slogikritikken for at vere formynde-
riak. Bondebjerg svarer igen med fal-
gende spiddese salub: "Becepbions-
forskeren er tekstanalytiker, nér han
skal tolke interviewet, og det er ogsfl
forgkeren, der afger bide de oplevel-
sesmeeasige kvalitetskriterier og kon-
staterer om de er tilstede” (a. 198).

Kim Schregder redeger for sin til-
gang il receptionsanalvsen, for meto-
den og resultaterne. Schreder har
raffineret redegprelsen for sine ny-
brydende synspunkter om den kuliu-
relle kvalitets relative karakter. Teo-
rien fremstér her med et uomiviste-
ligt preeg. Schrpder opstiller end-
videre nogle kriterier hvorefier man
kan afgere om et mediepredukt har
kvalitet for bestemte seergrupper, og
i dette synspunkt er Bondebjerg enig
med Schrpder. Bondebjerg oplatter
dog ikke publiktummets lagdeling
som statisk, men som et udfald af
kampen om betydning’ pd 'fortolk.
ningens homeriske slagmark’.

Bondehjerg forsgger i sin artikel at
begrunde tekstanalysens berettigelse
og at kritisere den ensidige priorite-
ring af den empiriske receplions-
forskning. Bondebjerg henviser til
Bennett og Woolacott der viser hvor-
ledes det er den bredere kulturelle
kontekst der skaber rammerne for
sével medieproduktionen som recep-
tionen. Det er Bondebiergs synspunkt
at den empiriske receptionsforshning
ved at reducere receptionen til en in-
dividuel akt, i virkeligheden over-
lader massepublibummet 4l mar-
kedsmekanigmernes skalten og val-
ten, mens den kritiske medieforsk-
nings mal er "at mwedvirke til, at folk
ved bedre” (8. 207).

Henrik Dahl diskuaterer volds-
temaet i debatten om mediernes pa-
virkning af bern og unge. Han péd-
peger hvorledes voldadebatten pree-
ges af uklare begrebsdefinitioner, og
med sin sociclogiske tilgang tilforer
han debatten nogle relevante begre-
ber wvedrgrende wungdomsgruppens
funktics, Det Ivkkedes derimod ikke
Dahl et overbevise om voldstemaets
almindelige irrelevans. Vel mest fordi
han pé& forhfnd har indtaget det
standpunkt at det er progressivi at
afvise péstanden om at seerne bliver
voldeliggjorte af at se veold i tv. Hvor
ville det veere befriende hvis der var
nogle der ville frigere sig fra den
forplumrede amerikanske debat, kas-
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te skellene fra ginene og give sig til
at lave lidt retrospektiiv empirisk
analvae,

Tove Rasmussen prmsenterer sin
analyse af en gruppe pubertetsdren-
ges kollektive reception af actionfilm.
P4 en mide den mest speodende ar-
tikel, fordi den giver sterst indblik i
den bagvediiggende undersegelse. To~
ve Rasmusasen har i denne artiksl be-
veegel sig ud over den situationsepe-
cifikke analyse, idet hun treekker
forskellige aspekter af de uoges bivs-
betingelser (den fallerede skole og be-
tonforstadens nsrvedkriminelle mil-
j#) ind som forklaringsbaggrund for
analysen. Hvis Tove Rasmussen fort-
smtter med at inddrage kontekstuelle
elementer § sin analyse, dve. at ang-
lysere de unges mediebrug og -re-
ception i lyset af deres livesituation
(kammerater, fritid, skole og familie),
gd vil bun kunne vise at receptions-
forskningsn ogad kan bruges vden for
medieforskningens egen verden.

Klaus Bruhn Jensen afslutier bin-
det med en beskrivelse af gin recep-
tionsangivee af TV-Avisen for Dan-
marks Radio. Artiklen bidrager ikke
med noget nyt i forhold til hvad der
tidligere er offentliggjort. Omvendt er
den forbilledlig velskrevei og foku-
serer pA et af de centrale aspekter i
Jensens receptivnsanalyse; al seerne
i deres reception udskiller et sept af
supertemaer som de konkrete indslag
heegtes op pd.

Bogens opdeling vil nok stpde
adskillige leesere, herunder anmeslde.
ren, der nok svagt erindrer &b
distinktionen tecriempiri engang var
meget diskuteret, men nok uodrer sig
over at nogen kan finde pd al dyrke
en empirilgs teori og tillegge andre
preedikatet  teorilds  empiri.  Jeg
kender ikke det opleg bogens forfat-
tere har faet, men det forekommer
mig at en mere klar instruktion til
forfatterne i tredje afdeling kunne
have giort artiklerne mere spsnd-
ende. Sdledes or det pifaldende at in-
gen af de implicerede forfattere
diskuterer de metodiske problemer i
forbindelse med dataindsambing og
analyse af de indsamlede data (dyb-
deinterviewene). Undertiden redegp-
res der for meioden, og i enkelte fil-
feelde begrundes den. Evalueret bli-
ver den imidlertid aldrig, hvilket er
problematisk da validitetsproblemet




io er st afggrende problem ndr vi
taler om empiriske analyser.

Som helhed bliver bogen derfor
temmelig diffus. De teoretiske artik-
ler kommer kun for en enkelts ved-
kommende i nerheden af at placere
sig i forhold &l den empiriske recep-
tion og den metodiske diskussion
glimrer ved ait fraveer.

Kirsten Drotner, English Child-
ren and their Magazines, 1751-
1945, Yale University Press
1988, pp. 272, ISBN 0-300-
04010-5.

Anmeldt aft Martin Barker, Se-
nior Lecturer in  Cultural
Studies, Bristol Polytechnic,
England.

There is not a lot written on the
history of children's magazines, What
there is, tends to be the slightly flat-
uwient writings of fans and devotees:
nostalgia writing about the lives of
authors, publication runs, histories of
characters’ appearances. Useful, if
used carefully; but positively danger-
ous for a critical social wnderstand-
ing. Very often the firet serious book
in such a field turns out to be trou-
biesome. There are so few markers, a
shortage of previous work to draw on
and react to. As a result, such hooks
guickly go  under the hammer:
"innovative, provecative, but prob-
lematic”. That is so definitely not the
case with Hirsten Drotner's book,
that the point needs to be made force-
flly.

It really ought to be so. Drotner
has trawled so widely that i is just
asthonishing how well her study
holds up. The book unfolds a history
of English children's magazines, from
the earliest days in the mid-eigh-
teenth century, as an evolving inter-
relationship with the emergent defi-
nitions of ‘childhood', To do this, she
had to command not just 200 years of
the magazines and comics themselves
- and that itsell would be no mean
task - but alse all of these: demo-
graphy and patterns of population
growth and movement, the evolution

of children's working lives within
ghifting class structures, the social
history of parenting prectices and
theories, the stages of emumergence of
atate schooling, patterns of marriage
and domesticity, the production
processes and histories of the maga-
zines, and the hives of their editors
and authors.

{ won't attempt to capture the full
richness of her discussions. Encap-
sulated, her argument runs as fol
lows. A tentative start was made in
the 1750s, with magazines like the
Lilliputian, but which all spoke
'backwards' to 8 declining gentry,
gtressing moderation and manners.
The breakthrough to the modern
children's magszine came, paradoxi-
cally, with the Sunday School
preachies of the early nineteenth cen-
tury. The Child’s Companiony (which
ran from 1824-1932) and Children’s
Friend (1824-1930) combined stern

- moralism with death-bed tales. Very

much a sponsered intrusion into chil.
dren’s lives, nonetheless they chimed
with problems being experienced by
some lower middle class groups (and
she uses (auto)biographies to evi-
dence som of these links). But as
important, once created, they began
to genernte a market, and competi-
tion for new segments of readers.
This led to a search for formulae
which would link with those geg-
ments. And each subsequent wave of
magazines found new ways of
connecting with the typified soccial
experience of groups of children:
lower middle class bhoys, working
clage  girls, etc. A gradual
commercialisaton within the con-
gtraints of ‘moral publishing' made
them link more and more directly
with their readers, but always from
within the “"paradox of childhood™
"the separation of learning and doing,
between preparation for and partic-
pation in social funciions” (p.192).

An example can best illuminate
both the substance and the method.
Writing of the phenomenal rise of the
Girl’s Own Paper (1880-1908), Drot-
ner considers the basis for its popu-
larity with middle class girls. She
points to its use of information” not
the random "astonishing facte’ offered
to the boys, but geared, she argues,
arcund the new posgibilities opening
up for girls, dJobs they could think of
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doing, activities for their pleasure
and health (untouched by the then
eugenicist fashion that demanded
girls preserve their bodies for moth-
ering), places they could go, and
clothes to make to suit their multiple
ambitions. The stories, by contrast,
ranged from hymns of optimistic do-
mesticity ("She Couldn't Beoil A
Potato” - but she soon learnt, out of
her own skills), to the ‘madcap’ Pixie
('Shaughnessy, a model of goodna-
tured high-aspirita as she charms all
London with her exploits - and thus
in the end deservedly wins a hus-
band. The splendid feature of Drot-
ner's discussion ig the specificity of
the connections she suggests. At this
time, middle class girls were finding
new employment niches, for example
in secretarial/clerical work. With
these came the possibility of new
earning and spending power; and
school began to take on more than a
morsl/domestic meaning. "Even if
most middle- and lower-middle-class
women lives for hearth and home, the
naturalness of a domestic destiny had
been broken as a prospect for their
deughters” (p.120). And so a need for
those spirited dreams, and that in-
formation. Drotner's conclusion is in-
teresting just because it s so tenta-
tive:

The contents aa the Girl’s Cwn Pa-
per were as contradictory of the lives
of its adolescent readership. But since
the fictional and the nonfictional sec-
tions of the magazine treated the
girl's contradictory experiences so dif:
ferently, it is hard to evaluate how the
paper as a whole operated in the livea
of these readers. However, it can be
surmised that the lower-middle-class
girl, needing personal and vocational
information yet often lacking social
connections fo  secure her future,
would be a keen reader of the advi-
aory articles and could thus spot their
authors’ differences  of opinion.
Rather thon adding to her self-asser-
tion, however, these differences prob-
ably exacerbated her confusion about
how to balance on the social tightrope
of her class. She would therefore have
enjoyed the serials more despite their
narrower range of feminine ideals.
Conversely, the middie-class girl, al-
ready familiar with such fiction
through contemporary novels, would
have spent more time learning the
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advise on geod health and the hints
on perfect housekeeping. In general,
she also had more opportunities to act
upon the ideals of independence and
self-support set up in some of these ar-
ticles. Their contradictions would
therefore have become catalysts to her
self-realisation, more so than to her
impecunious sisters” (p, 162),

This apparently speculative tenta-
tiveness is no weskness. Its strenght
ig that Drotner is foking rishe on the
basis of an emergent theorisation.
That theoery is not completely present
but, as it ghows, it is so much better
than snything previous, it is worth
drawing out. Scattered through the
book are pessing criticisms of other
approaches (Orwell's dismissal of
Gem  and Moagnet, theories that
favour ‘high culture' over ‘popular,
ete.). In place of all these, she pro-
poses to look for "interfaces” (p. 10).
Just about every chapter offers ex-
emplifications of what these might
look like, but the idea is never stated
a8 & general theory. But I take her to
mean that we can only understand
mass magazines of these kinds by ex-
amining the way they connect with,
and give embodied responses to, typi-
fied social tensions and problems
arising from the ways in which
‘childhood’ is experienced. This is a
striking and powerful explanatory
proposal, and worthy of close conaid-
eration. It also sils dreadfully with
Mary Cadogan’s review of the book in
the Sunday Times. Cadogan, whose
own work stand at the divide be-
tween fan-writing snd eritical study,
praises Drotner for "interspersing her
study of the periodicals with illumi-
nating chunka of social history, so we
constantly note the reinforcement, in
the fiction, of class and gender differ-
ences”. That is precisely what Drot-
ner 8 not doing. If she were, the book
would hardly be original at all. It is
precisely because she is not
‘interspersing’, but binding together
the typified social experience of kinds
of 'childhood’ with the reading expe-
riences offered, that the megazines
never do anything as simple as
‘reinforce’ - as though 'clasy’ and
‘gender’ were, in Drotper's view, sin-
gle categories there to be reinforced.

This theory takes seriously mass
magazines' differences from literary
materials. They are repetitive and




formulaic’, the atories are largely ‘un-
authored’, and the whole productions
relate very directly to their comuit-
ted readers. There is Little of the pelf-
conscious distancing of books, for
example. These gualities, suggests
Drotner, enable them to converse
unmediatedly to sore gpote in read-
ers’ lives. It is only if this theory of
‘typified social experienves' and the
magazines' engagement with those is
drawn out, that we can see both the
tremendous strengths of this book,
but also its wesknesses. I have some
worries about her particular accounts
which need at least brief statement.
For all the great suggestiveness of
her "interfaces”, they lack a erucial
dimension. In her writing about
class, gender and childhood, it often
feels as if these were only things
which her readers suffered from.
They were not ever the bapis of
struggles. Class, for example, only
seems to have produced problems and
tensions, not collective activity, This
produces several problems. First, I
cannot think of a point in her argu-
ment when she considers how indi.
vidually or collectively children read
their magazines (although some of
the biographical guotations hint st
their use in, for example, playground
culture). It is as though class, gender
and childhood are socially produced,
but individually experienced and re-
sponded to. Second, this connecis
with the way she has been misled
agbout the Penny Dreadfuls, the
melodramatic Victorian street liters-
ture against whose 'influence’ many
of her magazines were pitted. She ac-
eepts too willingly the standard view
of them as ‘exotic violence plus identi-
fication with a here'. They were more
complicated by far; and the most no-
torious, Wild Bovs of London, tumns
out on examinativn to have dealt
with explicitly political themes of
slavery and Fenianism - just at the
time when the police smashed its
printing plates on the excuse of
preventing ‘corruption of the young'
In other words, there iz reason to
think that working class youngsters
read the Dreadfuls in part as an act
of collective resistance, and that their
content could match that. At the very
least, they would have been read in
rebellion against middle class taste.
And that peoints to a third related

lack: missing is the middle-class
moralising against 'popular Lters-
ture’ as a8 whole (of which Matthew
Arnold was a clear exemplar) which
provided another marker for the
Religious Tract Society, for example,
and their attempts to provide 'clean'
literature like the Boys' Cwn and
Girls” Own FPaper.

At the same time, I feel at times
that some of her interfaces are too
neat, and don't leave space for the
kinde of compromise, hesitation and
sliser guesswork of publishers and
writers. For exsmple, she distin-
guishes the late-nineteenth century
mill girls' papers from their middle
class counterparts. In that period,
she says, working class girls were in-
creasingly caught in a combination of
required schooling, domestic work,
manusal labour and delayed mar-
riages. Her 'inferface’ is via these pa-
perg  “astute heroines' repeated
subversions and disruption of author-
ity". That's fine, but it does leave un-
touched why they also contained de-
tailed advice on fashion, bodily reme-
dies, ete. There is a danger of ex-
plaining too much, or too little.

Her use of (puto)biographical ma-
terials is daring. These accompany
and seem to evidence her ideas on
how the mapazines might heve been
used. The trouble iz, they don't al-
ways seem to match the imputed

'readings' she is suggesting - and

nowhere more glaringly than when
she wants to say, of Schoolfriend
{1819-40) that there was a concealing
absence of avcial power (see p. 210)
which subverts en apparent hercic
independence. If she's right, then her
gquotations from readers would hardly
be likely to evidence this, because
they wouldn't easily be able to artic-
ulate that concealment. Awndd indesd
they don't, in my view. It iz a pity
that Drotner says nothing on the sta-
fus she wants this biographical evi-
dence to have.

There are other miner points: for
example, an out-of-keeping sugges-
tion of a rather timeless "persistent
silence on sexuality” (p. 238) which
hints towards a guite different and in
my view less interesting framework
for understanding. But I want o end
on & celebration of what I see as a
quite superb book. The weaknesses 1
have suggested asre, to me, challenges
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to do better within the same concep-
tual framework. This book has
mapped a way of understanding such
magazines that is more productive
than anything I have come across. To
go further than Drotoer on any of her
particular magazines, we will need to
find answers to questions posed by
her theory: what mental modellings
makes it possible for authors from
gquite outside the childhoods they
write for, to embody in these maga-
zines resolutions to typified experi-
ences inside those childhoods? Where
should we go for the evidence to sup-
port the imputation of such typified
experiences to groups? We can't only
use the magazines, or it will be logi-
cally impossible ever to demarcate
succesful from unsucesssful attermpts.
At the same time, what theory of
narrative is gubtle enough to reveal
the stories' transformations and res-
olutions which Drotoer is hinting at?
None of these important questions
could even arise without this ground-
breaking book. i is truly marvellous.

Peter Larsen. Tidens tegn, Aka-
demisk Forlag, Kgbenhavn
1989, 148 ¢, kr. 148,-.

Anmeldt aft Palle Schantz
Lauridsen, adjunkt ved Institut
for Film, TV og Kommunikati-
on, Kghenhavns Universitet,

P& forsiden af paperbackudgaven af
Roland Barthes' "Mythologies” er der
et billede af en Citroén. En af de nu
klaasiske, strpmlinede modeller med
den hydrauliske affjedring. Billedet
er der fordi én af Barthes' samtids-
kulturanalyser, en af mytologierne,
handler om den nye Citroén Argang
1956, Altsd om et af de degligdags ob-
jekter der var karakteristisk for sin
tid, ligesom mange af de andre fieno-
mener Barthes i gvrigt analyserede.
Med sympati, mtzende humor eller
negermest militant moraliseren alt ef-
ter ohjektet. Sympatien gjaldt follke-
lige manifestationer der som fribryd-
ningen rummede en kropslig sub-
stans. Den stsende hwmor ramte for-
shellige ideclogiske konstruktioner
der som reklamen havde deres ud-
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spring i borgerskabets gkonomiske og
politiske interesser, men som mytolo-
gisk udbredtes til de gvrige klasser.
Den militante moraliseren dukkede
frem, ndr Barthes fx. brokkede sig
over at unge, talentfulde teater- og
filmfolk ikke kunne deres Brecht.

Mythologierne og Barthes' teore-
tisgke efterskrift, "Myten i dag”, fik
kolosal gennemslagskraft. Ingen tvivl
om at semiologien, ideologikritikken,
pragmatikken og danskundervisnin-
gen ville have set anderledes ud,
havde det ikke veeret for Barthes' lille
bog. Peter Larsena lille essaysamling
"Tidens tegn” vil nsppe A samme
udbredelse som Barthes hog havde.
Dertil er nyhedsveerdien i ideen med
at skrive sma knivelarpe essays om
tidstypiske fenomener for ringe. Og
det er aynd, for Peter Larsens over-
fladesensitivitet,  kulturanalytishe
skarpsind og formelle stilbeherskelse
kommer fuldt pd hgjde med forbil-
tedets. Men at det har veeret Larsens
hensigt at fore "Mytologier” ajour er
klart, alene fordi bogens forgte
tlustration er ot fotografi af en bil.
Tkke af en B0'er Citroén, men af en
80 er-firhjulstruldiet Range Rover der
tages op il bebandling i en af
tekaterne. Den handler ikke om hvor.
dan kraften overfpres fra motoren til
de fire hjul eller hvad motorskri-
benter ellers fylder spalterne med,
men om den betydning de firhjula-
trukne afgiver i firserkulturens uni-
vers.

Peter Larsen der nu er professor i
humanistisk medievidenskab ved In-
stitutt for Massekommunikagion i
Bergen, kan ikke vare ukendt for
MedieKulturs lmsere. De mange ar-
tikler han har skrevet i de sidste smé
tyve dr har - sammen med de anto-
logier han har (med-jredigeret - pla-
ceret ham som landets vel fremmeste
formidler af en historisk orienteret
semiotisk teori af den art, der aldrig
er til for sin egen skyid. Kombina-
tionen af analyse, teori og kritik har
altid sammen med hensynet til lese-
ren stdet centralt i Peter Larsens
produktion. Saledes ogsd 1 "Tidens
tegn" der er hans ferste bog under
helt eget navn.

Bogen falder i fire afenit, "Flader",
"Fiktioner”, "Fragmenter’ og "Muse-
ar” hvortil kommer et afsluttende ka-
pitel, "Spor”, der handler om den
semiclogiske eller blot: kritiske for-




nufts hetimelighed i en tid hvor
"Marketing and Semiotics er blevet et
heit prioriteret emne pd handels-
hejskolernes leseplaner verden aves”
{p. 144}, i en tid hvor kritiske viden-
skabelige indaigter med stor hast ind-
arbejdes i fx. reklamefolkenes tegn-
produlktioner.

Diet er B('erne der i en sine steder
melankolsk og lettere moralsk optik,
kommer under Larsens Lup. "Flader”
handler om hverdan forretnings-
verdenen - eller "Businessiand” som
Larsen kalder den - og dens diskurser
dukker frem overalt: i aproget, i den
offentlige administration, i bil-valget,
i reklamen. "Fiktioner” analyserer,
ofte med hybridgenrebegrebet som le-
destjerne, TV-avisen, ugebladenes
fortellinger, poranciafilm og den
multinationale reklames svaghed for
det stersotypt nationale og det frem-
mede. "Fragmenter” analyserer re-
klamebilleder og musikvidecer og "~
Museer” bestdr af en rekke stik-
ordeagtige London-billeder og af en
analyse af en Cindy Lauper-video,

Jeg hverken kan eller vil modsige
Peter Larsens analyser og deres
hvasse pointer. Tverimod ma jeg an-
befale "Tidens tegn” til enhver der
har undret sig over hvorfor vi "i disse
Ar taler (..} som bankridgivere, der
lige er kemmet hjem fra et week-
endkursus i gestaltterapi” (p.18); til
enhver som véd at udtrvkket kultur-
personlighed dmkker over et veesen
der "feirede sine storste triumfer ved
de store middageselskaber i mellem-
krigatiden” (p. 63) og til enhver, som
er af den opfattelse af "den sterste
erogene zone sidder (..} mellem
grerne {p. 103}

Forordet smtier bogen ind i dén
universiteere diskurs, de evrige telks-
ter ellers kun beerer preeg af i de let
bitre analyser af forbredringen mel-
lem humanisterne og erhvervalivet og
i de im og eksplivitte teorefiske re-
ferencer: det er fortrinsvis semiologi-
en, Habermas, mentalitetehistorien
og Sloterdijk der treekiter det tunge
lzes, mens Beudrillard speger i ku-
lissen (uden at Larsen af den grund
bruger ordet "postmoderne”) og Ord-
bog over det Danske Sprog jewnligt
dukker op ndr Larsen med etymolo-
giske henvisninger laver mentalitets-
historiske analyser af ordenes seman-
tik. I forordet treeder Peter Larsen ud
af sproget og efterlader sin signatur i

et ptvkke tekst hvor han kun lader
sig omtale i tredie person (han,
forfatteren). Det er hans teketer der
er aktive. De tolker, lytter, loeser og
beskaeftiger sig med men overlader i
gvrigt initiativet til objekterne, til
fenomenerne. Det er dem der har
givet anledning til, dem der taler. Vi
far paledes billedet af en myldrende
freenomenverden der aktivt forferer
den skribent der dog er sd forsigtig,
at han legger ansvaret for analy-
serne over pd sine tekster. Peter
Larsen bliver den hund i modernite-
tens keglespil der giver halen skylden
nér der velter en kegle. Derfor op-
traeder analytikeren i de tolkende
tekster kun personificeret i det kol-
lektive vi, der uafvendeligt ma lmgge
gren til tidens talende tegn.

Helt forsvinder Larsen dog ikke. 1
"Spor” stikker han snuden frem og
spgrger i rollen som kritiker hvad
man skal gere, nir man hverken vil
veere marketingsmedarbejder eller
opgive kritikken og tale om noget an-
det {sfdan som Barthes sandt nok
giorde da han sd mytologiens og
semiotikkens kritiske pointer blive
indhentet af "de samfundsmesesige
institutioner” som Peter Larsen for-
mulerer det)? Larsen svarer med at
fremumane modellen af en illusionsles
kritiker der véd at "afstanden (mel-
lem kritikkeren og objektet) bliver
mindre og mindre" (p. 147), men som
samtidig insisterer pd at selv den
mindste afstand er kritikkens mulig-
hedsbetingelse (hvis eller détf er et
ord der er gangbart i dagl). Teksterne
- og dermed deres forfatter - er mbske
nok illusionslese men de er ogsd
gvaglt melankolske. Det fremghr fx. af
de kun let skjulte begredelser over
humanisternes  forbradring med
"businessland”, hvis sympltomatisk
omfangsrige behandling i bogen kun-
ne pege i samme retning. Og nér Lar.
gen i vignetien til kapitlet "Metro-
polis” med T.8. Eliot kalder London
an "Unreal city” og fremmaner et for-
virret, baudrillardsk rodsammen af
et storbyuniveras sperger man uvil-
kérligt sig selv, hvad det er for en
"real city" der ligger oversvemamet ph
bunden af det larsenske forestillings-
hav. Det forekommer mig derfor at
Peter Larsen alle sine besvesrgelser
til trods taler fra et udsigtspunkt i et
svundet Atlaniis, nér han afslut-
ningsvis manende skriver: "Det kan
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