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voices became, as Bercovitch says, “increasingly shrill” as the egali-
tarian Jacksonian Democrats threatened the status of mercantile New
England and New York. Revolution in the abstract was fine, the Puri-
tans seemed to say, but the best way for Americans to express revolu-
tionary ardor was to transform it into support for a working and
workable society. Melville’s Ishmael, who followed even Captain Ahab’s
demented orders, alone was left to tell the tale of Moby Dick and
became “the exemplum of shirt-sleeve democracy.” Hawthorne’s Hester
Pryne, stigmatized as an adulteress, learned that in Puritan society the
way to redemption was acceptance of the status quo.

. “The Aesthetic Status of Forgeries” by
ATZ‘ Forgery. Mark Sagoff, in The Journal of Aesthet-
IS IZ‘ EV€1’ ArtD ics and Art Criticism (Winter 1976),

Temple University and the Cleveland
Museum of Art, Cleveland, Ohio 44106.

If a Constable painting is “a skillful, ingenious, and accurate repre-
sentatation of clouds, would not an excellent forgery be as skillful,
as ingenious, and as accurate a representation?” According to Sagoff,
a Cornell semanticist, the answer is no.

Aesthetically, originals and forgeries exhibit radical differences in
texture and line, which can be readily detected by a knowledgeable his-
torian or critic. Moreover, the original artist must solve a problem—
conjuring up a convincing image by revealing, through design, the
“symbols” that represent certain objects. The work of art records
that discovery and advances a theory concerning the way we see things.
It is an “experiment ending in a solution.”

A forgery, however, merely repeats the solution to a problem that
has already been solved. Even if both original and forgery are skill-
fully executed, the forgery “lacks the artist’s representation” and
substitutes only imitation. This aesthetic rule does not apply to ad-
mitted copies of works of art. According to Sagoff, a child’s copy of a
Constable would count as a “primitive,” the art student’s as a “study.”

“The Case for Film Piracy” by John
WhO Really OW?’ZS Ziniewicz, in Case and Comment (Nov.—
Whal"s on lem Dec. 1976), P.O. Box 1951, Rochester,
N.Y. 14603.

The movie industry prefers to destroy or sell films for scrap rather
than sell them to private or nonprofit collectors—who often operate
outside the law when they acquire film prints. Collectors, says Zinie-
wicz, a Glendale (Calif.) University law professor, are liable to search
and seizure, arrest, and prosecution for receiving stolen goods.
Ziniewicz tells of films and portions of films now lost for all time
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because of the industry’s insistence on perpetual ownership. For ex-
ample, both negative and prints of the 1933 version of “Dr. Jekyll and
Mr. Hyde (with an Oscar performance by the late Frederic March)
were destroyed when a later version was made. Fortunately for film
criticis, students, and movie buffs, private collectors had already ob-
tained several (illegal) prints.

Collectors, contend industry spokesmen, rent prints, copy them, and
return the originals, showing the copies for profit. Ziniewicz argues
that Hollywood’s policy is monopolistic; copyright laws should not only
protect the interest of the owner but also guarantee the future right of
the public to benefit from the film industry’s artistic endeavors.

“Legislating Royalties for Artists” by

A Boost Sylvia Hochfield, in Art News (Dec.

fO?" A?"l‘iSl‘Sp 1976), P.O. Box 969, Farmingdale, N.Y.
* 11735.

California, the first state to mandate royalties for artists, is discover-
ing that this gracious gesture is not to everyone's taste. According to
Hochfield, contributing editor of Art News, many of the intended bene-
ficiaries—painters and sculptors—now have serious reservations about
the law; dealers and collectors are united against it.

The law, which went into effect in January 1977, requires that a
painter or sculptor receive 5 percent of the purchase price whenever
his work is sold at a profit (for more than $1,000) either by a resident
of California or in the state itself. Backing the law’s passage last
year in the legislature in Sacramento was a coalition of young artists,
who looked on the law as a potential subsidy.

Critics of the law, however, contend that it will drive art buyers to
out-of-state markets; that it tends to give the greatest benefits to estab-
lished artists; and that it lacks enforcement provisions. The law’s
principal benefit, Hochfield suggests, lies in its recognition of the
plight of most California artists, who are “desperately in need of some
sort of economic assistance.”

y “Words As Social Control: Noah Web-
Web ster's WO?’dS ster and the Creation of the American
AS IdeOlOgy Dictionary” by Richard M. Rollins, in

Awmerican Quarterly (Fall 1976), Ameri-
can Studies Association, 4025 Chestnut
St., Philadelphia, Pa. 19174,

“It is obvious to my mind, that popular errors proceeding from a
misunderstanding of words are among the efficient causes of our
political disorders,” wrote Noah Webster in 1839. According to Rollins,
an Ohio State history professor, the author of the American Dic-
tionary of the English Language was a disillusioned revolutionary who
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