prison letter.
         I also tailor a range of approaches and concepts to show how these can provide a heterogeneous,
         innovative way of exploring how Wilde’s sense of self is fashioned through a series
         of shifting times and spaces, out of the “materialities” of his immediate prison environment,
         as well as out of his complex network of literary references (and other intertexts).
         
      

      
      My Wilde and the literary-critical legacy

      
      At the outset readers should be aware that all references to “De Profundis” will be to the original manuscript in the British Library, a facsimile of which
         can be found on their website. The following footnote will give further information.[2]  Henceforth I will refer to this text as the OMS (which stands for original manuscript—a
         full explanation will be given later as to why). 
      

      
      An overview of the books published on Wilde in the last few decades or so reveals
         that scholars continue to be interested in Wilde’s long prison “letter.” For instance,
         to choose only a small sample, Dollimore (1991), Roden (2004), Kaplan (2004), Mabille
         (2006), Fortunato (2007), Moyle (2011), Goldman (2011), Salamensky (2012), Friedman
         (2015), Campbell (2015), Fitzsimons (2016) and Bennett (2017) all quote from the OMS
         to analyze themes varying from aesthetic and psychological questions, male desire,
         sexual dissidence and scandal, anti-modernism, modernist aesthetics and consumer culture,
         to modern art and spectacle, the invention of modern celebrity, the influence of women
         and philosophy on Wilde. Yet the OMS is mainly peripheral. 
      

      
      In part, this may be owing to a number of characteristics that David Foster has emphasized.
         He argues (2001:85) that the OMS has a “precarious place in Oscar Wilde’s canon” and
         is “often skirted by wary interpreters.” This is partly because it “does not fit neatly
         into any single genre,” is “full of irritating inconsistencies and contradictions,”
         is often seen as disjointed and uneven in tone and is ambiguous in terms of to whom
         it is addressed. After noting that it has also been disparaged by many readers, he
         poses the crucial question: “why struggle with a reader-resistant text framed as a
         personal letter?”
      

      
      Although I do not find the OMS so “reader-resistant” yet, following Foster, these
         “irritating” aspects of Wilde’s “letter” are precisely what make it of particular
         interest. I also share with Foster an interest in what he sees as being absent from
         much Wilde criticism—namely, why the structure of the OMS may appear disjointed, its
         “subversive energies,” its sudden changes in tone, self-fashioning and “figurative
         intensity” (86). Another question that may be asked is, is a book-length study of
         the OMS justified? I will try to show that it is, not only because I agree with critics
         like Gagnier (1986) and Foster (2001) that it has a significant place in the Wilde
         canon but also because it requires me to explore all kinds of contexts which involve
         a consideration of things like the OMS’s publishing history, its form, genre, its
         reception and the sociocultural and political factors surrounding Wilde’s trials and
         imprisonment. 
      

      
      To some extent I write against interpretations like Michael Gillespie’s recent Branding Oscar Wilde (2017) not because I fail to see the value and originality of his approach but because
         of how he weaves his analysis of the OMS into his arguments. Gillespie’s claim is
         that the OMS is to be seen within the terms of a decline and fall and thereby “lacks
         the playful wit, the fascination with paradox, and most of all the joie de vivre that illuminated even the most casual of Wilde’s previous compositions” (2017:92),
         something also reflected in another valuable recent study (Whiteley, 2015:288f.—see
         below). This is an argument I challenge by showing that this imposes (like Ellmann
         [1988] and other critics) a 
Gibbonesque structure of Wilde’s life and later writings that simplifies and, in this
         respect, distorts them. In a similar way I challenge the idea articulated by Dollimore
         (1991:95) that Wilde abandoned his “transgressive aesthetic.”
      

      
      Another significant publication to have appeared in the last few years is Giles Whiteley’s
         Oscar Wilde and the Simulacrum: The Truth of Masks (2015). Like Whiteley I balance an interest in post-structuralist thought with other
         approaches, but my book differs in a number of respects. Firstly, while an able literary
         critic, Whiteley’s main interest is in philosophy and he insists that critics should
         read Wilde philosophically, whereas my intention is not to place Wilde in a wider
         philosophical tradition. Furthermore, the OMS is not of great importance to Whiteley’s
         book because his principal interest is in what he calls “Wilde’s middle period” (23)
         which means that the OMS, while not ignored, is incidental.
      

      
      Neil Sammells’s Wilde Style (2000) is of considerable relevance because of Sammells’s interest in how Wilde tended
         to disperse and decenter the subject through “processes of signification” (88) and
         how Wilde habitually collapses binary oppositions. The differences in our approach
         can be seen in the way I apply these suggestive ideas not to characters in Wilde’s
         oeuvre but to Wilde “himself.” Sammells also discusses Wilde’s critical essays, which
         he sees as anticipating much contemporary theory. I discuss some of these ideas in
         my final chapter but I go a step further by incorporating some of Wilde’s writing
         strategies into my own discourse (see the following chapter and more particularly
         chapter 11), not only as a fitting (if lowly) homage to Wilde’s creative critical
         essays but because the ludic, dialogic style and implications of it serve my particular
         purposes and help to sum up my book’s contribution to thinking about Wilde as fashioned
         and fashioner.
      

      
      Theorizing and the Wi(l)de-angle lens: Oscar as fashionable man

      
      One of the main concepts that provides a theoretical backbone to this book is related
         to Stephen Greenblatt’s notion of self-fashioning. Of course, the idea of discussing
         self-fashioning with relation to Wilde is not new; it has been considered by critics
         like Bruce Bashford (1985) and William Buckler (1989) who tend to look for coherence
         in terms of how Wilde shaped a self in the OMS, something I challenge. My strategy
         is closer to Foster (2001:86) who sees disjunctions surfacing from “irresolvable tensions”—although
         my approach is somewhat more deconstructive. Jason Haslam’s (2005) exploration of
         Wilde’s self as a paradoxically negotiated between outside social forces and agency
         is relevant to my approach as is Michael Doylen’s (1999) Foucauldian exploration of
         homosexual self-fashioning in the OMS. However, while I also draw on Foucault’s work
         in various ways, my notion of self-fashioning is much broader and draws on, and considerably
         extends, Stephen Greenblatt’s (1980) original notion of it.
      

      
      Self-fashioning is of fundamental importance because it is principally about the representation
         of the self, something that “crosses the boundaries between the creation of literary
         characters, the shaping of one’s own identity, [and] the experience of being molded
         by forces outside one’s control” (Greenblatt, 1980:3). This involves understanding
         the role of human autonomy in the construction of identity and that fashioning the
         self and “being fashioned by cultural institutions” like the family, religion and
         state “are “inseparably intertwined.” This is a kind of stencil I place over the OMS,
         but I will adapt it to my own ends and extend its application. However, “Wilde’s ‘self-fashioning’”
         is subject to the prior theoretical project of my critical acts of fashioning him (and him, me). This brings
         me to one of the guiding concepts of “fashioning Wilde, Wilde fashioning”: all positive
         statements about Wilde should be understood within this double movement: that is, if Wilde is seen to represent himself (autobiographically), or biographically
         represent others (or imply he is fashioned by others) within the OMS, all this is
         the product of my signifying (fashioning) strategies.
      

      
      The broad assumptions underwriting the self-fashioning strategies are summed up by
         what Veeser characterizes as the key presuppositions of New Historical practice. These
         assume that all expressive acts are rooted in “a network of material practices” and
         every effort to unmask, critique, and oppose “uses the tools it condemns and risks
         falling prey to the practice it exposes.” Furthermore, “literary and non-literary
         ‘texts’ circulate inseparably” and no discourse, whether “imaginative” or “archival,”
         leads to “unchanging truths” or reflects “inalterable human nature” (Veeser, 1989:xi).
         Nevertheless, although strategies customized from the so-called “New Historicism”
         are loosely adopted and adapted, close affiliation to the “New Historicism” is problematic.
         This is not only because it is a heterogeneous approach, “a bundle of preoccupations
         diversely elaborated” (Sinfield, 1992:7) or, in Greenblatt’s words, a “poetics of
         culture” (in Veeser, 1989:1-14) but also because this book is theoretically more eclectic.
         Wilde, then, is filtered through various theoretical prisms. 
      

      
      Wilde, a poem being written

      
      When Wilde dedicated a copy of his poems to his wife, Constance, he wrote as a “poet
         to a poem” (Wilde, 1978:809). However, in this book the idea of being a poem is applied
         to Wilde himself. Jacques Lacan (1979:viii) once wrote that a certificate told him
         that he had been born but he repudiated it. “I am not a poet,” he declared, “but a
         poem. A poem that is being written, even if it looks like a subject.” Without resorting
         to a Lacanian psychoanalytic reading, I take these epistemological, hermeneutical
         and ontological assumptions as a starting point for a discussion of fashioning Wilde.
         Although Wilde may be called poet, playwright, novelist or essayist, and so forth,
         I assume that—even in speaking about Wilde as a biological being who was subject to
         the moral, educational, economic, legal and penal forces of his day—any account given
         of him (including mine) will resemble a “poem.” That is, “Wilde” was, is, and will
         be in a constant state of being written, even though he is accorded agency as a self-fashioner
         or orchestrator of written works.
      

      
      In these pages the “virtual” Wilde is fashioned not so much as a ghost in the discursive
         machine but as an absent cause which implies, as Ohi (2002:309) has written, there
         is “no single Wilde.” My Wilde fashioning/fashioning Wilde is akin to the multiple
         “subject” of Todd Haynes’s film I’m Not There where “Bob Dylan” is played by six different actors—not all of the “same sex.” Although
         I may seem to adopt a classic post-structuralist critical perspective,[3]   my strategy is actually more multilayered than this. This is partly because Wilde
         is also conceived as an agent of action: as writer, reader, interpreter, father, husband,
         lover, transgressor, plaintiff and accused. Moreover, like the motorcycle road racers
         who risk death by testing their skills at the Isle of Man TT, Wilde is also fashioned
         as an active agent who flirts with disaster fully recognizing the dangers and consequences
         of doing so. This seeing Wilde as a “virtual” author and, at the same time, an agent
         might seem like a contradiction—but it is one that is embraced within what I call
         the “architectonics of rhapsody.”[4]   
      

      
      Of architectonics and rhapsody

      
      My eclectic use of theory is very much of the “what if?” kind. That is to say, what
         would happen to the OMS if this concept or theory were applied to it? I hover somewhere
         between Levi-Strauss’s savage-minded bricoleur and engineer (1968:17). For much has depended, while rummaging through the theory
         toolshed, on bricolage—the mixing, matching and adapting of approaches to the interpretative tasks at hand.
         Yet there is also something of the engineer’s effort to “go beyond” and innovate.
         But then, perhaps, “the engineer is a myth produced by the bricoleur” (Derrida, 1978:360). To define my “own” method more specifically, perhaps surprisingly,
         I draw on a pair of concepts found in Kant’s Critique of Pure Reason where he explains the importance of “The Architectonic of Pure Reason,” which is
         “the art of constructing a system.” He goes on to describe how, without systematic
         unity, “knowledge cannot become science; it will be an aggregate, and not a system.”
         Thus the “Architectonic is the doctrine of the scientific in cognition” and becomes
         a necessary part of scientific methodology (Kant, [1781]1934:471). This insistence
         on reason brings Kant to its negative binary opposite for reason cannot permit knowledge
         to “remain in an unconnected and rhapsodic state, but requires that the sum of our
         cognitions should constitute a system” (471).
      

      
      The general strategy I adopt here accepts the idea of method (“architectonics”), but
         without denigrating the “rhapsodic”—as a series of approaches which do not have as
         their ultimate end the revelation of truth or objective, scientific knowledge. This
         is hardly surprising because, since the heady days of the early structuralists, very
         few literary or cultural critics have sought to reduce literary-cultural texts to
         “objective” mathematical formulas. It is also worth noting here that writers who have
         challenged objective forms of knowledge in the Humanities, like Lacan, Lyotard, Foucault
         and Derrida, all have their (or have been reduced to) theoretical systems—their “architectonics.”
         This means that the choice of the theories or controlling concepts used or developed
         in this book cannot offer more than what Kant called “technical unity” (471). The
         methods appropriated here are synthesized, not because they promise a fully coherent
         system, but because they aid the production, interpretation and analysis of multiple
         forms of fashioning.
      

      
      My resistance to Kantian “pure” knowledge is broadly Foucauldian (1980b:109f.) insofar
         as this notion is as much a political as an epistemological or ontological affair
         (where regimes of knowledge must exercise power over others in order to assert their
         authority and legitimacy). The rejection of this epistemological power struggle is
         linked to the lack of faith in the “grand,” “master” or “totalizing narrative” associated
         with writers like Lyotard (1984). However, the architectonic of rhapsody challenges
         what Christopher Norris (1991, 1992) sees as the drastic cognitive skepticism and
         political quietism of postmodern thought. In this way architectonic rhapsody does
         not assume that other approaches are irrelevant but tries to be as aware as possible
         about the rules of the (Wittgensteinian) language-games that are being played (this
         will involve self-reflexive gestures and questions of style as well as formal arguments).
      

      
      The “rhapsodic” within the “architectonic” would not abandon “reason,” if that is
         to be understood as drawing out conclusions from premises or attempting to avoid inconsistencies
         in the general argumentation. So when I offer readings based on Bakhtin’s notion of
         the chronotope or Bachelard’s poetics of space, these become the conceptual bases
         or organizing procedures through which the text is structured and produced; its architectonics,
         as it were. The arguments flow from the conceptual schemata that are put into place
         at any one time. Rhapsody does not eschew architectonics but neither is it antagonistic
         to Barthes’s modus operandi where “the work proceeds by conceptual infatuations, successive
         enthusiasms, perishable manias. Discourse advances by little fates, by amorous fits”
         (1977b:131).
      

      
      Rhapsody and style: the multiple seme of the scrobiculate text
      

      
      As will be seen throughout this book, I occasionally use the term seme for “seem,” a homonym that is designed to function as a form of self-reflexivity
         at an orthographical (meta) level. This multiple seme is a strategy to suggest a number of things at once. As a replacement for the verb
         “to be” it indicates a certain hesitancy—things often (made to) appear rather than
         are; but the homonym encapsulates the “seam” as cleft or crack which divides: there always
         being a gap between signifier and signified, one set of codes and another, between
         texts and their realization. The seme can be usefully linked to its botanical homophonic counterpart—the “cyme”: being
         an inflorescence, a cluster of flowers on a common axis to suggest that readings and
         analyses are potentially multiform but often “grounded” in contexts (which attempt
         to strategically stabilize signifiers). And, as I explain later, it will link to Barthes’s
         semic code. Ideally, I would replace “seems” for semes more often but this may be tiresome for some readers so the term appears as a sporadic
         stylistic glitch.
      

      
      This interpretive strategy is, in a series of defamiliarizing techniques,[5]   rather like deliberately driving on a puncture; where at regular intervals the
         reading I am offering intrudes with the occasional bump of the paronomasia. So, the multiple seem/semes and other forms of word play will serve to stud or mark the act of writing, raising
         epistemological and hermeneutical questions at the meta-textual level. Included in
         this narrative strategy is my tendency to refer to “De Profundis” as the OMS, intended as a graphological hiccup to keep present the idea of the problematic
         “nature” of Wilde’s prison “letter” (see the following chapter). However, these puns
         and neologisms are not merely a stylistic caprice. As Barthes wrote, “conceptual neologisms
         are never arbitrary: they are built according to a highly sensible proportional rule”
         (1993:121). And there is the extra resonance: “The pun, like a contraceptive, is a
         labour-saving device. It conserves energy, space and time” where there’s the possibility
         of getting “two meanings for the price of one” (Redfern, 1984:26). Thus, when I write
         of “iDantety,” “homotextuality” or “Oscar WIdle” there is something of a ludic, pneumonic,
         “conceptual neologism” embedded in the terms—a form of “crwitticism.”
      

      
      The ludic (which I include within the rhapsodic) challenges the idea of a single overarching
         paradigm and works not only at the local level of language, but in the general play of heterogeneous methodologies. Here I practice a kind of rhapsodic balancing act.
         So, although no single method governs this book, there is a dialectical relation between
         theme and strategy. This directs the project, especially after chapter 4, away from
         a method through which problems have to be solved to put more emphasis on how the text is to be realized through the dialectical processes relevant to this realization.
         Adapting words from Ray (1988:159), my notion of architectonic rhapsody is an attempt
         to incorporate (literally embody) the tensions between tradition and innovation and theorize a method based on self-doubt
         which, through pun and play (and some dialogue), puts itself into question. Thus,
         this play, far from lamenting the post-Saussurean condition of the sign, not only
         revels but reveals in it.
      

      
      Part of the “ludism” implemented here will be the adoption of a number of forms associated
         with the “literary” text rather than the critical—although a hasty glance at the history
         of thought would be enough to confirm that writers at least since Plato have used
         so-called creative “literary” forms for critical debate.[6]   My sporadic use of, for example, the dialogic and the epistolary form, although
         having an aesthetic function (which may add further connotative levels) has also a
         theoretical role. As the book progresses, Bakhtin’s dialogical theory will be seen
         to invade all spheres of it, emphasizing, among other things, the artifice of not
         only the object under discussion but the discursive tactics of this book—with its
         own reliance on narrative and intertextuality. This is not to say that there is an
         abandonment of the norms of academic research, but that these techniques complement
         the rigours of structuration, argumentation, and the deployment, citation and discussion
         of the available scholarship.
      

      
      The epestemology of the epistolary
      

      
      These techniques, akin to driving on a puncture, are what I refer to as an epestemology of the epistolary. The problematization of the OMS as a material object and
         the interruption of how the OMS is conveyed through critical acts is visualized in these pages as a kind
         of impish pest which is introduced into the concept of the epistemological; something
         which accentuates the intermittent jarring of form and style. In part, this is because a book which is particularly implicated
         in what is generally referred to as a “post-structuralist” view of language and the
         subject has to contend with the doubtful position of any of its claims to knowledge
         (of course, these would have to be questioned whatever the approach). This tactic,
         together with the view of “self” as poem, casts an epestemological exhilaration over interpretation. 
      

      
      This is also related to the idea of Wilde as a poem being written. Following Barthes,
         I envisage Wilde as a “modern scriptor,” born “simultaneously with the text” (1977a:145):
         he is an effect of his own writing strategies paired with acts of interpretation. Thus, I do not
         see Wilde as author as being able to authenticate meaning through Hirschian appeals
         to intention or historical knowledge (Hirsch, 1971-2:247). The Wilde of the OMS and
         the OMS itself are seen as products of reproduction (Gadamer’s term, 1979:135) and this entails having to recognize the epistemological
         consequences that result from treating “background” (history, biography) as another
         form of social “text.”
      

      
      As Derrida (1997:158) put it in his (in)famous dictum “il n’y a pas de hors-texte”: for event to become a social-historical-biographical-cultural context, its first
         requisite is to “leave” the experiential domain and become spoken or written text
         (or any form which renders it archival material). And, as Hayden White has asserted,
         the narrativizations
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