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INTRODUCTION
Authorship, the identity of the person who is writing and general attitudes to this person, has always been a controversial issue due to its complexity and diverse character. Each culture holds different values which are mirrored into its attitude to authorship. In various periods in the history of Western culture we can observe how authorship metamorphosed into various forms. Naturally, there have always existed numerous factors that had a major impact on its character, namely the invention of writing, printing and new technologies. The nature of authorship in the previous periods has already been mapped; however, the dynamic developments in the computer technologies, mainly the use of the hypertext principle on the Internet, have brought new concepts into the question. Nonetheless, there exists a profusion of analysis on the subject of hypertext, there seems to be a lack of material that would outline this field in regard to the history of authorship. The new developments and lack of theoretical background in the field brought about an inspiring impulse for this thesis.
Thanks to the various statuses of an author in the history there does not exist a unanimous definition of the author. Oxford Dictionary of English generally defines author as “the person who originates or gives existence to anything” (OED), which includes that the author gives existence to material things: an inventor, constructor, etc. or “gives rise to or causes an action, event, circumstance, state, or condition of things” (OED). The dictionary also specifies an author as “The person on whose authority a statement is made; an authority, an informant” (OED) or “One who has authority over others; a director, ruler, commander” (OED). However, the entry also contains a definition which specifies the author who is dealing with written text: author is “one who sets forth written statements; the composer or writer of a treatise or book. (Now often used to include authoress.)” (OED). The dictionary also mentions that the word author used to be used to identify “the editor of a journal” (OED), which means that the author was not necessarily considered to be the actual person writing. According to the Encyclopaedia Britannica: “Author is one who is the source of some form of intellectual or creative work; especially, one who composes a book, article, poem, play, or other literary work intended for publication.” From all these definitions offered by the Oxford English Dictionary and Encyclopaedia Britannica we can assume how ample and ambiguous the concept of author is.
The main aim of the thesis is to shed light on the concept of authorship through the prism of the twenty-first century and put authorship in oral cultures, the Middle Ages, Romanticism and twentieth century philosophy in context. The author is aware that the subject of the thesis is rather wide; however she intends to cover specific periods of history which are of great importance in relation to the concept of authorship.

 The thesis is organized into chapters featuring significant periods in the history of authorship in Western culture, focusing on the Anglo-Saxon region. Each chapter consists of a theoretical analysis of authorship and its character in relation to the socio-cultural conditions in the particular period. The analysis is consequently demonstrated on a representative piece of literature, which is typical of the period. 
The first chapter deals with the authorship in oral cultures, cultures that do not use written text. It is challenging to analyse a culture in which the verbal form served as the main vehicle of transmission of information from generation to generation since we do not have verifiable sources of the literature. In addition, the literature has been written down which means it does not possess the same quality as the original oral culture. The second chapter outlines the issue of authorship in the Middle Ages when scriptors, compilators, commentators and auctores were considered of the same importance. However, within the long period of the Middle Ages auctores, the old masters, became to be highly revered and their authority was rarely challenged. That lasted only until there appeared attempts to defy this tradition. The third chapter deals with the period characteristic of the prominent position of the author—Romanticism. The chapter deals with the concept of “the myth of the solitary genius.” The following chapters illuminate the twentieth century efforts to reduce the importance of the author and highlight the significance of text itself carried out by Roland Barthes and Michel Foucault. The final chapter deals with the concept of hypertext, which was previously delineated by Roland Barthes, and the most powerful tool in the current technology using this principle—the Internet. The chapter hopes to bring into attention the way authorship is influenced by the concept of hypertext as well as the issue of authorship on the Internet. The purpose of the lengthy excursion into the whole history of authorship is to point out that the essence of authorship in oral cultures is in many respects very similar to hypertextual authorship. 
1. AUTHORSHIP IN ORAL CULTURES 

Authorship has been a subject of a large number of studies. Despite this profusion of analyses of authorship, only a few authors reached in their work to its history preceding the time of the creation of the romantic concept of authorship. One of the pioneers in this area is Andrew Bennett, who analysed the perception of authorship in antiquity, in ancient Greece. The analysis in this field is complicated by the fact that this civilization emerged from a strong verbal tradition, which resulted in low respect for written text in general. Hence verbal expression was predominant. Walter J. Ong in his work Orality and Literacy (1982), which is concerned with cultures that are not using written language, referred to these cultures as “oral”
 cultures. Also a Homeric scholar Milman Parry, who carried out an extensive research of oral traditions, deals with the idea of oral cultures in a book collected by Adam Parry: The Making of Homeric Verse: The Collected Papers of Milman Parry (1971). These authors analysed the importance of memory and certain strategies of narration in order to preserve oral culture. The second part of the chapter will discuss the authorship of the Old English heroic poem Beowulf. 
Walter J. Ong, among many other issues, was interested in the way the form of thinking changes when affected by the transition from oral culture to the culture using written language, chirographic culture. These changes of thinking, according to Ong, include different ways of using memory or changes in narration. In relation to memory it is important to note that it played an essential role in oral culture. Ong claims that memory was an irreplaceable tool of culture and history preservation before the discovery of writing. Forgetting was compared to termination, or death. Memory was storage of knowledge and information accumulated in time. Ong elaborates on the topic and claims that since it was not possible to record one’s thoughts, the thinker was the centre where the thoughts were accumulated: “In the total absence of any writing, there is nothing outside the thinker, no text, to enable him or her to produce the same line of thought again or even to verify whether he or she has done so or not” (Ong  34). Those whose role was to remember and share knowledge, were mostly old people who served as monumental libraries. Pierre Lévy likens the death of these mediators to burning libraries: “Every time an old person dies, a library goes up in flames” (Lévy 144). That means that all knowledge accumulated in thousand years was stored in people’s minds. 

The function of memory has receded since the discovery of writing. Since the possibility of recording information in written form caused the role of memory to weaken; memorizing and storing information in memory has became unnecessary. Walter Ong claims that writing was for oral culture an act of dying, which had already been described by Plato: “One of the most startling paradoxes inherent in writing is its close association with death. This association is suggested in Plato’s charge that writing is inhuman, thing-like, and that it destroys memory” (Ong 34). The importance of memory has been eliminated since the discovery of writing. 


Oral cultures are very specific for their strong sense of community; there is no space for individuality. Consequently, it is not possible to identify particular authors. Oral cultures are based on co-operative work, thus works did not belong to anybody. They were collective pieces of work and served as memory of a nation, little encyclopaedias. In order to fulfil this role, these works had to have a certain form, they contained certain formulas which worked as mnemonic aids, and had episodic structure (Ong). Since there was no possibility to organise text in writing, the narratives were “cut up” into episodes which could be narrated in non-chronological order. This structure made it possible to narrate long stories of the nation and its heroes and reproduce them for next generations. 
 Basically, the singer is remembering in a curiously public way – remembering not a memorized text, for there in no such thing, nor any verbatim succession of words, but there is not such thing, not any verbatim succession of words, but the themes and formulas that he has heard other singers sing. He remembers these always differently, as rhapsodised or stitched together in his own way on this particular occasion for this particular audience. (Ong 145-6)
Since the narrators drew heavily on the tradition there might arise a question about the originality of the narratives. Ong believes that the originality “lodges not in making up new stories, but in managing a particular interaction with … audience at this time – at every telling the story has to be introduced uniquely into a unique situation, for in oral cultures an audience must be brought to respond often vigorously” (Ong 42). In addition narrators at every occasion add “new elements into old stories” (Goody 1997, 29-30 qtd. in Ong 42). There exist numerous variants of a single myth, because of these additions and repetitions. Thomas King relates his experience with Native American stories:
I’ve heard this story many times, and each time someone tells the story, it changes. Sometimes the change is simply in the voice of the storyteller. Sometimes the change is in the details. Sometimes in the order of events. Other times it’s the dialogue of the response of the audience. But in all the tellings of all the tellers, the world never leaves the turtle’s back. And the turtle never swims away. (King 33)
Narratives were told and retold in many variants often depending on the reaction of the audience and particular situation therefore its form was not stable. According to Bennett and Ong, products of oral culture lack formal and content closure. In this respect there occurred processes of intertextuality where ‘texts’
 influenced each other or were mutually interconnected. Concerning formal structure, the works failed to preserve their original structure due to their oral transmission. 


The collective character of production in antiquity and collective intelligence are topics dealt with also by Pierre Lévy. He focuses on the oral cultures creations, in particular Greek mythology, and claims that they are the result of collective work: “Yet it is unquestionably a collective creation, authorless, arising form an immemorial past, polished and enriched by generations of inventive retransmitters” (Lévy 133). Both Bennett and Ong hold similar opinion on authorship in oral cultures to Lévy and all three of them support their thesis by exemplifying one of the greatest antique authors, Homer. They claim that Homer was not the author of the epic poems Iliad and Odyssey due to the oral character of the culture it was created in. Oral culture follows up on a long tradition of oral interpretation where a certain poem is handed over from generation to generation via recitors. These poems and the whole oral culture served, according to Ong, to the preservation of identity of a nation. It was memory of a nation. In this culture the poet was also a ‘poietes,’ which means the one who makes, the maker, but also a ‘rhapsode,’ the one who recited it. That means that every recitor of an epic poem was its recitor but also its author. Epic poems changed from recitor to recitor. 

Milman Parry arrived to the same conclusion via textual analysis of Iliad and Odyssey. It shows that Homer was “one of a long tradition of oral poets that . . . composed wholly without the aid of writing” (qtd. in Gibson). Parry for the first time pointed out that the style and structure of oral text is different from written compositions. According to Gibson, Parry analysed epithets like: “divine Odysseus,” “wine-dark sea,” or “gray-eyed Athena” and arrived at the conclusion that oral literature consists of  “group of words regularly employed under the same metrical conditions to express a given essential idea” (Parry 1971: 272) called “formulas.” These structures repeat in the text and thus enable the singer to recite formulas stored in stock rather than create new structures within the process of recitation. “This repetition of ready-made expressions, he [Parry] argued, meant that the written versions of the epics must have originated as oral works” (Gibson). 

Albert B. Lord, Milman Parry’s student, in The Singer Tales (1960) continues in Parry’s work and claims that Homer inherited from his predecessors certain themes, composition techniques and language formulas which served the recitors for easier memorization of the poems. “Homer inherited not only his stories but also his compositional techniques, his themes and his very linguistic ‘formulas’ from a tradition stretching back many centuries” (Bennett 32). It is neither possible to claim that Iliad and Odyssey are works of a single author nor that they are the result of “collaboration” as we understand it at the present. Antique authors continued the work of their predecessors while we understand collaboration as a work of two or more authors at the same time. 


Albert B. Lord claims that the concept of authorship in oral culture is of a completely diverse character from its perceiving in culture familiar with writing, according to Ong: “chirographic culture.” In oral culture there does not exist a logic of mutually excluded forms of individual authorship and collaboration: 
Our familiar distinction between an individualized or authorized work and a work of collaboration is inappropriate in the context of the non-literate, oral culture in which Homer’s poems were produced. Such a culture may be said to operate through a “both/and”, rather than “either/or” logic, a logic that resists what might seem to us to be the common-sense assumptions behind authorship itself. (Lord qtd. in Bennett 32)
In this respect, there might arise a question of why Homer is believed to be the author of the epic poems Iliad and Odyssey. Bennett agrees with Gregory Nagy, who explained this fact by his theory of “back projection” or “reprojection.” (Nagy qtd. in Bennett 34) His theory is based on the fact that every singer, who heard a poem from another singer, believed author, reproduces the song in a slightly different way according to his needs and preferences. At a certain point these changes are not effective anymore and the singer does not make an effort to change the poem but to stabilize its form and to preserve what seems to be a finished work. The singer who sang the ‘finished text’ seems to be the author of the text. “At this point, performer L 
 begins to be mythologized as the author, the originator of the poem or song, and future performers come to be seen simply as recitors (rhapsodes) of L’s original work” (Nagy paraphrased by Bennett 34). Via this process of ‘back projection,’ which we can also call the process of authorization, according to Gregory Nagy, the mythological author of the epos came into being.

Armed with knowledge about the concept of authorship and its particular connection with oral cultures brings us to the question whether the process of authorization did not occur in the following epochs. The question is partly answered by Bennett and other scholars; they all spell out the name of William Shakespeare. According to these scholars the phenomenon Shakespeare is more an institution than author. Nagy claims that the phenomenon of Shakespeare was created by the process of authorization in spite of the fact that it occurred in chirographic culture. Bennett claims that Shakespeare did not exist, he was an imaginary projection of a particular tradition “imaginary projection of an important tradition of social desire” (Bennett 35). It is thus possible to conclude that the process of authorization, reprojection, takes place also in chirographic cultures and it is not a phenomenon appearing exclusively in oral cultures. 
Antique works created prior to the discovery of writing or book printing are not works created by a single author. They are results of a long-lasting process of selection. Essentially, these works are not “closed” in terms of form and content. From the modern point of view it is possible to assert that these works lack “closure,” “totality.”
 Only after the discovery of writing and its implantation to general practice the perspective on the concept of authorship changed. 

Although Beowulf epitomizes an entirely different culture from the antique one there is a heated discussion in the literary field concerning the origin of this Old English epic poem. It was written down in the manuscript between 700 and 1000 but its origin is dated before its actual recording. It is written down in the “classical” late West-Saxon language. It probably first assumed its present shape in the eighth century (Michael Alexander, Intro. to Beowulf, 1973). It represents a long tradition of epics meant to be sung or spoken aloud. Theoreticians like Albert Lord and Francis P. Magoun followed up on Milman Parry’s theory of oral origin of works having formulaic character. Albert Lord performed an extensive research of the structure of Beowulf in order to demonstrate that it has formulaic character which would show that Beowulf emerged from oral culture. “The formulaic character of the Old English Beowulf has been proved beyond any doubt by a series of analyses. […] This exhaustive analysis is in itself sufficient to prove that Beowulf was composed orally” (Lord 198). Unlike in the case of Iliad and Odyssey that are unified by a notional author Homer, Beowulf lacks this centre. Beowulf was found as an anonymous manuscript bound in Cotton Vitellius manuscript. The scholars, in order to personify the person who wrote the epic down, established the term “the Beowulf poet” which is “a convenient abstraction for the man who was responsible for giving the poem the general shape and tone in which it has been preserved” (Ringbom 15).  The time drew a veil over the origin of the Beowulf and it proves difficult to establish a certain theory that would trace its source to further uncertainties over its form. 

Moreover the original form of the epic remains obscured. It is still unclear whether Beowulf was originally narrated in this form of whether the three stories it consists of were put together and edited by the scriptor. 
In regard to the unity of Beowulf, to the question as to whether we are dealing here with one, two, or three poems, it seems to me that in the absence of manuscript evidence to the contrary we must accept the singleness of our poem. More specifically we should recognize that it represents one dictated performance by a single singer, undoubtedly over more than one day of dictating and writing. (Lord 200)

Concerning the manuscript itself there is also the question whether Beowulf was written down by a single scribe or there were more of them. The scholars presume that the manuscript in the Cotton Vitellius is not the first version of the epic poem since there are numerous inconsistencies caused by inaccurate work of scribes. Kiernan, in his book Beowulf and the Beowulf Manuskript (1996), describes in detail how two scribes worked and proofread each other’s work. Kiernan concludes that even thought we do not have the possibility to see the original manuscript, “the scribes’ corrections show conclusively that, while both scribes made some errors, as is to be expected in such a long work, both aimed at copying what was before them” (Kiernan 172). In the end it is questionable whether Beowulf was created as a single piece of work or was assembled and adjusted by the person who wrote it down on the first manuscript.  

Despite the final conclusions Milman Parry and his followers made about the formulaic structure of oral literature, there is a controversy. Hakam Ringbom claims that even though the theory of formulaic character of oral literature holds, not all formulaic literature is necessary oral: “The argument that a formulaic poem must have been orally composed does not necessarily hold” (Ringbom 19). Ringbom recognizes Parry’s theory as plausible, however he brings in an unexpected argumentation: “But even supposing that all oral poetry is formulaic in character, this does not imply that all formulaic poetry is orally composed by unlettered singers” (Ringbom 19). Ringbom maintains that Beowulf was intended to be recited and that is why it is “firmly based on formulaic composition” (ibid.) created by a monk who was “well versed in the scop’s technique of verse-making” (ibid.). 


Hakam Ringbom does not disclaim Parry’s theory, on the contrary. Ringbom objects solely to the fact that Parry and Lord did not accept the possibility of a transitional period between oral and written tradition: “Thus it does not seem possible to uphold the rigid dichotomy advocated by Albert B. Lord between the oral style and the written” (Ringbom 20). Ringbom maintains that a work containing formulaic expressions may have been written by a fully literate poet. Ringbom finds it difficult to distinguish between “written records” (ibid.) of oral poetry and poems written in imitation of the oral method of composing. 

The orally transmitted songs had a vital function for preservation of culture. However, it is not possible to identify a singular author of numerous works as they came down to us as results of work of generations. The formulaic character of the songs enabled to preserve the long-term tradition by oral transmission by singers. The singers took over songs from their predecessors, detracted unnecessary elements and added new ones to satisfy their audience. The song, however, was handed over to another singer where it underwent similar modification up to the point it was written down. Prior to written form the songs has amorphous structure and was accustomed according to the needs of the singers and audiences. Once it was written down, it reached its final form. It was ‘closed’ within the text. 
2. MEDIEVAL “AUCTOR,” TOWARDS PRINTING
In the Middle Ages there did not exist a concept of authorship as we understand it in the modern age. The concept has developed during a long process within which we can trace the basic features of the contemporary essence of authorship.  

The medieval author was called auctor. Alastair Minnis illuminates the origin of this term via medieval grammarians who saw its source in four main terms: in Latin verbs agree – “to act or perform,” augere – “to grow,” auieo – “to tie” and in the Greek noun autentim–authority. Auctor “performs the act of writing, creates something, causes something to grow.” According to Minnis in the narrow sense of the word connected to the word auieo were poets like Virgil or Lucanus auctores, because they by way of metres “tied together” their verses (Minnis 1994: 162). 

A number of sources about authorship confirm that authorship was perceived in a different way in the Middle Ages than we understand it now. Bennett exemplifies this discrepancy by Saint Bonaventure, a contemporary of Thomas Acquinas. In the thirteenth century, this Franciscan monk delineated four methods of ‘creating’ books; each of them represents a different understanding of this process. The first method is scripture, in other words rewriting. A scriptor does not make any changes or additions to the text. The second method is compilation. A compilator is assembling books from the passages of other authors. The third one is a commentator who contributes to the assembled texts with his own comments. The last but not least is auctor who writes his texts. He uses other texts in order to support his own views: “Auctor writes both his own words and others, but with his own in prime place and others added only for purposes of confirmation” (Bennett 39). However, Bonaventure does not place great emphasis on auctor. The medieval auctor, in fact the predecessor of the author in modern understanding, was in the Middle Ages perceived to be of the same importance as scriptor. Bennett claims that auctor was considered a part of a spectrum which exists between copying and creation of original texts: “he is configured as part of a continuum that extends from the ‘simple’ process of copying at one end to the act of ‘original’ composition at the other” (Bennett 39). Even though these two poles of the spectrum seem to be difficult to harmonize in our perception, for a man of Bonaventura’s time the difference between simple copying and writing original texts did not play any significant role. 

However, in the fourteenth century the situation changed. A. J. Minnis, according to Berry, noticed among medieval schoolmen the growing acceptance of the role of the human author in the creation of Scripture. Berry concludes that “if the authority of biblical writers was no longer off-limits to interpretation and analysis, then discerning and imitating the pagan author’s means of constructing literary authority would certainly have been within the purview of a late fourteenth-century English poet” (Berry 290-1). Along with the advance of writing and gradual spread of literacy, the position of auctores transformed. They became great authorities and enjoyed respect even though “none of them had been alive for centuries. Virgil was one, Homer, as presented by the Latin chronicler Dares Phrygius, another, so were Aesop (in the version of Avianus primarily), Ovid, Statius, Lucan, Horace, Juvenal, Cicero, Livy, Sallust, Seneca, Quintilian, Suetonius, Boethius, Maximianus, Prudentius, Persius and—in a different way—the Church Fathers and subsequent theologians” (Yeager 58). All these auctores were uncommon men, “uniquely touched by gods” (Yeager 59). R. F. Yeager further illuminates the situation in the fourteenth century by the system of pedagogy that “elevated auctoritas.” It was supposed to teach Latin grammar, rhetoric and other liberal arts through “replication of approved models.” These authors served as sources of education and most apprentice poets like Chaucer ‘learned’ poetry “by imitating the acknowledged best models” (ibid. 61). To be an auctor was not a position an ambitious young man might aspire to. They could compose verses but they were considered to be minstrels–“an indigenous term with the hands-on ring of artisan rather than artist about it” (Yeager 59). Authorship was associated with “extraordinary powers to perceive the future, to do wonders” (ibid.). The role of the author had changed from the auctor whose role was by Bonaventure compared to the scriptor to the auctor who became respected and adored by their successors. 

The perception of authorship in the Middle Ages is a rather complex subject to examine. Alastair Minnis, an expert on the medieval authorship, claims that the understanding of authorship in the Middle Ages was conditioned by deeply rooted belief that what is old is good. According to this criterion the most celebrated authors were old masters. Minnis insists that because of this belief many valuable medieval works were considered to be created by ancient masters: “The work of an auctor was a book worth reading; a book worth reading had to be the work of an auctor. But the auctor, the authors as unquestioned authority, by definition excluded vernacular authors as unquestioned authority, by definition excluded vernacular writers” (Bennett 40). The question of vernacular was tackled by Yeager, who divides writing in this era into writing produced by writers of Latin and “what came from others in (commonly) vernacular French or English” (Yeager 57). Yeager further explains that Latin was used for serious writing and vernacular was commonly employed for more entertaining purposes. Chaucer along with other writers like Landland or Gower on purpose pushed the limits of this division.  

Jacqueline Miller also discussed the attitude towards the authorities and in the Middle Ages and also commented upon the dispute over the authorial independence and the external pressure “to acknowledge external authorizing principles” (Miller 9) in this period. Miller analysed the often quoted words of a medieval humanist Bernard de Chartres: “We are as dwarfs perched upon the shoulders of giants” (“nos esse quasi nanos gigantium humeris insidentes”) (Miller 9). Bernard expressed the way the contemporary authors viewed the relationship between authors and their revered predecessors. Bernard’s words were often cited by his followers till the seventeenth century. This line was traditionally interpreted as a reverence towards the old masters, however, in later citations there appeared ambiguous reading of this line. The original interpretation unveils the medieval scale of values in which the antique authors were holding the highest position. The old masters were considered to be great ‘giants’. The role of the contemporary authors, the little dwarfs, according to Bernard, was to cite texts of already known authors and this way stand upon the shoulders of these giants. There was “the medieval habit of accepting the authority of antiquity, the superiority of the auctores, and, consequently, the relative insignificance of contemporary authors as originators, creators, and makers in their own right” (Miller 9). However, according to Miller, there appeared questions whether Bernard’s comment praises only the ancient writers or he showed respect to the modern writers too. “For if comparison to dwarfs to giants implies the larger stature and hence importance of the ancients, the idea of the dwarfs’ being on the shoulders of the giants suggests that the moderns have advanced to a higher position” (Miller 10). Consequently the opinion on this issue polarized and there appeared voices that interpreted Bernard’s dictum in the opposite way: since the modern authors were ‘seated’ on the shoulders of giants they could see even farther than the giants. In fact, they could see more and farther than their predecessors. This brings us to the idea that Bernard did not in any way underestimate the role of auctores. John of Salisbury also acknowledged the twofold interpretation of Bernard’s comparison in his Metalogicon:

Bernard de Chartres used to compare us to [puny] dwarfs perched on the shoulders of giants. He pointed out that we see more and farther than our predecessors, not because we have keener vision or greater height, but because we are lifted up and borne aloft on their gigantic stature. (qtd. in Miller 10)

Miller interprets Bernard’s words in the way that the modern writers in order to be greater by themselves need to acknowledge the importance of the ancients who made it possible for them to see farther and achieve new perspective. Miller claims that this “is neither wholesale advocacy of reverence for the ancient author nor a wholesale dismissal of the contemporary author” (Miller 11). John Salisbury in his Metalogicon even advocates the superior position of the modern writers and claims that the work of contemporary writer may “equal and even excel that of any particular ancient” (qtd. in Miller 13). However, according to John of Salisbury, modern writers are not recognized as esteemed authors. In addition John of Salisbury even goes beyond the tradition and cites modern authors in his work claiming that the time will show whether his view upon this issue was right or wrong: “[John of Salisbury] insists upon his right and responsibility to cite the moderns as equal or greater authorities, criticizing the bias against them. Indeed, in his hopes and recommendations that posterity will honour his contemporaries, he implicitly suggests that the writers of his age will become the auctores of the next” (Miller 15). Bernard’s comparison of modern writers to dwarfs being supported by the authority of the ancients could be interpreted as an attempt to recognize the importance of the old masters and the reliance of the contemporary authors upon them. On the other hand Bernard’s comparison praises the moderns who from this peculiar position on the giants’ shoulders can make unique observations.   

Medieval authorship is, unlike the modern understanding of authorship, mostly anonymous. Since the books in this period were manually transcribed and spread only in a narrow circle of scholars, it was not necessary to state the name of the author on the manuscript. Bennett further claims, that later, when the work became known in the wider readership, the author’s name was again irrelevant since the author was unknown out of his community so his name was not important. 

The concept of authorship in the Middle Ages is associated with opposite features of modern understanding of authorship. Modern author, as we know him, an individualistic personality who expresses his or her opinions and even has a name, is taken for granted by modern person. Many historians have researched the issue of when the concept of medieval authorship acquired the opposite parameters. Minnis claims that the process of authorization of works started in the fourteenth century. While J.A. Burrow explains on the example of medieval authors like Chaucer, Langland or Gover that in this period the process of authorization just started to evolve. Burrow considers these authors to be the first generation of English writers who are recognizable due to their identifiable identity and the style of writing. Burrow describes them as the “first generation of English writers who form a group of recognizable people” (J. A. Burrow 40). Even though Geoffrey Chaucer is considered to be one of the first authors in the modern sense of the word, he identified himself with the current tradition.

Chaucer, along with other writers from his generation, had to come to terms with the strong tradition of auctores. Chaucer in his work seemingly followed the customary deference to old masters. R.F. Yeager states that Chaucer struggled with the problem of finding the appropriate balance between the tradition and his own space as a writer. Yeager illuminates one of Chaucer’s favourite methods he used in order to shade his authorial position in the text. The method lies in “continual naming of books, from which his narrative personae, acting as mere ‘compilers’ or recorders, reproduce stories written (usually) ‘long ago’” (Yeager 59). In his Prologue to The Canterbury Tales, dated to the fourteenth century, Chaucer states that he is, according to the tradition, just a compilator of the stories. In the Prologue Chaucer himself asks the reader for understanding because he is just a narrator of these stories and thus has just a minor contribution to them: 

But first I pray you of your courtesy

That you n'arrette it not my villainy
Though that I plainly speak in this matter

To tell’ you their wordes and their cheer,
Not though I speak their wordes properly, 
For this you knowen all as well as I:
Whoso shall tell a tale after a man

He must rehearse as nigh as ever he can
Ever each a word, if it be in his charge, 
All speak he ne’er so rudely and large,
Or else  must he tell his tale untrue
Or feigne things or finden wordes new. (Chaucer, Prologue 726-26)

Alastair Minnis likewise claims that Chaucer relied on the contemporary understanding of the tradition, according to which the author represents himself as a mere compiler of the texts. In the Canterbury Tales Chaucer lets his characters speak for themselves via the narrator who is often impersonated to Chaucer. The narrator takes Chaucer’s place and relates stories of every single character. Bennett, quoting Burt Kimmelman, adds that Chaucer’s character within the stories is developing which is one of the first marks of the development of an autonomous author in the Middle Ages: “his [Chaucer’s] authorial persona and the development of that persona from poem to poem is Chaucer’s major literary innovation” (Bennett 42). Chaucer openly claims that no kind of an authorial writing is taking place in his work however “written auctoritas gives way to sham reporting of the pilgrims’ ‘own words’” (Yeager 59). 

The authorship is veiled also by the fact that the characters in The Canterbury Tales themselves who narrate their stories were considered to be the authors of the texts. The storytellers were, according to Alexandra Gillespie, themselves fictions. They do not serve as “still points in the spinning, dazzling world of Chaucerian tale-telling” (Gillespie 18). Their texts were “written to be read as if they were spoken” whereas Chaucer insures that the reader is during the reading aware of the “conspicuous textuality” which Gillespie demonstrated by verse “we are to ‘turne over the leef and chese another tale’” (i. 3177). Chaucer, according to Yeager, goes even further in challenging the traditional attitude towards auctores and dares to ironically exaggerate the reverence towards them. For example, “the narrator begs forgiveness (I, 3167-86) for quoting the Miller (a character from the Canterbury Tales) verbatim, as if the Miller were an auctor” (Yeager). By creating the fictional narrator, who is not necessarily the same person as Chaucer the writer, relating stories of fictional storytellers Chaucer managed to create sufficient space for his creative spirit. According to Craig A. Berry who refers to Minnis’ hypothesis “Chaucer nevertheless sets about establishing an independent literary authority, which is to say that while he protests what a humble drudge he is, he also quietly practices a bolder form of imitation that places him on the same level as his auctores” (Berry 291). Chaucer was a man of his time who attempted to work within the customary way of writing, however he attempted to defy the traditional procedures in writing and confirm his authority as an author. 
In the early Middle Ages the concept of an author as a creative element did not exist. It has developed during this period. From Bonaventure’s delineation of the process of ‘creating books,’ we can see that each member of this process, scriptor, compilator, commentator or auctor, held the same position and none of them enjoyed special privileges. Only later the auctor attained a unique status. The medieval author can be identified as an author who revelled in reverence whereas he drew heavily from the work of his predecessors. The medieval respect for authors became a central factor in the development of the romantic attitudes on authorship. 

3. ROMANTIC GENIUS
Before getting to the actual notion of the “myth of romantic genius,” it is important to bring into attention the socio-economic factors that influenced the process of writing and consequently authorship. As the previous chapter indicates, the medieval authorship was, to a large extent, anonymous. Since texts were manually transcribed and inaccessible they were intended for a narrow circle of people. The exclusivity of books was a cause of as well as a consequence of a high illiteracy rate. 

The invention of the printing press caused an astonishing change which disintegrated the established practices in writing and transcribing. The author had absolutely no control over the text while it was manually transcribed. There are cases when the name of the scriptor appeared on the manuscript itself and was often mistaken for the author’s name. On the contrary in the new era of book printing
 the author had almost full control over his text. Bennett asserts that book printing brought “stabilizing of the text” (Bennett 44). Book printing was not welcome by everybody right from the beginning, it was received with severe criticism, which claimed that book printing suppressed individuality and led to uniformity and standardization. According to Bennett, in the pre-romantic period there prevailed an opinion that should the work have a commercial success, which book printing enabled, it was highly probable that it would lack aesthetic value: “If a book has commercial value it is seen to lack aesthetic value” (Bennett 52). The final flowering of book printing can be traced to the seventeenth and eighteenth centuries, the beginning of Romanticism, the era when the emphasis was put on individuality. This was the time when all the counter-arguments were overcome by the desire for self-expression and self-realisation in an individual light. 

Besides book printing, there was one more important aspect that participated in the change of the understanding of the authorship. It was copyright laws that further encouraged the romantic genius. Strengthening individualism in this era as well as book printing contributed to easier distribution of books. The concept of intellectual ownership enforced by the acknowledging of copy rights even more enforced creative individualism and desire for ownership so typical of the romantic period. Walter Ong understands this desire for ownership of books and individualism as a means of setting oneself apart from the others along with closing of a piece of work and its distinguishing from other works.

Formal properties of the printed book offer the illusion of a thing apart. And suggests that while oral culture assumes intertextuality, with one poem or story building on another, the printed book in particular gives the illusion of being quite separate from other texts, producing a strong effect of “closure” which also in turn affirms the individuality, originality and separateness of the author. (Ong 1982: 133-4)

The desire for self-expression and individuality along with the increasing literacy rate and the invention and rising popularity of book printing resulted in a massive expansion of the book market. David M. Higgins claims that in 1820 the literary market was oversaturated with poetry and started to decline. According to his opinion the “romantic myth of the genius author” was created in order to draw a veil over the reality of the literary market. The representation of genius played an important role in the way this market worked. The character of genius is an assertion about individuality, about standing out of the masses. Publishers offered the uniqueness to the readers, critics and other authors as a label of quality at the time of increasing production of literary works (Higgins 8). Book printing, copyrights and strengthening competition on the literary market contributed to the forming of the great “myth of romantic genius.” 


“The myth of romantic genius,” which was labelled by Jack Stillinger “the myth of solitary genius,” was in the previous period used in its Latin meaning. It was a kind of spirit which was connected to a personality or place. It referred to a peculiar nature, a preference of a person. The new meaning of the word “genius” resulted from the overall development in European thinking, which put emphasis on creative spirit and personal expression as inevitable preconditions for art and literature (Higgins 2). In this period, according to David Higgins, the interest in the theme of genius started to increase. Genius became a widely discussed subject in society. The concept of genius in the current meaning was stabilised at the beginning of the eighteenth century and Modern Oxford Dictionary characterises genius as: “native intellectual power of an exalted type–instinctive and extraordinary capacity for imaginative creation, original thought, invention, or discovery” (OED). Even whole academic papers were written about the essence of genius. Higgins names only a few of those from the English-speaking environment, for example, Essay on Original Genius (1767) by William Duff or Conjurers on Original Composition (1759) by Edward Young. These works, mainly the one by Young, represented a major influence on the members of the movement Sturm und Drang in Germany. Right in Germany were written papers on the topic in the most extreme form. Authors like Hamann and Lavater praised creative genius as an unstoppable divine power: “Genius is not learned, not acquired… It is our unique property, inimitable, divine; it is inspired…Gods in human form! Creators! Destroyers!” (Higgins 2). At the end of the eighteenth century the genius became a key concept in the field of aesthetics, the literary theory in the whole of Europe. According to Higgins it was this concept that stirred up a cultural revolution, today known as Romanticism. 


M. H. Abrams also examined this revolution, in his study of Romantic poets The Mirror and the Lamp (1953). He claims that the model of literary creation that lasted the whole the eighteenth century transformed from the model of the mirror held up to nature to the model of the lamp that is radiated from one source. Abrams used the metaphor of the lamp and the mirror in order to describe the way the Romantics understood poetry: “the overflow, utterance of projection of the thoughts and feelings of the poet.” In this expressive theory of composition, claims Abrams, literary work ceases to be seen as a “reflection of nature,” but it becomes a transparent mirror, which enables the reader to look directly into the heart of the poet himself: “the mirror held up to nature becomes transparent and yields the reader insights into the mind and heart of the poet himself” (Abrams 21-3). Bennett’s analysis of the Romantic ideas was carried in a similar tone. According to him one of the clearest and the most surprising assertions of Romanticism, the belief in the “ideal” artist, comes from Coleridge’s book of biographies: Biographia Literaria (1817). Coleridge follows his friend Wordsworth and asks: “What is poetry?” Coleridge answers that the questions should ask “What is a poet?” The answer to both questions is almost identical (Bennett 61).  Romanticism associates poetry, or literature in general, with the author himself. 


The rising level of literacy accompanied with distribution of books on larger scale resulted in more active interest in ‘the great men’ and their extraordinary personalities. In the English-speaking environment authors like Burns, Coleridge, Scott, Shelley and Wordsworth were depicted in a way as if they were more than human beings. These authors were adored more than their works. Their own life became a work of art. Bennett describes a genius who was perceived “as different from humanity itself. He is seen as both an exemplary human and somehow above or beyond the human, as literally and figuratively outstanding. He is, after all, ahead of his time, avant-garde” (Bennett 60). Bennett further asserts that the obsession with originality became the authors’ mantra. The author’s geniality incurred that he was misunderstood by his contemporaries. The idea of a misunderstood artist supported the notion of artists being ahead of their time. The romantic genius can only be understood after his death.

The idealization of the Romantic writers triggered greater interest in their private lives. However the genre of biography already flourished at the beginning of the eighteenth century with the strong tradition started by Samuel Johnson, the genre of autobiography was not until then very common. Shelston claims that “the Romantic emphasis on the importance of individual experience must have had a more than coincident relationship with a proliferation of biographies, memoirs and reminiscences” (Shelston 4). The readers were fascinated by the “intimacy of detail about private lives” (Shelston 4) and enjoyed the “the personal testimony relating to great events and individuals” (Hamilton 101) as well as “an intimate, licensed spotlight into the individual human psyche” (Hamilton 101). Hamilton maintains that the popularity of autobiographies built upon the personal diaries kept not only by great men but also by common people. Romantic poets kept diaries where they made notes for later versification. These were often analysed by historians and sociologists. The great poets, believes Hamilton, were “well aware of such afterlife for their jottings, however temporarily private” (103). He exemplified this belief by quoting Byron from his Detached Notes where he gave away intimate details about his homosocial loves or “bawdy conquests” (ibid.). Byron, however, commented: “I must not go on with these reflections, or I shall be letting out some secret or other to paralyse posterity” (Hamilton 103). From this remark it follows that Byron was well aware of the fact that his diaries might be published due to the great interest of the public. The authors revelled in their personalities and their importance which reflected into the perception of their works: they were permanently present during the process of reading and evaluating. 
 


The Romantic approach to authorship, perceiving the author as an inseparable element of the text, became an integral component in interpreting the text. This method of evaluation was adopted by criticism itself and even the analysis of texts in the academic practice. Higgins asserts that the perceiving of an author as a genius is supported by the assessment by critics, academics and publishers: “Social construction of genius makes us aware of the complex set of mechanisms – particularly the valorizing activities of critics, academics; publisher and so on – by which long-term literary reputation is secured” (Higgins 9). However, the lives of the authors became to be closely studied already in the eighteenth century and this method of analysis was consequently established as the main method of analysis of Romantic literature. “The personalities of the poets and the essayists were thought to be central in their works and there was widespread discussion of such topics as inspiration, originality, creativity, and genius” (Stillinger 7). The biographical approach outlasted in the Victorian era and moreover became an essential element in the literary study at universities till the end of the nineteenth century. 


Stillinger for example describes an experiment conducted by I.A. Richardson at Cambridge University in the Practical Criticism course in 1929. Richardson arrived at surprising conclusions: his students we so narrowly focused on the autobiographical element in literature that if the names of authors were separated from texts, the students were not able to tell the work of Shakespeare from texts written by an American poetess Ella Wheeler Wilcox. The students were not able to read and analyse texts without the determining influence of the author’s name. “The biographical part of literature that they could not read and understand a poem; when texts were detached from the authors’ names and presented simply as “Poem 1” and “Poem 2,” the students had no ability or methodology for recognizing or assessing differences between the work of Shakespeare and that of (in one of Richards’s examples) Ella Wheeler Wilcox” (Stillinger 7-8).

The age of Romanticism in literature is ruled by the emphasis on the character of the author. He forms an integral element within the perception of a literary work. His presence became almost inevitable. The prominence of authors over their works became associated with the market economy of book printing along with the hunger of the public for great men and their private lives. 
4. AUTHOR’S DEMISE
The beginning of the twentieth century literary criticism was ruled by the exaltation of ‘great authors.’ In the past, authors were celebrated through detailed readings of favoured works of literature in respect to the reader’s knowledge of the author’s life, beliefs, habits and intentions (Hinds). However, the ending of the century was marked with their decline. In fact, the whole concept of the creative genius was deconstructed in order to bring readers’ attention to text itself.  

From the previous chapter it is clear that the perceiving of the author has changed extensively throughout history. A vivid discussion in literary circles concerning the character of authorship started in the 1920s and lead to the announcement of “the death of the author.” Already Plato signalled that the act of writing is associated with dying so the idea of “the death of the author” in the twentieth century was not in any case new. “Unlike act of speech, acts of writing can be read after the absence, including the radical absence that constitutes death, of its author” (Bennett 10). Sean Burke sketches the path “leading to the announcement of the death of the author” and delineates the route along the milestones represented by the Russian Formalist school and the movement of New Criticism. These movements refused the biographical approach to the work. They shifted their interest from the author to the work itself, from biography to interpretation and critical analysis. Then followed several decades of renewed interest in the work of art itself. The result of this shift, according to Stillinger, brought about a new problem of interpretation of works. There arose a question whether the interpretation of the work is a matter of the author’s intention or the critic’s conclusion. This question was discussed by W. K. Wimsatt, Jr. and Monrow C. Beardsley in their essay “The Intentional Fallacy” (1946). Its authors argued that both the purpose and value of the literary work exists and must be identified separately from the author’s intention. 
Burke concludes that however these movements reacted against “biographical positivism” in practice they were rather provisional: “The author was simply removed or sidelined in order to focus in New Criticism on the “the words on the page,” in Russian Formalism on “the literariness of literature,” but these exclusions remained essentially provisional and did not take the form of a prescriptive or eidetic statement about discourse” (Burke 14). Literary critics started to be more interested in the text itself and tried to push everything outside of the text to the background. The author of the text was excluded in the same way. Literary theoreticians viewed the text as an autonomous entity lacking the author’s dominance. 

Roland Barthes and Michel Foucault entered the discussion about the literary authorship and formulated their opinions on the prominent position of the author prevailing in the literary analysis. Both Roland Barthes in his essay “La Mort de l´Auteur” (“The Death of the Author” 1967, 1977) and Michel Foucault in the essay “Qu'est-ce qu'un auteur?” (“What is an Author?” 1987) challenged the traditional understanding of the author dominating literary analysis. While both arrived at the same conclusion that applied authorship misinterprets and limits a text, Barthes simply rejects the existence of the author and Foucault questions the author’s influence and authority. Both these essays provoked massive discussion in the academic circles and numerous critics considered these views to be extreme. 

French philosopher Roland Barthes who was a leading structuralist and later regarded as postructuralist wrote on semiotics that it is, “an understanding of writing as a system of codes that exist prior to the author’s personal intervention” (Moxey 55). In his poststructuralist period, Barthes analysed and deconstructed myths in his book Mythologies (1957) and further continued in uprooting the myth of the romantic genius—the author. His intention was not solely to annihilate him, but to supersede him by new figure–the reader. 

As has already been suggested, Barthes was not the first to consider the idea of eliminating of the author. Barthes himself mentions Valéry, Proust and Surrealists who by way of ‘automatic writing’ and the principle of writing of one text by several writers managed to shake the very foundation of authorship. “In France, Mallarmé was doubtless the first to see and to foresee in its full extent the necessity to substitute language itself for the person who until then had been supposed to be its owner” (Barthes 1977: 143). According to Barthes even linguists themselves pinpointed the decreasing importance of the author by claims that the utterance itself is an empty process that perfectly works without any need of the person of interlocutor: “only language acts, ‘performs’, and not the author in the interest of writing” (ibid.). For linguistics the author is nothing but an instance which is writing, “just as I is nothing other than the instance saying I: language knows a ‘subject’, not a ‘person’, and this subject, empty outside of the very enunciation which defines it, suffices to make language ‘hold together’, suffices, that is to say, to exhaust it” (Barthes 1977: 145). 

Barthes in his essay claims that the author is still tyrannically ruling in the history of literature, in biographies, interviews and magazines. Literature is still closely tied with the author, his personality, life, taste, and experiences. Barthes rebuffs the work of critics who interpret works through the personality of the writer: “criticism still consists from the most part in saying that Baudelaire’s work is the failure of Baudelaire the man, Van Gogh’s his madness, Tchaikovsky’s his vice” (Barthes 1977: 143).  Vanhoozer in his analysis points out that the author is “a repressive ideological construct that performs a political function” that he occupies almost a Godlike position: he is “its creator, cause, and master.” Bennett uses Barthes’s comparison of the Author to God: “Author-God.”  

Barthes, as the title of his essay “The Death of the Author” suggests, advocates elimination of the Author. Several critics associate the title of the essay with Nietzsche’s groundbreaking announcement that “God is dead” in 1882. The purpose of Nietzsche’s statement was to report “the sociological fact that Western culture has ceased to be a religious culture” (Young 3). Nietzsche’s pronouncement meant a crucial transformation of the society from religious to atheistic, which represented a great step in human belief. Barthes had a similar prospect in mind: to propose an entirely new way of reading texts. The elimination of the author entirely modifies the modern text which is created and read in the way that the author is missing at every level of the text. Barthes claims that the modern writer is being born along with the text itself and there is no other time than the time the utterance takes place. Barthes believes that the fact that writing is no longer associated with recording or describing but by what the Oxford linguists called, performatives, rare verbal forms in the first person and present tense, which do not possess any other content than the one for which they have been pronounced. Barthes believed that the author’s personal contribution was rigorously delimited: “The writer can only imitate a gesture that is always anterior, never original. His only power is to mix writings, to counter the ones with the others, in such a way as never to rest on any one of them” (Barthes 1977: 146).
By removal of the Author, the text becomes “a playground on which readers can exercise their own creativity. The death of the author becomes a necessary step in refusing to assign a ‘real’ meaning to the text” (Vanhoozer 70).Text, according to Barthes, is not a chain of words which carry a single meaning, he thinks that it is a multidimensional space where the non-original texts mix and blend: “a text is not a line of words releasing a single ‘theological’ meaning (the ‘message’ of the Author-God) but a multi-dimensional space in which a variety of writings, none of them original, blend and clash. The text is a tissue of quotations drawn from the innumerable centres of culture” (Barthes 1977: 146). In fact, text is just a bundle of quotations and a writer can only imitate a gesture which is no longer original. A writer who wants to express himself should be able to pronounce his idea via already created words in the dictionary. “Succeeding the Author, the scriptor no longer bears within him passions, humour, feelings, impressions, but rather this immense dictionary from which he draws a writing that can know no halt: life never does more than imitate the book, and the book itself is only a tissue of signs, an imitation that is lost, infinitely deferred” (147). According to Barthes, text consists of infinite number of texts from many cultures which enter into mutual relationships and dialogues. Barthes, however, found one place where these texts meet, the reader. According to Barthes, the unity of the text is not in its origin but in its destination. The reader lacks history, biography, psychology, he is the one who keeps all the pieces of the text together. Barthes concluded his essay by the proclamation about the birth of new reader: “it is necessary to overthrow the myth: the birth of the reader must be at the cost of the death of the Author” (Barthes 1977: 148).  

Barthes in his entire work intends to open literary works to wider interpretation beyond the limiting figure of the Author and liberate them from the tight grip of systems and authoritative dictations of one singular meaning. However, he was not the only one to do so. Two years after Barthes’s essay a French philosopher Michel Foucault published an essay “What is an Author?” concerning the disappearance of the Author in the traditional sense, as a personality, genius, authentic point of origin (Bílek 73). The difference between Barthes’s and Foucault’s views lies in the fact that Foucault supersedes the author by “author-function.” as a construct enabling us to assemble texts on the basis of the unified labelling of the author (Bílek) Michel Foucault indirectly reacts on Barthes’s idea of annihilated author. However Foucault does not refer to the essay namely, it is more or less clear that he reflects Barthes’s questions on the voice of the person speaking and contributes into the discussion with further questions. In no case does Foucault refute Barthes’s removal of the Author; Foucault elaborates and expands the idea because he feels “that the consequences of the discovery of it [the death of the author] have not been sufficiently examined” (Foucault 143). However, he brings in totally new solution to the problem of a redundant author.  

At the beginning of the essay Foucault claims that before we ask “What is an author?” it is necessary to ask: “What is a work?” Foucault claims that a “work” is a relative notion since we are not sure, whether “everything that author wrote, said, or left behind is part of his work.” Further Foucault reminds the reader that contemporary criticism
, has already dealt with the issue and that “the task of criticism is not to bring out the work’s relationship with the author, not to reconstruct through the text a thought or experience, but rather to analyse the work through its structure, its architecture, its intrinsic form, and the play of its internal relationships” (Foucault 143). Foucault is still not satisfied and poses more questions: “What is an author’s name? How does it function?” Foucault believes that an author’s name has more than an indicative function: “It is more than a gesture, a finger pointed at someone; it is, to a certain extent, the equivalent of a description” (Foucault 146). Foucault exemplifies this role on the example of Aristotle and claims that we relate to his name a list of associations such as “the author of the Analytics” (146) and “the founder of ontology.” Foucault demonstrates on numerous examples how the quality, but not form, of a name changes if we find out that a given author did not write a work ascribed to him. The author’s name, according to him, is not just a proper name, it serves a “classificatory function”: “Such a name permits one to group together a certain number of texts, define them, differentiate them form and contrast them to others” (147). The author, thus, carries a unifying function for texts as well as of the mode of writing: “The author function is therefore characteristic of existence, circulation, and functioning of certain discourses within a society.” (ibid.) Additionally, the author’s function is “to neutralize the contradictions that might otherwise be found in a series of texts” (Vanhoozer). Kevin Vanhoozer adds that the author saves us “from hermeneutic relativism and from the indeterminacy of meaning” (70). Foucault disrupts the status of author and supersedes him with his function in order to free the reader from the determination of meaning caused by the presence of the author. 
Foucault, however, does not advocate the dominant role of writing in the process of literary production. Unlike Barthes, who supersedes the Author by the major role of writing (Moxey), Foucault introduced an author-function, which served instead of the personality of the author. Foucault concluded that “we can isolate four different characteristics” of the author function. The first feature, claims Foucault, is that “discourses are objects of appropriation.” Foucault relates that discourse has not always been a subject of ownership and previously it was an act, a gesture “fraught with risk before becoming goods caught up in a circuit of ownership.” Once a text was integrated into the system of ownership, its rules and the author’s rights, “the possibility of transgression attached to the act of writing took on” and those responsible for transgressive statements could be punished. The second feature ascribed to the author function, according to Foucault, is that it “does not affect all discourses in a universal and constant way” (149). Foucault depicts the attitude towards ascribing authorship of scientific texts. In the past, prior to the seventeenth and eighteenth centuries, the text that would be now called scientific, “dealing with cosmology and the heavens, medicine and illnesses” (ibid.) was accepted as valid only when signed by an author. However, after this period the situation reversed and the “author function faded away, and the inventor’s name served only to christen a theorem, proposition, particular effect, […]” (ibid.). Yet, the same practice does not apply to literary text. The third feature ascribed to the author function is that it is “a complex operation which constructs a certain rational being that we call ‘author’” (150). Foucault claims that the author function does not develop spontaneously like attribution of a discourse to an individual. Finally, Foucault assumes that the term “author” does not imply a real individual. The “author” is a character close to the “narrator.” Foucault drew a parallel between the “narrator” and an “alter ego” for the actual flesh-and-blood “writer.”  

Foucault concludes that the author function does not “seem to remain constant in form, complexity, and even in existence” (160) and supposes that it will change and transform along with the developments in our society: “fiction and its polysemous texts will once again function according to another mode, but still with a system of constraint—one which will no longer be the author, but which will have to be determined or, perhaps, experienced” (ibid.). 

Both Barthes and Foucault advocate the annihilation of the Author. However, each of them proposes a different solution of how to operate the discourse without this entity. Barthes suggests that along with the death of the author a new active reader is being born. On the other hand Foucault superseded the limiting element by reducing it to the author function. 
However Barthes’s demise of the author was revolutionary most literary critics and mainly authors were not ready to embrace this idea. In fact, the idea was not popular at all. Milada Franková in her essay “The Novelist, Theory and Reading” claims that literary authors such as David Lodge, A.S. Byatt and Malcolm Bradbury, even though they approve of and actively use postmodern techniques of writing like intertextuality and pastiche in their writing, they refuse to welcome the idea of the death of the author. Franková describes David Lodge’s attitude to the issue:
Open to accepting many of the tenets of poststructuralist thought to some extent, such as the inevitable intertextuality of writing, the production by readers of meaning that the author was not conscious of, the inexhausability of meaning in texts caused by the constantly changing circumstances of their reception (299), Lodge draws the line at the notion of “the abolition of the author and the refection of the idea of literature as communication” (300) (Franková 58)
A.S Byatt expressed similar opinion in her novel Possession where, according to Franková, A.S. Byatt launched “a sustained attack on critical theories” (Franková 58) and ostentatiously manifested her presence in her texts. A.S. Byatt was “against [their] annihilation of the novelist in his or her own text according to the Barthesian ‘death of the author’” (Franková 59). She opposes Barthes’ idea of little authority being ascribed to author since he solely assembles already written texts into another text. According to Byatt’s opinion “the writer is not a senseless tool in a boundless intertext, but has a decisive role to play” (ibid.). This, however, does not mean, claims Franková, that Byatt is advocating an authoritarian author. Another author, Malcolm Bradbury, opposes the new ideas of annihilated author and the way “critical theory has replaced literary theory in universities (ibid.). Authors, according to Franková, disapprove of the critical theories which deny them their deserved place in the literary analysis. 
5. HYPERTEXT, BACK TO ANONYMITY

The modern world embraced technology along with the Internet, which became the most widely spread medium which uses the principle of hypertext. Alongside this medium, there appeared ample theoretical background. George P. Landow and Pierre Lévy belong to the list of well-received theoreticians. Landow in his work Hypertext 3.0 (2006) expressed his opinion that postmodern theories about text and theories about hypertext overlap. By ‘postmodern theories of text’ Landow meant the concept of ‘ideal text’ proposed by Roland Barthes (in S/Z 1974) which shares common features with hypertextuality. The conception of hypertext, either in Barthesian or electronic sense, appears also in Marina Warner’s fiction, in particular in her novel Leto Bundle (2002). 

Landow and other theoreticians speak about the new character of read text as well as about the role of an active reader and writer in the process of reading. According to his opinion in a hypertextual medium, the reader becomes an active reader therefore he is a reader and writer at the same time. Several theoreticians like Landow and Ong, claim that there exist tendencies towards greater anonymity and collective work in the field of writing on Internet as well as gradual decrease in emphasis on individuality of authors. This character of authorship reminds of the character of authorship in oral cultures. Landow foretells that this new way of perceiving text will be a new step in the development of the human kind. On the contrary Seán Burke in his work The Death and Return of the Author (1992) is sceptical towards drawing such conclusions concerning the change of paradigm of thinking caused by hypertext. 

Let us return to Roland Barthes again and examine his concept of ‘ideal text’ which is related to the idea of hypertextuality. Although this theoretician was influential in the era when the computer technology was at its beginnings and the theoretical background was not present, he seemed to anticipate the new developments. Roland Barthes, apart from the idea of ‘the death of the Author,’ presented the notion of ‘ideal text.’ This text could be considered a predecessor of the hypertextual mode since it holds similar features like hypertext. Barthes, in his work S/Z (1974), introduced the idea of ‘readerly’ (lisible) and ‘writerly’ (scriptible) text. He claims that the majority of texts are ‘readerly.’ This kind of text is presented in a traditional way following style and content. The meaning of this text, according to Barthes, is stable and given so the reader just accepts it passively. Barthes considers ‘readerly’ text to be a mere commodity. On the other hand, there is ‘writerly’ text that empowers the reader and gives him control over the text. The reader becomes an active element in the process of creating meaning. The stable meaning from the ‘readerly’ texts is superseded by richness of meanings and lax attitude towards the structure of the text. Barthes identified ‘readerly’ and ‘writerly’ texts as two main types of texts in the modern culture where the boundary between real and artificial is being constantly blurred. Whereas ‘readerly’ text is for Barthes irrelevant, he is interested in ‘writerly’ text and regards it to be an ‘ideal text.’ Barthes renders a detailed description of this kind of text. He speaks about its network character, infiniteness and plurality:

In this ideal text, the networks are many and interact, without any one of them being able to surpass the rest; this text is a galaxy of signifiers, not a structure of signifieds; it has no beginning; it is reversible; we gain access to it by several entrances, none of which can be authoritatively declared to be the main one; the codes it mobilizes extend as far as the eye can reach, they are indeterminable; the systems of meaning can take over this absolutely plural text, but their number is never closed, based as it is on the infinity of language.  (1974: 5)

Barthes’ ‘ideal text’ carries numerous features that are very similar to those of electronic hypertext. Text, according to Barthes (1977), is created by numerous texts from different cultures, which enter into mutual relations, dialogues, parodies and contradictions. There is one place where this multiplicity meets: reader. The reader is the place, where all the quotations meet; the unity of the text is not in its origin, but in its target. The reader’s mind is not burdened by history, biography or psychology, in contrast to the traditional concept of author. It is the reader who holds the pieces of the text together and creates the meaning of the text. 

Barthes’ theory about the ‘ideal text’ became particularly cogent in the era of electronic revolution accompanied by new technologies. These achievements of technology turned Barthes’ dream into reality. In S/Z (1974) Roland Barthes described an ideal textuality in the same way the electronic hypertext is defined: it consists of blocks of words or pictures, which are mutually interconnected by many paths. Barthes speaks about plurality, infiniteness, openness, non-linearity, absence of centre, lack of closure, no set beginning or ending of the text, etc. These are basic characteristics that are typical of the hypertextual text. Even though, as it was already mentioned, the hypertextual mode is typical of electronic media, also some page bound media use this principle e.g. newspapers, academic papers, encyclopaedias, etc. 

New possibilities in the process of writing and reading stirred renewed interest in James Joyce’s work Ulysses in the context of the principle of hypertext writing. Naturally, the theoreticians do not wish to infer that Joyce predicted the new development in the field of textual analysis. Ulysses, however, exemplifies “hypertext in non-electronic form” (Landow 55). Landow claims that “any work of literature, [...], offers an instance of implicit hypertext in nonelectornic form” (Landow 55) and points out a particular section from Ulysses called Nausicaa. The hypertextuality here is achieved via allusion or references that Joyce uses in order to interweave other texts or facts into the main scene taking place on the beach: 

Bloom watches Gerty McDowell on the beach, one notes that Joyce’s text here “alludes” or “refers” to many other texts of phenomena that one can treat as texts, including the Nausicaa section of the Odyssey, the advertisements and articles in the women’s magazines that suffuse and inform Gerty’s thoughts, facts about contemporary Dublin and the Catholic Church, and material that relates to other passages within the novel. (Landow 55)

The hypertextual mode of the novel makes it possible to connect this scene with other parts of the novel as well as with other Joyce’s works. Landow further explains: “Hypertext here permits one to make explicit, though not necessarily intrusive, the linked materials that an educated reader perceives surrounding it” (Landow 55). Even several projects
 have been undertaken in order to transfer Joyce’s texts into the electronic hypertextual mode. 


In the 1960s the new computer technologies entered the game and hypertextual theories, independently of the textual theories of the 1920s, started to examine the nature of new textuality. Theodore H. Nelson coined the term hypertext in the 1960s and described electronic text as radically new technique of writing and editing. “By hypertext,” Nelson explains, “I mean non-sequential writing – text that branches and allows choices to the reader, best read at an interactive screen” (Landow 2). Theoreticians of hypertext characterize it as a digital form of text. Hypertext has non-linear structure, it is a multi-linear medium. According to Lévy the basis of hypertext are nods and buttons indicating transitions from one node to another. Nodes, in other words links, connect the texts in the system. They are electronically connected blocs of text, which Barthes called lexias. These electronic buttons enable transition from one lexia to another one. Even though we read individual lexias in a conventional way, during the transgression from one text to another we find ourselves in a situation for which apply different rules, or ways of reading. This way the reader perceives the text as non-linear, multilinear.

Hypertext has non-linear character. Non-linearity in the text renders the reader a certain form of freedom. Whereas in linear text – printed text, the reader has to accept the writer’s decisions which he made while creating the text. In written text the author has to select the material he includes into his text in order to support his argument. Landow in his texts refers to Derrida’s opinion about the linear structure of our thinking being influenced by printing: 

…the linear habits of thought associated with print technology often influence us to think in particular ways that require narrowness, decontextualization, and intellectual attenuation, if not downright impoverishment. Linear argument, in other words, forces one to cut off a quoted passage from other, apparently irrelevant contexts that in fact contribute to its meaning. The linearity of print also provides the passage with an illusory center whose force is intensified by such selection. (Landow 132)

Linear argumentation thus forces us to remove cited passage from irrelevant context, which provides the citation with a new meaning. 

Whereas Landow emphasizes the positive aspects of non-linear text and introduces it as a positive quality of hypertext, Seán Burke is rather sceptical. Burke advocates linear text and claims that the author of printed text by his selection and ordering of the text conducts the reader towards a certain experience rather than restricting him: “Authorial ordering is more a way of guiding the reader through particular experience than a sovereign claim upon the textual center” (Burke 200).


In hypertext there is no centre or hierarchy and it is often compared to net. Hypertext has decentralized structure. Another predominant character of hypertext, unlike the printed text, is that it has no boundaries, it is infinite. There is not beginning or ending in hypertext. Every entrance into the net is equal to another one so there is no main entrance into the system. Landow exemplifies database search where the active reader enters the system at any place, there is no stated beginning of the database. Landow further claims that researchers work similarly with specialized publications before they read them through. Landow thinks that linear reading of specialized texts is unrealistic: “In fact, studies of the way specialists read periodicals in their areas of expertise confirm that the linear model of reading is often little more than a pious fiction for many expert readers” (Landow 129). These are main features of hypertext which, according to Lévy and Landow, entirely changes the concept of reading texts. 

Lévy compares hypertext to monumental libraries since both of them consist of vast numbers of texts. Lévy goes even further and likens libraries to digitalized libraries where the reader is ‘navigating’ via digital technology. According to Lévy the reader, in this case a ‘navigator’ does not have to respect the library’s office hours. However, the ‘navigator’ does not move around this library but the library moves around him. The kaleidoscopic text is being displayed, closed or opened in front of his eyes. 

When comparing the definitions of both, ideal text and hypertext, we cannot avoid noticing their similarity. Landow notes that hypertext brought closer literary and technological communities which resulted in great social and technological pressure. Landow further claims that literary theoreticians as well as theoreticians of hypertext agree on the idea of abandoning conceptual systems based on ideas of centre, hierarchy and linearity. These should be superseded by the concepts of multilinearity, links and networks. The participants in this revolution believe that it means change in human thinking and has far reaching consequences on literature, education and politics. 

However, Séan Burke does not share enthusiasm about hypertext and does not ascribe it any particular role. Burke claims that when a book is once read it lives its own life out of its material form or author. In this form it is still interactive and thanks to the reader’s memory it makes the reader a dialogical counterpart of the author. In this phase hypertext illustrates complex network of processes of reader’s “reading.’ Burke claims that hypertext provides just an exterior parallel of the thinking schema, which was stabilized in the printed form:

 …it provides an external correlative for patterns of thought established in a culture of print. Proponents and visionaries of the new discourse would do well to emphasize these continuities: the genius of hypertext resides in its unprecedented facility for making exterior mechanisms of consciousness which have been developed over the millennia since the invention of writing.  (Burke 198)

In other words, Burke claims that digital technologies simply exteriorize synthetic and analytic processes acquired by the human mind during the process of adaptation to the written text. 

Some features of both kinds of hypertextuality, in Barthes’ sense or in electronic sense, can also be traced in the work of Marina Warner and in her novel The Leto Bundle (2001). The novel is an account of a never ending quest for belonging and happiness. The main character Leto, in several incarnations, travels across the centuries to suffer the same fate over and over again in order to get out of it and enter more distress in the next life with the same destiny. As she wanders through time she is impersonated into a character in the frame of the story featuring contemporary characters. Her story is mediated via historical texts, which are read by characters in the contemporary level of the novel.

The character in the contemporary frame of the novel, Kim McQui, is presented as an active reader Barthes was talking about. Since he has no history, he was adopted; Kim is the unburdened reader Barthes had in mind while presenting the idea of a new kind of reader. It is Kim who is reading various texts concerning the life of a woman of various names. Kim is the creator of Leto’s story by way of piecing together texts from completely different eras. He, as a hypertext reader, moves from one text to another while none of them has a proper beginning or ending. Kim navigates through them and creates his own sense very much like the reader of the Internet texts. These texts can be called “hypotexts” (Allen 2000: 214) or “lexia” (Barthes 1974: 13). They underlie the structure of hypertextual meaning created by Kim. The texts range from the mythological texts about the Titaness Leto, whose power was taken over by Zeus by rape, through texts depicting a twelfth century child being involved into a child marriage and later expulsion, and finally a female character who occurred in a war conflict taking place in the time close to Kim’s. This female character, in Kim’s interpretation goes through several incarnations and in each takes up or is given a different name: Leto/Laetitia/ Ella/Nella and finally Hellen. Kim is reconstructing a mystery behind the missing corpse in a sarcophagus from the texts and wrappings having the shape of the missing body: “There was a bundle of stuff, linen strips braided in mummy style. But X-ray showed, to our very great surprise, that there was no body inside them” (Warner 36). He is reconstructing the myth in order to create his own history, his own past. The woman he is seeking materializes unnoticed into the real world and interacts with characters around Kim, particularly the popular singer Gramercy. While reading the novel and observing Kim patching the story of a mysterious woman, we as readers are not kept inactive. There is enough space left for speculations about Kim’s origin, there appear certain clues that Kim might be a twin son of this woman. Even though there are some indications throughout the text, there is space left for the reader of the novel to create his own meaning.  

The hypertextual principle in the novel was applied in the structure of the whole story of The Leto Bundle (2002). The novel has non-linear structure, whereas the story within the story is despite being written in different times chronological. The novel is framed by the plot set in contemporary Albion, presumably Britain, and peopled by characters fitting into this frame: Kim McQui, Dr. Hortense Fernly and Gramercy Poule. The rest of the plot develops within the “historical” accounts written by monks, nuns, archeologists and translators. It seems that the texts, read and interpreted by Kim, are due to their origin immensely disparate, nevertheless they form a chronological and complex story.

The sense of the hypertextual principle is enhanced by the anonymity of the space in which the stories at all levels in the novel take place. Since hypertextual texts are open to different ways of reading it enables the reader to interpret the text, give it his/her own meaning. The story in the framing plot takes place in Enoch in Albion, Leto’s steps were traced in Lycannia, Cadenas la Jolie, Shiloh and Tirzah. The true name of each place can be vaguely identified: Enoch as London in Britain, Lycannia as Alexandrian Greece, Shiloh as America and Tirzah as Sarajevo (M. E. Green). However, Warner chose to leave the places unspecified in order to achieve greater universality of the story. 

Moreover electronic hypertextuality in the novel also plays a prominent role. The two main characters, Dr. Hortense Fernly and Kim McQui, communicate via e-mails. The text of e-mails ranges from strict formality to informal day-to-day communication. Warner along with the content of the email strictly applied their form. Each email message is provided with full record of subject, date and email addresses of both sender and addressee in the form resembling a true email letter. The language of emails is tailored to the level of acquaintance of Hortense and Kim. In addition, Kim is a skilled Internet user and he himself creates a website dedicated to the movement he established, History Starts With Us (HSWU). Kim, elated by further developments in Leto’s story, writes Hortense about observing stars on the Internet and provides a relevant website: “… I look at the distant stars Andromeda is the most faraway that you can see with the naked eye but you can’t in Enoch too yellow at night   so I look at the sky on the web www.hubble.org ...” (Warner 162). Another incarnation of Leto is in hypertextual media representing the National Museum where the Leto Bundle, by her followers called Helen, is exhibited:

She [Leto] was specially featured on the new CD-ROM issued by the Museum’s Department of Outreach: Events and Marketing. The software itself was on sale for a sum far too large for most schools, even after the government’s special funds for computer learning, but much of the material it contained could be accessed on the Museum’s website at http://www.natmus.enoch.uk. which schoolchildren were encouraged to visit. (Warner 16)

Leto/Hellen’s portrait generated by computer from “the data pulled from the effigy by tomography” (ibid. 33) represented and was supposed to promote numerous treasures exhibited in the National Museum. She became a flagship of the prepared massive promotion and “floated into households nationwide on the envelopes of a million cold mailing, she appeared on the monitors of computers in schools, universities, cybercafés and on domestic PCs with e-mail” (ibid. 17). The myth of a women struggling across centuries in search of a place where she could belong was chosen to epitomize the history of the world.  


Roland Barthes’ concept of the ‘ideal text’ carries surprisingly similar features to the concept of hypertextuality which is applied in the Internet. Marina Warner applied some of these characteristics in her novel The Leto Bundle in order to achieve a special atmosphere of the novel. The novel is abundant in the variety of texts styles ranging from historical texts through ordinary e-mail conversations to free flow of thoughts. As in electronic hypertext it is possible to switch between seemingly diverse texts in Marina Warner’ novel the reader comes across mythological texts and modern day e-mails. Warner’s novel, thanks to unidentified place names, is rather universal and open to discussion. It deals with a number of themes like the sense of belonging and displacement, ethnicity, gender, destiny and helplessness but also modern issues of technology and its influence on communication.      

5a HYPERTEXT AUTHOR AND AUTHORSHIP
A substantial difference in perceiving the printed text and hypertext infers that the concept of authorship has changed similarly. Roland Barthes had already outlined the changes in perceiving authorship and likewise in the case of ideal text, his prognosis has been fulfilled. Along with the onset of hypertext the concept of authorship has changed significantly. The author’s functions were, by way of new principle of collaboration, blended with the reader’s role. New kind of reader is being born now, an active reader who is an author and reader at the same time.  

Printed text is typical of the disconnection of the author from the consumer of his work, the reader. In hypertext there prevails the tendency not to distinguish between the function of reader or writer. From the reader’s point of view hypertext is a space where he himself creates the text which is being read. We can observe the same features in Barthes’ ‘ideal text.’ From the technological perspective, Barthes’ division of text into readerly and writerly can be understood as a division between printed text and electronic hypertext. Hypertext thus fulfilled Barthes’ expectations and transformed a passive reader into an active one: “Because the goal of literary work (of literature as work) is to make the reader no longer a consumer, but a producer of the text” (Barthes 1974: 4). Barthes assumes that the reader of the traditional, printed, text is just a passive consumer and thus is reduced to inactivity:

This reader is thereby plunged into a kind of idleness–he is intransitive; he is, in short, serious: instead of functioning himself, instead of gaining access to the magic of the signifier, to the pleasure of writing, he is left with no more than the poor freedom either to accept or reject the text: reading is nothing more than a referendum. Opposite the writerly text, then is its countervalue, its negative, reactive value: what can be read, but now written: readerly. We call any readerly text a classic text. (Barthes 1974: 4)

Barthes’ ‘ideal text’ possesses an ‘ideal reader,’ the reader who actively cooperates on the creation of the text and its meaning. 
When comparing Barthes’ ‘ideal text’ and hypertext characterization of the reader and the author it is possible to trace certain similar features. Lévy described the process of reading in hypertext in this way: “It’s as if the author of a hypertext had built a matrix of potential texts, the navigator’s role being to realize certain texts by manipulating the way the nodes are combined” (Lévy 38). That means that the reader shifts himself, navigates among nodes and it is he who chooses the mode of reading. This independence results in active and autonomous creator of the meaning of the text. Landow even claims that the reader is being “empowered” by the possibility of his free entrance into the system and his freedom to change it. The hypertext reader gains these advantages through the fact that he is not only passively reading but also creating the content. The reader does not necessarily need to be the creator of the texts; he can contribute via annotations or discussions about the text. 

…the liberating and empowering quality of hypertext appears in the fact that the reader also writes and links, for this power, which removes much of the gap in conventional status between reader and author, permits readers to read actively in an even more powerful way—by annotating documents, arguing with them, leaving their own traces. As long as any reader has the power to enter the system and leave his or her mark, neither the tyranny of the center nor that of the majority can impose itself. The very open-endedness of the text also promotes empowering the reader. (Landow 178)

Landow further advocates the idea of a reader-as-writer. According to his opinion there is nothing innovative about this idea as the same concept has been present in our culture since the ancient narratives. The character of reader-as-writer, creator of the text, emerged at the roots of storytelling when the audience could influence the flow of the story being told, could interact with the narrator, ask him additional questions and express their satisfaction with the outcome of a story (Ong). Similarly this concept appeared in the classical cultural theory which preached to learn the mastery of old auctores by way of reading and conscious imitation of their works. (Landow 6) The concept of reader-as-writer allows common people to become artists, creators. This model of authorship disrupts the traditional romantic authorship where the author was a “solitary genius” creating works of great mastery. The role of the reader in hypertext has definitely changed; he became a “navigator” of the text. Since the reader controls the text it is possible to conclude that the hypertext reader is an active reader. As the reader moves through the text at will and chooses his own mode of reading he becomes an author himself. 

 
The presence of other texts and authors in hypertext forms ideal conditions for reconception of authorship, copyrights and collaboration. Landow claims that we can observe a sign of collaboration when we compare the roles of reader and writer. Since the active reader inevitably cooperates with the author during the production of a given version of the text, he or she chooses his own way of reading: “…since the active reader necessarily collaborates with the author in producing the particular version of the text he or she reads by the choices she or he makes” (Landow 136). The second sign of collaboration, according to Landow, can be found in comparison of one writer to other ones. They are writers who create during the virtual presence of other authors in the system. Some authors have already written something and their text is always present in the system. Individual authorship in the profusion of authors comes to be indistinguishable; the mass of authorships transforms the culture and its creators into a unique form.


Collaboration, mutual interference, transformation and blending of different publications cause that the need for originality, individuality and autonomy decrease. The author has returned to his former role of a compilator and his name is no longer important. The process of anonymisation in hypertext is unavoidable due to the fact that the ascription of an authorship becomes increasingly ambiguous. Anonymous contributions form the roots of the culture, of the reception of reality. 


Hypertextual visionaries like Landow and Lévy agree about the conclusion that the transition from printed books to hypertext will blur such categories as authorship, individuality and subjectivity. In regard to the authorship it is anticipated that the concept, which came into being thanks to book printing, will disappear along with the book printing itself. According to Seán Burke the advocates of the digital revolution foretell that its importance is comparable to the transition from oral culture to chirographic culture. This transition was depicted in the first chapter of this work about the development of authorship in ancient cultures. 


In every culture there exist numerous valuable texts. Previously, the place of their accumulation was a library. However, in the digital age they are cumulated in the author himself. Lévy in his work claims that the bearers of information, who used to be interpreters and scholars, are again collectives of people:  

Through a kind of spiralling return to the orality of our origins, knowledge may again be transmitted through living hum collectives rather than distinct media served by interpreters or scholars. Only this time, unlike archaic orality, the direct transmitter of knowledge will no longer be the physical community and its carnal memory but cyberspace, the region of virtual worlds, through which communities discover and construct their objects and recognize themselves as intelligent collectives. (Lévy 144)

In this sense we can speak about the return to the pre-literate era of humanity, orality. 


In relation to the return to the pre-literate period it is necessary to mention Walter Ong’s concept of secondary orality. In his work Orality and Literacy, Ong elaborated on the concept of orality, which was mentioned in the first chapter, and in the context of this theory he introduced the culture of secondary orality. He defined it as an orality following the culture of book printing which is carrying features of oral culture. “This new orality has striking resemblances to the old in its participatory mystique, its fostering of a communal sense, its concentration on the present moment, and even its use of formulas” (Ong 133). ‘Secondary orality,’ according to Ong, is a product of electronic technologies including Internet, telephone and television. 


However, not all theoreticians accept these prospects without objection. Seán Burke is rather sceptical and does not assign the issue of hypertextuality great importance. Burke doubts that new technology will bring greater democratisation of the world in which a great number of connected readers would create an ideal world: “...the new technology will not produce an ultrademocratic world in which a significant proportion of linked-up readers produce compelling readings” (Burke 195). Burke nevertheless does not totally discard the hypertext. On the contrary, he maintains that it serves as a unique cultural window through which we can visit and reconsider the terms of textuality, readership and authorship. 


The concept of authorship in hypertext has, according to Barthes’ propositions, changed. The importance of the author, who enjoyed the dominant position above the text, has decreased. In the era of hypertext the reader has obtained a new role: the reader and at the same time writer became a collaborator. In hypertext the author and reader lose their individuality at the expense of greater democratisation of the process of reading and writing. 

CONCLUSION

The thesis deals with the different forms of authorship and its perception in history of Western culture. Its aim is to document the approach to the authorship in pre-literate cultures, the Middle Ages, Romanticism and the twentieth century philosophy and put them in context with the electronic revolution using the hypertext principle. 

For modern man a written text embodies the core of the knowledge, tradition and culture. However, pre-literate cultures, where this tradition was carried by orally transmitted songs, did very well without written recording. The narratives had very specific structure and their formulaic and episodic character enabled the narrator to recount long narratives. Due to the fact that the poems were only narrated they were open to changes at the process of presentation as a result of interaction with audience. Since the narratives were handed over from one generation to another there did not exist a concept of an individual authorship. Each poem was a result of a long-term process. The oral culture had a collaborative character thus the concept of an individual author did not exist. It follows that the oral cultures were anonymous and singers of the poems were considered to be mere mediators, however we can ascribe them certain degree of originality. 

However, this trend declined soon after the invention of writing. The fact that the text could be recorded changed the whole concept of narration: lengthy texts could be linearly organized. There was no longer need to organize text episodically. The early Middle Ages were accompanied with the introduction of writing which was slow process due to the high rate of illiteracy and limited access to books.  Writing and reading was an activity for privileged circles. Monks reproduced manuscripts and during the transcription the name of the author, if the text was signed at all, got lost or was superseded by the name of the scribe. According to Bonaventure’s outline of the “creation of books” all participants in their production held similar position. None of them, scriptor, compilator, commentator or auctor enjoyed a privileged position. The concept of an individual author did not appear until the fourteenth century when the medieval auctor acquired a greater respect. The auctor still drew heavily on the predecessors; however he exercised his own creative abilities, too. 

The medieval esteem for authors became a central factor for the expansion of the Romantic phenomenon of the “solitary genius.” Along with the book printing there emerged a literary market where the promotion of the author was inevitable in order to ensure the commercial success. As a result each book was read through the personality of a writer, his life and experiences. Moreover, the Romantic authors dominated the majority of literary criticism, too. The personality of the author prevailed over his work. There emerged a cult of personality which mastered whole book market and the perception of books. 

With the onset of the twentieth century philosophy of poststructuralism and deconstruction, which aimed to annihilate the authoritative rule of structures, emerged an idea of “the death of the author” advocated by Roland Barthes. Roland Barthes by his provocative essay stirred the still waters of the critical theory and challenged the deeply rooted notion of the author’s authority. However provocative was his essay, the main point, presumably, was to uproot this rigid perception of authorship and establish a “new way of reading” void of authorial interference. Barthes reacted mainly on the prominent role, even adoration, of author in the Romantic era when the author was perceived as an unprecedented genius. According to Barthes the author should be superseded by an “active reader.” Michel Foucault reacted to this situation with the essay “What is an Author?” and instead of an “outrageous” removal of the author introduced the idea of “author function.” The authority of an author in the twentieth century was undermined, however there are many writers who oppose this idea and proudly defend their place in the literary criticism. 

Barthes, nevertheless, did not dismiss the author without suggesting new solutions to the questions of the text. He, apart from the idea of active reader, introduced his vision of “an ideal text,” a text which is assembled from citations, lacks centre, structure or linearity. It is, according to Barthes, an open system without closure. The digital era abundantly using the technologies based on the hypertext principle rendered the reader new role. The reader becomes an active participator in the process of reading. Suddenly it is him who makes the decisions previously granted solely to the author. The reader collaborates on the text at the expense of losing his individuality. 

Theoreticians of cyberculture claim that the transition from the writing based on linear/printed text to hypertext represent an immense step in the development of human kind. This transition is, according to Lévy and Landow, comparable to the great shift from the oral culture to written text which implied great changes in the ways of thinking of human kind. 
It is possible to conclude that the authorship in oral culture and the authorship of the hypertext carry similar features of anonymity and minor emphasis on individuality. It would be interesting to investigate the measure of influence of the authorship in electronic media on the authorship in printed media. 
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�Walter Ong in his book Orality and Literacy characterized thought and expressions of oral culture as: 


Additive rather then subordinative: since the narration was not organized on paper, the narrators used simple additive structures which made it possible to add more and more structures.


Aggregative rather than analytic: reliance on formulas and stabilized clusters of words like ‘beautiful princes’, ‘brave soldier’. 


Redundant or ‘copious’: oral cultures encourage fluency, that is why narrators often repeat themselves in order to ‘fish for’ following thoughts as well as to ensure that everyone hears what he/she says.


Conservative or traditionalist: knowledge must be repeated so as to avoid forgetting and losing the precious information. Mind was thus kept busy by remembering and there was not much possibility to more experimental thoughts. 


Close to human lifeworld: the absence of analytic categories results in the fact that oral cultures have to verbalise every element of their world in order to remember it. That is why they hardly acquire abstract concepts, distant from the actual presence. 


Agonistically toned: since all knowledge was mediated via words, in oral cultures existed strong interpersonal relations. Either positive or negative feelings were, to our perception, exaggerated by strong antagonistic encounters or lengthy praises. 


Empathetic or participatory rather than objectively distanced: learning or knowing means achieving close, empathetic, communal identification with the known.


 Homeostatic, situational rather than abstract: words and their meaning fade if they have no stimulus in reality of oral culture. 





� These works were not written down so the meaning of the word “text“ is metaphorical.


� - L is a sign for the narrator who recited the poem to the person who wrote it down 


� Pierre Lévy’s term,  it basically means the same as ‘closure’


� Jack Stillinger challenged the singularity of the author in his work Multiple authorship and the Myth of Solitary Genius, where he claims that no printed work has been issued by a single author. He argued that all printed texts were proofread and edited by a various number of people, co-authors. 





� Foucault might also refer to the New Criticism movement which was dominant in English and American criticism between 1920s and 1960s. This movement advocated closer reading and “rejection of questions of authorship as pertinent to interpretation” (Bennett 74).


�Hypertextual, self-referential edition of Ulysses by James Joyce: <http://www.doc.ic.ac.uk/~rac101/concord/texts/ulysses/ulysses.cgi?word=Ulysses>
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