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Our contemporary world is confronted with a global polycrisis1. Unfortunately, we all know the disaster-
ridden mantra: neoliberalism’s seizing up, the ongoing environmental slump, and the depletion of all 
previous ideological, cultural, and theoretical arrangements. The widening gap between the rich and 
the poor has led to constant social unrest and inequality, and a sense of injustice, especially among 
marginalized communities. In addition to these challenges, there are increasing geopolitical tensions 
and conflicts unfolding on the global stage, the savage pursuit of power showing a total disregard for 
human rights. The erosion of international cooperation, the rise of misinformation, fake news, and echo 
chambers have also made it increasingly difficult to navigate our contemporary moment and to sustain 
productive and informed debates about these critical and pressing issues.

 As the term polycrisis itself suggests, these challenges are not, however, isolated incidents but rather 
interconnected and interdependent. With the slow but steady disintegration of the dominant economic 
ideology (associated with centrist liberalism), literary and cultural studies will have to struggle to adapt 
to these changing neoliberal (post-neoliberal?) times by developing equitable conceptual frameworks 
and innovative analytical tools that move beyond traditional humanism, liberalism, and individualism. Of 

1. For a discussion on mitigating known and unknown risks and approaching stability see Luiz Awazu Pereira da 
Silva, “The broad Context in January 2023 for financial Stability and the Risks in a poly-crisis World,” in The Next 
Systemic Financial Crisis – Where Might it Come From? Financial Stability in a Polycrisis World, ed. Andreas 
Dombret and Patrick Kenadjian (Berlin: De Gruyter, 2024), 175–178.
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course, these concerted events have hindered our ability to find effective solutions to the multifaceted 
catastrophes within which we find ourselves. However, even if, as Achim Szepanski writes, ‘the future will 
be human in posthuman discourses2￼ , we must distinguish between dystopian transhumanist thought 
and critical or reflexive 3￼ . We could do worse than showing that writers and their adjacent authoriality 
are historical and cultural constructs rather than transcendental concepts free from ideology that need 
to be placed within larger contexts like evolving ecosystems of media and technology.

But for a concept like authorship, which seems to bask in morbid paradoxes, here is the slightest: the 
volume and complexity of academic work that authorship has entertained since the late 1960s presents 
a fundamental problem for literary scholars, since few other research terms have been so historically 
crucial to the field4. Authorship studies could be thought of as a theoretical and empirical subdiscipline, 
suffering, nonetheless, from a lack of institutionalization and professionalization that contrasts with 
the omniscience of authoriality in every type of literary research5. Roland Barthes, Jacques Derrida and 
Michel Foucault were, of course, fully aware of the contradictions surrounding the authorial figure’s 
sudden disappearance and its equally haunting reappearance.

What one can assume nowadays is that everyone has had some familiarity with said dynamic since 
poststructuralism and deconstruction have both restructured the field of literary and cultural studies 
and hollowed-out the humanities themselves which are now currently being once again replaced or at 
least encompassed within materialist, affective, and ecological forms of thinking. Nevertheless, there 
is a striking contradiction here since most, if not all, scholars still take for granted Barthes and Foucault’s 
fundamental arguments, even while the developments in our posthuman, global and digital world and 
the neoliberal refashioning of the University are, on the one hand, indebted to but have, on the other, 
raised significant questions about the validity and underlying assumptions of their hypothesis6.

It is also true that, over the last couple of decades, comparative and postcolonial studies have been also 
utterly transformed not only by the debates within the literary field, but, as previously suggested, by the 
reconfiguring organizational issues stemming from the broader agenda of today’s publishing industry, 
and the agenda of international cultural and political economy7. These overwhelming disciplinary and 
institutional crises simply add new layers of uncertainty and instability to ongoing challenges, such as the 
contestation of nationalistic outlooks in a globalized world or the utility of transnational comparison itself. 

2. Achim Szepanski, Capitalism in the Age of Catastrophe. The Newest Developments of Financial Capital in 
Times of Polycrisis (Palgrave Macmillan, 2024), 5.
3. Stefan Herbrechter, Posthumanism. A Critical Analysis (London-New York: Bloomsbury), 3: ‘The word ‘critical’ 
here has a double function: it combines, on the one hand, openness to the radical nature of technocultural change, 
and, on the other hand, it emphasizes a certain continuity with traditions of thought that have critically engaged 
with humanism, and which, in part, have evolved out of the humanist tradition itself. The task is, therefore, to re-
evaluate established forms of antihumanist critique, to adapt them to the current, changed conditions, and, where 
possible, to radicalize them.’
4. The following is just a selection of academic books dealing with the death and return of the author and it does 
not cover the French or German-speaking scene: Seán Burke, The Death and Return of the Author: Criticism and 
Subjectivity in Barthes, Foucault and Derrida (Edinburgh: Edinburgh University Press, 1992); Maurice Biriotti and 
Nicola Miller, eds., What is an Author? (Manchester: Manchester University Press, 1993); Eugen Simion, The Return 
of the Author (Evanston, IL: Northwestern University Press, 1996); William Irwin, The Death and Resurrection of the 
Author? (Westport, CT: Greenwood Press, 2002); Carla Benedetti, The Empty Cage: Inquiry into the Mysterious 
Disappearance of the Author (Ithaca-London: Cornell University Press, 2005) Michelene Wandor, The Author is 
Not Dead, Merely Somewhere Else: Creative Writing Reconceived (Houndmills, UK: Palgrave Macmillan, 2008); 
Jane Gallop, The Deaths of the Author: Reading and Writing in Time (Durham, NC: Duke University Press, 2011); 
Philip Sayers, Authorship’s Wake. Writing After the Death of the Author (New York-London: Bloomsbury, 2021).
5. Seán Burke addresses this deficiency and imagines the coming into being of an ‘Institute of Advanced Authorial 
Study’. See Seán Burke, The Death and Return of the Author: Criticism and Subjectivity in Barthes, Foucault and 
Derrida (Edinburgh: Edinburgh University Press, 2011), xx.
6. See Yves Citton, Lire, interpréter, actualise. Pour quoi les études littéraires? (Paris: Éditions Amsterdam, 2007); 
Martha Nussbaum, Not for Profit: Why Democracy Needs the Humanities (Princeton University Press, 2010); 
François Rastier, Apprendre pour transmettre. L’éducation contre l’idéologie managériale (Paris: PUF, 2013); Jean-
Marie Schaeffer, Petite écologie des études littéraires. Pourquoi et comment étudier la littérature? (Vincennes : 
Editions Thierry Marchaisse, 2011).
7. Sarah Brouillette, Postcolonial Writers in the Global Literary Marketplace (London: Palgrave Macmillan, 2007).
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Even if the notion of ‘world literature’8 has been subject to intense scholarly debate and various forms of 
contestation, it is nevertheless clear that it has succeeded in reorienting the focus of the entire discipline 
towards international, inter-imperial, decolonial, and post-Eurocentric dynamics that Monika Fludernik, 
for instance, was pointing towards some couple of decades ago9.

My ambition, then, is to resituate the problem of authorship both within this new neoliberal regime of 
capitalist production and the sphere of world literary studies by pursuing the implications of a materialist 
and ecological approach. Authors are part of cultural networks and conceptual frameworks where 
literary practices intertwine with international actors and institutions10 which, as Gisèle Sapiro argues, 
comprise the sphere of production and the status of the writer11. This paper develops a world-systems 
and theoretical analysis of the mechanisms of production and uneven distribution of authoriality in 
the global literary field. Its title is therefore intentionally ambiguous: the pursuit of authorship will be 
defined, simultaneously, as examining the action of pursuing someone or something (the writer who 
wishes to become a professional author, for instance, by writing and publishing a text) and, in parallel, 
as an activity of a specified kind (the entire range of elements and processes involved in the production 
and commodification of authorship itself on a global scale).

The crisis or death of authorship was contained, as previously mentioned, through the institutionalization 
or widespread formalization of poststructuralist and deconstructive reading strategies that have simply 
put aside not only the writer’s intentions but the entire panoply of biographical, social, economic, and 
historical contexts and their relevance to literary exegesis. As Seán Burke has argued, the great crisis of 
postmodernism were crises of authorship ‘even if they still disdain to announce themselves as such’, adding 
that ‘the difficulties of envisaging how and where contemporary thought might relocate the authorship 
that is everywhere in its midst may only be outweighed by the necessity of the calling and should in no wise 
deter us from the attempt’12. I also further agree with Burke that ‘the concerted return to context which 
we have [...] witnessed in the discourses of New Historicism, Cultural Materialism and Postcolonialism 
suggest the restoration of a working concept of authorship if only to provide a point of access to historical, 
cultural, and colonial contexts’13. If the conceptual premises of authorial disappearance are now long gone, 
the premises of its return have nonetheless somehow perversely survived. Nonetheless, contemporary 
theory appears to be dependent on the death or killing of the author, since its spectral reappearance was 
redeemed as a diffuse yet ideological reappropriation in both political and ethical terms.

Now, to counter both these lingering and outdated forms of conceptualization, I will be using 
Raymond Williams’s work14 to explain how and why these various authorial models coexist: the death 
of the author (residual theory), the returns of the author (dominant theories), and what I deem to be 
the ascension of the author - the emergent theoretical outlook proposed in my paper and in my work 
more generally. The author’s ascension is defined, therefore, as a speculative instrument which affords 
the examination of various modes of contemporary authorial performance15. As a conceptual tool, 
this critical metaphor affords a more flexible and dynamic understanding according to which, as a 
historically determined phenomenon, the author is not so much (or not only) a linear, one-dimensional 
function of subjectivity, pace Foucault, but, as this paper will further show, a vertical and distributive 

8. David Damrosch, What Is World Literature? (Princeton University Press, 2003); Pascale Casanova, The World 
Republic of Letters, trans. M. B. DeBevoise (Harvard University Press, 2004); Franco Moretti, Graphs, Maps, Trees: 
Abstract Models for Literary History (Verso, 2005); Emily Apter, Against World Literature. On the Politics of 
Untranslatability (Verso, 2013).
9. Monika Fludernik, ed., Diaspora and Multiculturalism: Common Traditions and New Developments (Amsterdam: 
Rodopi, 2003).
10. Here, I am keeping with Jacques Dubois’ definition of the literary institution as an ensemble of normative social 
facts and practices, especially because the French scholar is interested in examining the relationship between 
literature, as such, and Althusser’s famous ISAs. See Jacques Dubois, L’Institution littéraire (Brussels: Labor, 2005).
11. Gisèle Sapiro, The Sociology of Literature, translated by Madeline Bedecarré and Ben Libman (Stanford: 
Stanford University Press, 2024), 30.
12. Seán Burke, Authorship: From Plato to the Postmodern: a Reader (Edinburgh: Edinburgh University Press, 1995), xxix.
13. Seán Burke, Authorship: From Plato to the Postmodern, xxvii.
14. See ‘Dominant, Residual, and Emergent’ in Raymond William, Marxism and Literature (Oxford: Oxford University 
Press, Oxford, 1977), 121–128.
15. For an updated definition of authorial performativity see Sonja Longolius, Performing Authorship: Strategies of 
Becoming an Author in the Works of Paul Auster, Candice Breitz, Sophie Calle, and Jonathan Safran Foer (Berlin: 
transcript Verlag, 2016).
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ecological complex which constantly redesigns itself according to the particularities of a (poly)system, 
culture, and even ecology.

Further building on the work of Roger Chartier, wherein he distinguishes between the mise en texte 
(writing or textual strategies found within the work itself) and the mise en livre (the tactics of the 
publishing industry)16, my paper will add to the leader of the so-called  fourth generation of Annales 
historians’ taxonomy yet another mode or system of literary staging which I will call the mise en auteur. 
The kernel of my argument is that authorship indexes and critiques the forms (autofictional genres, for 
instance), figures (the writer reveals themselves, typically in interviews or other paratexts, as a hipster, 
hacker, DJ), functions (the idea of literary value, symbolic capital or even style), and forces (political, 
economic, ethical) of (and therefore against) the neoliberal capitalist system.

To forgo poststructuralist or deconstructive operations we simply need to adopt a post-linguistic, 
hence post-semiotic, understanding of authorship which will steer us away from grand narratives 
(Lyotard), myths (Barthes), l’écriture (Derrida), and discourses (Foucault) and to redefine (post)
authorship as a multidimensional phenomenon and its vertical ascension as the movement of a literary 
commodity in the modern system of cultural production. What I mean to convey through this vertical 
ascension is the rising or even supplementary excess of neoliberal authorial (re)production. This 
paper’s overall purpose, then, is to relocate and propel authorial investigations beyond postmodernism 
in a yet uncharted territory, trying to figure out what exactly this axial and dynamic reemergence of 
authorship entails. Now, while accepting the core demonstrations and, indeed, the necessity of a 
global reconceptualization of authorship put forth by Boes, Braun, and Spiers17, or even the need of  as 
suggested by Berensmeyer, Buelens, and Demoor in their Cambridge Handbook18, my WReC-inflected 
approach significantly differs from both propositions in that it does not represent a practical update 
on Michel Foucault’s ‘author function’ but, once more, as a genuine reframing of the notion based on 
post-semiotic, materialist, and ecological foundations.

Taking its cue from Immanuel Wallerstein’s theories on world-systems analysis, this paper is 
additionally interested in decolonizing contemporary modes of cultural production and their adjacent 
literary institutions through which authoriality unfolds in a globalized social environment19. As a result, 
the relatively recent reorganizations of the disciplines of comparative literature and postcolonial studies 
should be further complemented by exposing and analyzing the power relations, clashes, negotiations 
and collaborative tactics between the rhetorical and media actors involved in what is claimed to be an 
integrated yet uneven literary world20. Authorship should be determined and conceptualized through 
its dependency on the modern world-system.

In consequence, this paper contains three interlocking themes: analytical, socio-historical, and 
experiential. Firstly, as has already become obvious, the article is intended as a materialist, posthumanist, 
and ecological critique of previous language-based authorial theories. Our immediate problem concerns 
the current morphology of authorship, not the absence or reappearance of authorship per se, as has been 
the case since the late 1960s, simply because these issues disregard historical and material developments 
of cultural production. Closely following this lead, my second line of argumentation is, therefore, historical, 
since I am interested in focusing specifically on situations or contexts in which neoliberal, digital, and 
global forms of authorial practice prevail. I want to highlight, then, the features of present-day authorship 
and how it differs from mid- and late-twentieth century models and conceptualization of capitalist 
production. Authorship will appear to be wedged, much like ideology itself, in the interstices between 
individual texts and the social and economic structures determining or (re)producing their conditions 
of existence. Embroiled deep within the economic and cultural practices of the literary field, we will also 
show how authorship reappears as an institutional continuum or a social spectrum which unfolds through 
and delivers images and practices of combined unevenness. 

The final theme follows on from the first two as it involves the redefinition of authorship in terms 

16. Roger Chartier, The Order of Books: Readers, Authors, and Libraries in Europe Between the 14th and 18th 
Centuries (Stanford: Stanford University Press, 1994).
17. Tobias Boes, Rebecca Braun, and Emily Spiers, eds. World Authorship (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2020).
18. Ingo Berensmeyer, Gert Buelens, and Marysa Demoor, eds. The Cambridge Handbook of Literary Authorship 
(Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 2019).
19. Haun Saussy, ed., Comparative Literature in an Age of Globalization (Baltimore: Johns Hopkins University 
Press, 2006).
20. WReC, Combined and Uneven Development: Towards a New Theory of World-Literature (Liverpool, 2015).
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of how and why it is brought into existence, rather than its Foucauldian function by closely following 
a Marxist logic of dialectic argumentation (surprisingly absent from the field of authorship studies 
until this day). To that end, the author will be first defined, à la Benjamin, as the producer of a certain 
consumable commodity (a book, a text, a poem, a novel, a play, etc.). However, I will also argue that 
the same producer will simultaneously produce and morph within his or her own form of authoriality. 
Most importantly, this material and intermedial process of producing one’s authoriality is codependent 
on other elements and agents. I am equally interested, then, in 1) the author’s work (the text itself – 
which, of course, also contributes to the development of an authorial ethos although not as an active 
rhetorical element but, to use a Marxist turn of phrase, as fossilized form of labor inscribed within the 
work), which I will distinguish from what I will from now on call 2) the work of authorship (all sorts of 
resources but, most importantly, the productive and, as we shall see, reproductive labor that goes into 
building the public or social and even commercial image of the author).

To further unpack this idea of the public image of the author, I will resort to Michèle Bokobza Kahan, 
who rightly distinguishes three relational dimensions of the author’s image: a) the author’s image in 
relation to the text (self-portrait), b) the author’s self-image in relation to the biographical self (ethos) 
and c) the author’s image in relation to society and others (producer)21. In a relatively similar manner, 
but approaching the topic, however, from a North American tradition (and, therefore, different from 
that of field theory), Nathalie Heinich proposes, following in the footsteps of Erving Goffman and 
Howard Becker, respectively, another ternary model, according to which the author’s identity is 
at the confluence of three moments or temporalities: 1) self-perception, i.e. the way in which the 
person perceives himself; 2) representation, i.e. the way in which he presents himself to others; and 3) 
designation, or the way in which he is perceived by others. Heinich emphasizes, however, that different 
forms of temporality characterize these relationships, and that inconsistencies or discrepancies can 
arise in their configuration and, consequently, distort the overall image of an author22. To understand 
more clearly, however, how these types of mediated relationships can be instrumentalized, I propose 
to turn our gaze now towards Dominique Maingueneau, who divides authorship itself in at least three 
parts23: a) the historical writer (the real person), b) the author in the possible space of the literary field 
(the writer) and c) the grammatical subject of the enunciation (the inscriber or the voice in the text)24.

Coming back to my previous distinction between the author’s work and the work of authorship 
I would now add that this difference is easily illustrated by thinking, once again, with Marx, about 
what we typically experience in the literary field and working our way backwards to understand the 
causes of authorship. Our everyday experience of authorship, then, as it comes to us through reading, 
conversations, books, texts, messages, emails, discourses, rhetorical strategies, styles, interviews, 
journals, diaries, memoirs, awards, prizes, book reviews, national and international literary festivals, 
courses and lectures, workshops and seminars, book readings, parties, conferences, Q&As, book 
signings, gestures, looks, photo shoots, and other cultural elements represent the locus or the site 
of considering the intricacies of literary production and authoriality. All of these elements mediate, 
in fact, one’s interaction with the author and can therefore be systematized as follows: taking into 
perspective the social conditions of production we notice, first, the structure of the literary field itself 
(and all its antinomies), second, the workings of literary and other cultural institutions, third, political 
and aesthetic ideologies, and, last but not least, the economic constraints of capitalism. However, the 
difficulty of our inquiry lies in the absence of professional or institutional organization of productive 

21. Michèle Bokobza Kahan, “Image d’auteur,” in Le lexique socius, ed. Anthony Glinoer, Denis Saint Amand. http://
ressources-socius.info/index.php/lexique/21-lexique/197-image-d-auteur.
22. Nathalie Heinich, La sociologie à l’épreuve de l’art (Bruxelles: Les Impressions Nouvelles, 2015), 68.
23. José-Luis Diaz also similarly distinguishes three levels within the notion of author: 1) the author the real or 
civil person (the life or autobiographical fragments contained in the memoir), 2) the textual author (the ethos 
or narrative voice constructed through the prism of the memoir), and, finally, 3) the set of representations 
of the author in the public space. This latter ensemble represents what he calls a collective-historical totality 
and, therefore, imaginary or even anthropological authorial scenographies that can be used or actualized by 
everyone participating in the literary field. To make things clearer, the level at which one might situated auctorial 
scenographies (and to connect them with the idea of auctorial posture) would be, on the one hand, at that of 
the literary field, precisely because they prefigure certain stylistics or combinatory possibilities of the field and 
because, at a certain transpersonal level, it allows authors to activate certain possible positions. See José-Luis 
Diaz, L’Écrivain imaginaire. Scénographies auctoriales à l’époque romantique (Paris: Champion, 2007).
24. Dominique Maingueneau, Le discours littéraire. Paratopie et scène d’énonciation (Paris: Armand Colin, 2004).

http://ressources-socius.info/index.php/lexique/21-lexique/197-image-d-auteur
http://ressources-socius.info/index.php/lexique/21-lexique/197-image-d-auteur
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authoriality and its temporal, geographical, and technologic developments, and even more so when it 
comes to its ethico-legal (the French conception of literary property or droit d’auteur) and economic 
frameworks (the Anglo-American copyright).

If my hypothesis is correct, namely that authorship is itself a valuable and consumable commodity, it 
also means that it is partially alienating and dehumanizing. As celebrities and public personas, authors 
are branded and transformed into marketing mascots through the segmented labor of other parties 
working in the book industry. Dislocated or displaced from the means of its own production, the star-
author nevertheless remains central and spirally ascends within the entire panoply of promotional 
services. The ascension of the author, then, comes surprisingly close not to Roland Barthes’ semiotic 
analysis of obscuring myths, which supposedly hollow out an original25, as one would expect, but rather 
to Guy Debord’s spectacle26 or Jean Baudrillard’s definition of a late-capitalist or third-order simulacra27.

Consequently, another conceptual distinction I would like to employ, therefore, is the one between 
I) the author-function, as defined by Michel Foucault, as an offshoot of discursive and cultural 
arrangements, and what I will from now on call II) the function of authorship (which is commercial 
or market-oriented, wherein the prestige or distinction, to use a Bourdieusian turn of phrase, of the 
signature is also implied). By applying the basic distinction between use-value and exchange value to 
authorship, it becomes immediately obvious that the latter concept (i.e. the function of authorship) 
can only be determined through the literary market. The paradox that quickly becomes apparent lies 
in the contradictory nature of the simultaneously extrinsic (commercial success) and intrinsic value 
of authorship (a literary manuscript that agents, editors, and publisher find valuable in the first place). 
This gap might also explain why authors are usually involved in related or parallel (sometimes even 
alienating) activities that sustain their literary work: typically, they are also paid for translations and 
other similar jobs, such as teacher on creative writing programs or residencies, whether these side jobs 
will also be redeemed or not within the social construction of authoriality.

To solve this contradiction, we will say that, if the function of authorship is dependent or influenced 
by the neoliberal capitalist literary market, its value is not necessarily determined by consumption but 
by the work of authorship (defined above). Importantly, then, the work of authorship does not belong 
to the writer in question. Human and non-human efforts (i.e., displaced labor), such as the activities of 
journalists, editors, and book reviewers (or any other type of assistance staff), on the one hand, and the 
workings of machines, institutions, and other social bodies (ideological state apparatuses), on the other, 
are always included in the production of this authorial commodity. The work of authorship is, in a Marxist 
sense, ghostly because it is the result of an ethereal deposit of interconnected elements and actions that 
went into its material production and objectification. Therefore, one could gauge the value of authorship 
by measuring or tracking the social magnitude of practices and materials that went into its production.

Sarah Brouillette is illuminating in this regard. She writes that ‘literary production is influenced by the 
development of authorship as a profession and by the process through which writers consume images 
of themselves and reinterpret those images in order to negotiate and circulate different ones’28. She also 
emphasizes that the material construction or self-construction of authorial images are dependent on 
marketing techniques. Moreover, Brouillette further discusses the communicative circuit of textuality 
and how authorship travels through it but does not extend so far as to suggest, as this paper does, 
that authorship itself might work as any other commodity chain, seeing as she limits her work and 
conceptualization within the range of Bourdieu’s field theory. Yet, as illuminating as her work initially 
appears to be, an inexplicable conceptual darkness quickly falls upon her discursive land. Without any 
mention of Foucault’s name, Brouillette seems to believe in the existence of a so-called ‘Barthesian 
function of discourse’, probably taking Juliet Gardiner’s word for granted29, and therefore virtually 
ignoring S. Burke’s essential contributions to the authorial debate (while paradoxically referencing his 
work), since she seems to garner up similar conclusions, namely that the disappearance of the author 
was in no way countered by its surging postcolonial marketable function30.

25. Roland Barthes, Mythologies, trans. Annette Lavers (New York: Farrar, Straus and Giroux, 1972).
26. Guy Debord, The Society of the Spectacle, trans. Donald Nicholson-Smith (New York: Zone Books, 1994).
27. Jean Baudrillard, Simulacra and Simulation, trans. Sheila Faria Glaser (Ann Arbor: University of Michigan Press, 1994).
28. Sarah Brouillette, Postcolonial Writers in the Global Literary Marketplace (New York: Palgrave Macmillan, 2007), 2.
29. See Juliet Gardiner, ‘Recuperating the Author: Consuming Fictions of the 1990s,’ in PBSA 94 (2000).
30. Sarah Brouillette, Postcolonial Writers in the Global Literary Marketplace (New York: Palgrave Macmillan, 
2007), 11–12.
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Pierre Bourdieu himself has, indeed, shown that ‘the logic of commercial production tends more 
and more to assert itself over avant-garde production’31. However, the sociologist was describing 
the literary field itself and the book market per se, and not the contemporary commercialization or 
commodification of the notion of authorship as such. Of course, we might even presuppose that, 
at this point, Bourdieu would have himself argued, nevertheless, for the dialectical existence of an 
interstitial, relative autonomy within world-authorship. Now, even if ‘the author’s name and attached 
personae have become key focal points’32 in marketing strategies, as Brouillette acknowledges, this is 
typically done and researched for the benefit of the book (the novel, the collection of poems, essays, 
etc.) and not the other way around. Drawing on the work of Bourdieu, Beck, Luhmann, and Bhabha, 
Mads Rosendahl Thomsen shows how ‘migrant writers have a more complex relationship to the book 
markets and literary institutions’33, while also modeling possible trajectories of canonization but, alas, 
falls short in explaining how the external market conditions concretely affect authorship itself.

Consequently, it becomes evident that the function of authorship partly ignores individual talent, skill, 
and other stylistic or, let us say, innate differential resources which have quintessentially defined the 
Romantic/transcendental tradition. The work of authorship therefore represents the totality of social, 
cultural, and economic forces that hover alongside or above the human and non-human actors and 
actions involved in its making, such as the technical complexity of the writerly equipment, the use of 
social media or other digital platforms, the social organization of the workflow, and so on. However, with 
the risk of repeating myself, if the magnitude, efficiency, and productivity of authorial work determines 
the value and function of authorship, it is so only if and when it appears to be socially and culturally useful 
or valuable to the other agents involved in the cultural field and literary market, whether as a commodity 
(an author builds his or her own public persona), the fruit of labor (an author’s brand is the result of the 
action and labor of various agents such as editors, publishers, booksellers, prize juries, etc.), or as a service 
(authors’ political or moral responsibilities in relation to state power or the market).

This further entails that the social presence of a writer and his self-identification34 as such are 
burgeoning themselves into a commodity, acquiring or ascending to the status of authorship, if and 
only when these forms of manifestation are exchanged with a different group (typically a group of 
readers or consumers, whether academics or amateurs) that has certain needs and values that can be 
satisfied through the consumption of authorship. Consumers typically relate to the market presence of 
authorship in the literary field and less so to the real writer behind the work and, even then, the authorial 
meeting is typically staged (think about the setup of a book launch, for instance). I would therefore 
say that the contemporary literary scene is defined by its unremitting, if not excessive, production of 
authorial value, rather than a genuine, axiological gratification of author-functions.

As a commodity, then, authorship is the result of a series of transformative labor processes, and it 
should be understood as the totality of social relations between human and non-human actors ascending 
on a global scale. In a sense, authorship is the result of an uneven combination of various public interests 
and economic relations and, indeed, as Sarah Brouillette has argued, ‘capitalism’s relationship to cultural 
production is fundamentally politic’35. The way in which authorship is typically perceived, though, is as 
an almost abstract force. It is a carrier, if you will, of fetishized significance, an alienating vector, to use 
Marx’s dialect again, which dissolves and supersedes the real-life practices of authorial work. It is these 
concealed interactions that transform authorship into a cultural commodity with its own logic.

However, we need to acknowledge once more that, while the function of authorship is, indeed, 
influenced, determined and affected by the contemporary capitalist system, the research 
instruments academics have at their disposal represent, unfortunately, a Fordist-era grab-bag of 
belated poststructuralist, postmodern and, at best, postcolonial tools. This problem isn’t immediately 
perceivable (so therefore left unaddressed) because the tendency or focus of literary academics 

31. Pierre Bourdieu, The Rules of Art: Genesis and Structure of the Literary Field, trans. Susan Emanuel (Stanford, 
CA: Stanford University Press, 1996), 345.
32. Sarah Brouillette, Postcolonial Writers in the Global Literary Marketplace (New York: Palgrave Macmillan, 2007), 67.
33. Mads Rosendahl Thomsen, Mapping World Literature: International Canonization and Transnational 
Literatures (London: Continuum, 2008), 62. 
34. See the concept of ‘self-presentation’ in Erving Goffman, Frame Analysis: An Essay on the Organization of 
Experience (Boston: Northeastern University Press, 1974).
35. Sarah Brouillette, Postcolonial Writers in the Global Literary Marketplace (New York: Palgrave Macmillan, 
2007), 75.
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today 1) tends to steer away from the individual to the system, 2) to move towards post-theory, post-
critique, or the digital post-humanities, 3) to skip or disregard biographically oriented types of literary 
history and adopt trans-individual, genre-, or form-based approaches that privilege the computational 
crunching of numbers and the production of visual or graphical renderings of statistical data over long 
durées, 4) and, finally, to give way to the study of political and ideological underpinning of literary 
culture. Instead of abandoning the biographical author altogether, this paper has been striving to 
conceptually reconvert authorship in ideological, ecological and materialist terms.

Consequently, it could be argued that, within contemporary world-literature studies and the arena 
of theoretical debates, authorship was backed into a corner, becoming a peripheral concept36. The 
core is typically represented by Casanova’s republic of circulating letters (not people or writers), 
Moretti’s system of dislocated narrative forms or Damrosch’s great literary works gaining more in and 
through translation (who carries these works?). Which is to say that world-literary studies also require a 
conceptual equivalent or update in examining the movement of authorial ideas and practices on a global 
stage. To show how literature is produced and transmitted around the globe and through time, one can, 
therefore, resort to literary sociology (its French variety in particular) to get a sense of how world-
authorship might look like. In the past few decades, nevertheless, most important scholarly works have 
restricted their discussions on an epistemological or even archetypal level: literary scenarios (José-Luis 
Diaz37), career trajectories (Jérôme Meizoz), the relatively autonomous literary space (Gisèle Sapiro 38), 
the mystery of literary creation (Bernard Lahire39), or identity issues (Nathalie Heinich40).

Jérôme Meizoz, to closely examine just one such example (probably the most useful and 
simultaneously influential), unimaginatively describes the emergence of modern authorship as an 
emancipation from the ‘masters’41. Following Bourdieu’s work, authorship should be studied, he argues, 
in terms of its possible positions and the trajectories a writer occupies in the literary field. The singularity 
of authoriality is therefore determined through its relationships to other pre-existing ways of inhabiting 
an authorial position. Reappropriation of literary postures from the past or from other cultures are, he 
suggests, at the very heart of the mechanism of reproduction or literary renewal. Through the concept 
of posture, Meizoz successfully brings rhetoric and media analysis under one roof.

In this respect, it would seem that even the famous postmodern critique of literary history and criticism 
and the attack on the author was, indeed, a result or an effect of the resurrection of archaic models of 
authorship or postures made possible through the juxtaposing of fresh circumstances (i.e., poststructuralism 
and deconstruction) with more traditional concepts (medieval taxonomies used to describe different 
types of writers, i.e., the scribe or modern scriptor in Barthes’ work or Foucault’s resort to Saint Jerome’s 
attributional criteria). The theoretical innovations of these scholars, who were, indeed, accustomed to 
the central scholarly practices of their day, looked back or sideways towards the margins/peripheries to 
differentiate their work from the established status quo concretized in the positivistic and biographical 
type of literary history and criticism, as practiced by Gustave Lanson or Sainte-Beuve, for instance. The likes 
of Barthes, Derrida, and Foucault transformed or transposed what already seemed like pseudo-scientific 
or proto-ideas42 not only into symbolic leverage but a theoretical orthodoxy: they mixed contemporary 
features with residual rudiments to create new, counter, or alternative views of authorship.

What is lacking, though, in Meizoz’s brilliant account of modern authorship is precisely the materialist 
and even contextualist comparison of the concrete environments and modes of cultural productions 
that ideologically articulate and predetermine the emergence and functioning of authorial postures. 

36. Referring, most probably, to M.H. Abrams’ famous theoretical taxonomy in The Mirror and The Lamp, Burke 
insists that the theory of authorship has arisen peripherally and as an offshoot of more general positions.
37. José-Luis Diaz, L’écrivain imaginaire. Scénographies auctoriales à l’époque romantique (Paris: Champion, 2007).
38. Gisèle Sapiro, La Responsabilité de l’écrivain. Littérature, droit et morale en France (XIXe – XXIe siècle) (Paris: 
Éditions du Seuil, Paris, 2011); Gisèle Sapiro, The French Writers’ War. 1940-1954 (Durham and London: Duke 
University Press, 2014).
39. Bernard Lahire, Franz Kafka. Éléments pour une théorie de la création littéraire (Paris: La Découverte, 2010).
40. Nathalie Heinich, Être écrivain: création et identité (Paris: La Découverte, 2000).
41. See Jérôme Meizoz, “Modern Posterities of Posture. Jean-Jacques Rousseau,” in Authorship Revisited. 
Conceptions of Authorship Around 1900 and 2000, eds. Gillis J. Dorleijn, Ralf  Grüttemeier, Liesbeth Korthals 
Altes (Leuven-Paris-Walpole: Peeters, 2010).
42. See Ludwik Fleck, Genesis and Development of a Scientific Fact, edited by Thaddeus J. Trenn and Robert 
K. Merton, Translated by Fred Bradley and Thaddeus J. Trenn, with a foreword by Thomas S. Kuhn (Chicago and 
London: The University of Chicago Press, 1979). 
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World-authors (whether they are novelists, poets, or critics) typically borrow, in a similar move to 
Moretti’s argument pertaining to the narrative transplanting of central novelistic forms to marginal 
materials, superseded or antiquated ways of voicing frustrations regarding their local conditions of 
production. This means they are repurposing or translating older models of authorial figuration into 
new coordinates, through overlapping ontological, economic and behavioral regimes. What’s more, 
though, Meizoz’s intervention also loses sight of the dynamic and interactive processes involving social 
and historical contexts and real-life practices and configurations of a non-human type. World-literature 
studies therefore need to grasp the authorial level from both a posthuman and ecological perspective.

Authorial figures and strategies, as I have tried to show, register the signs and effects of how capitalism 
itself has developed and was transcribed in and through the system of world-literature. Dostoevsky’s social 
location, for instance, as the Warwick Research Collective has shown, was ‘fundamental to his ability to 
invent a new form that, by registering the particular dynamics of social life in the Russian semiperiphery 
in its nineteenth-century moment’43. Marko Juvan similarly pointed out, that ‘peripheral authors [...] have 
a sense of the world literary space and a desire to take a position in this space’44. Paradoxically, he goes 
on to show, semiperipheral authors might sometimes be better suited to firmly establishing themselves 
on the international stage, he suggests, even though getting there could, indeed, prove more difficult for 
most of them. The concept of world-authorship should be viewed, then, as a struggle between different 
participants, a struggle that, conducted along literary and non-literary coordinates alike, reflects the 
political, social, and even moral relevance of critical-literary discourses at large45.

All these seemingly random examples of world-authorship do, indeed, indicate there is a constant 
swivel between melancholic reminiscence and vivacious emancipatory discharge when one is supplying 
and supplanting his or her symbolic power through the experience of movement from a peripheral or 
semiperipheral area to central hubs. Educated in the spirit of classical or traditional types of literary 
postures and suddenly overwhelmed by new systemic modes of economic and political existence, 
the world-author typically renders linguistic and cultural experiences as a breach or a caesura in the 
line of communal habit, power and knowledge. Peripheral and semiperipheral writers trace a harrowing 
and hypothetical trajectory of social dislocation and collective segregation, while forging into being 
primitive yet opulent styles of authorial subjectivity and it is exactly this underwhelming prestige that 
international prizes (the Booker Prize, the Prix Goncourt, or even the Nobel), luxury translations, and 
international festivals capitalize on. Indeed, Gisèle Sapiro argues that international literary festivals 
structure the current transnational literary field and, thus, play an important role in the making of world-
authorship, while also mirroring ‘the unequal conditions of access to world authorship and the power 
relations that structure the world market for translations’46.

Furthermore, as Sharae Deckard, Michael Niblett, and Stephen Shapiro argue, a world-systems approach 
needs to further understand not only the waged but, more importantly, ‘the intrinsic role of the unwaged’ or 
reproductive labor in gendered, racialized, and ethnicized forms of world-authorship. This is where I would 
add, though, that a clear mapping of reproductive, non-institutionalized (or non-remunerated authorial 
labor) should be examined through the lens of what is generally called symbolic interactionism, since it 
is better suited to deal with ‘relationships within the family, friendships, love interests, group formations, 
relations with peers’ or any other ‘relationships within the production chain [that] are personal’47. Howard 
Becker has, indeed, examined productive networks based on personal interaction and distinguished between 
core producers (writers, per se) and intermediaries: publishers, translators, copyeditors, proofreader, literary 
agents, sales representatives, PR professionals, friends, first readers48.

Bruno Latour would later add a further distinction here in the role of mediators - as opposed to 
neutral, non-intervening intermediaries, mediators are actors who transform or affect the process of 

43. WReC, Combined and Uneven Development: Towards a New Theory of World-Literature (Liverpool, 2015), 61. 
44. Marko Juvan, Worlding a Peripheral Literature (Basingstoke and New York: Palgrave Macmillan, 2019), 2. 
45. Gillis J. Dorleijn, Ralf  Grüttemeier, Liesbeth Korthals Altes, eds., Authorship Revisited. Conceptions of 
Authorship Around 1900 and 2000 (Leuven-Paris-Walpole: Peeters, 2010), vii.
46. Gisèle Sapiro, The Sociology of Literature, 136.
47. Gisèle Sapiro, The Sociology of Literature, translated by Madeline Bedecarré and Ben Libman (Stanford: 
Stanford University Press, 2024), 37.
48. See Howard Becker, Art Worlds (Berkeley: University of California Press, 2005).
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signification or, in our situation, the chain of authorial production49. Finally, network theory, as exemplified, 
for instance, in the work of Ronald Burt, might also be useful in explaining various other strands of 
reproductive authorial labor, such as social connections or networks50. Authorial commodification is, 
thus, a complex and multifaceted conglomerate of elements and practices belonging to the capitalist 
world-system and its cultural, social, and ecological parameters requiring what Clifford Geertz would 
have called ‘thick description’51. While geographically and historically bound, every manifestation of 
world-authorship therefore represents a transgenerational convergence of symbolic reproductions of 
cultural identities and literary relations, on the one hand, and the gamut of economic and material 
reactions against capitalist arrangements, on the other.

All writers of the modern period (modernity is typically defined by the Warwick School as beginning 
in the 15th century with the advent of a capitalist world-economy and my paper closely follows 
their lead here) are world-authors of the capitalist world-system, which means that global authors 
are not uniquely restricted to a 20th-century understanding of globalization52. World-authorship, 
then, develops both locally and temporally through successive patterns and relational processes of 
relative stabilization and explosive developments, ‘simultaneously human and extra-human, material 
and symbolic’53. As a result, a theory and exegesis of world-authorship must be attentive not only ‘to 
the aesthetic mediation of the hierarchical differentiation and inequities of the world-system’54 but, 
as previously suggested, to ‘the role of labor divisions [...] in the formation of cultural production’55, 
and, finally, to the inequalities which arise through combined and uneven relationships between class, 
gender/sex, and race/ethnicity. The move towards what I call a fifth era of modern authorship56 and the 
sixth face of modernity57, is best understood as the coming into being of a world-dispositif consisting 
of various agents, institutions (academies, schools, universities, unions, authors’ societies, circles, 
groups or clubs), objects (such as instruments of writing), and practices (reading, writing, feedback, 
etc.). The workings of authorship represent a mix between social subjectivities and forms of cultural 
production within the self-evolving dynamics of today’s neoliberal capitalism.

If the death of the author gave birth to both a fictional and critical proliferation of aestheticized and 
discursively bound authorial images, the return of the author was an attempt to relocate literary power 
and authority into the political reality of gender, race, ethnicity, and other identitarian dimensions 
foregrounded by many critical movements that revised the notions of agency and ethics (especially 
feminism and postcolonialism). Recent epistemological updates on this issue include, most famously, 
Bruno Latour’s project of expanding the notion of agency into a full-blown network. Nevertheless, his 
friction-free relational approach disregards, as Stephen Shapiro shows in the footsteps of Wallterstein, 
an entire series of production processes that are geographically extensive and contain many kinds of 

49. Bruno Latour, Reassembling the Social: An Introduction to Actor-Network-Theory (Oxford: Oxford University 
Press, 2005), 37–42.
50. See Ronald S. Burt, Neighbor Networks: Competitive Advantage Local and Personal (Oxford: Oxford University 
Press, 2010).
51. Clifford Geertz, The Interpretation of Cultures (New York: Basic Books, 1973).
52. Stephen Shapiro, ‘What Is World-Systems for Cultural Studies?’ in Tracking Capital. World-Systems, World-
Ecology, World-Culture, eds. Sharae Deckard, Michael Niblett and Stephen Shapiro (New York: SUNY Press, 2024), 
10: ‘the phrase “world-system” does not mean an immediate assumption that the entire world was included from 
the outset, but rather that the capitalist economy initially made for itself a relatively self-enclosed world, even 
while it constantly sought to expand its borders.’
53. Sharae Deckard, Michael Niblett and Stephen Shapiro, ‘Introduction,’ in Sharae Deckard, Michael Niblett and Stephen 
Shapiro, eds., Tracking Capital. World-Systems, World-Ecology, World-Culture (New York: SUNY Press, 2024), 4.
54. Sharae Deckard, Michael Niblett and Stephen Shapiro, ‘Introduction,’ in Sharae Deckard, Michael Niblett and 
Stephen Shapiro, eds., Tracking Capital, 5.
55. Sharae Deckard, Michael Niblett and Stephen Shapiro, ‘Introduction,’ in Sharae Deckard, Michael Niblett and 
Stephen Shapiro, eds., Tracking Capital, 6.
56. 1) the birth of the (modern) author, 2) the sacralization of the author, 3) the death of the author, 4) the return 
of the author, 5) the ascension of the author.
57. See Alex Ciorogar, ‘THE 6th FACE OF MODERNITY - POSTMILLENNIAL ROMANIAN POETRY AND 
METAMODERNISM: SUPERNATURAL NATURALISM, OR THE POETICS OF PROVISION,’ in Caietele Echinox, Vol. 
47, 2024 (forthcoming).
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production units and various modes of remunerating labor58.
World-authorship is carried from its producers to its consumers through the knots of economic 

circulation and is, of course, transformed in due course, being propelled through the geo-historical and 
socio-political particularities of certain forces and tensions which together construct what I would like to 
call a specific authorial ecology. Consequently, my suggestion is that, as a cultural commodity, world-
authorship ‘retains traces of its creation in ways that can be tracked backwards and forwards in the 
process’, conveying, as Shapiro further explains, ‘the continuing presence of the original elements of 
labor, energy inputs, and mode of production’59. If our current condition is that ‘of an emerging post-liberal 
moment, and possible third secular trend’, as Shapiro also maintains, analyses dedicated to the notion 
of world-authorship would also need to move further away from the principles of centrist liberalism, 
disrupting the ‘episteme that made culture seem commonsensical through national and subjective 
differences’60 and opening up, instead, a new space for international authors and systemic similarities.

The production of a more complex conceptualization of world-authorship could therefore be 
rendered as overcoming the crisis within which the field was cornered by the prolonged geometry 
of poststructuralist or generally postmodern critical discourses and hermeneutic practices. As a 
transcultural and travelling concept, world-authorship can, even if in an admittedly distorted manner, 
register not only the historical and global changes of our current post-critical/post-theoretical 
moment in connection to the fluid pressures of world-literature, but also the affective structures 
of contemporary cultural nodes. This post-liberal emergence of world-authorship (or, the post-
author) works by exploring the elements of various interdependent ecosystems. And, within these 
contextual frameworks, world-authors and their literary careers are inscribed or inscribable, of course, 
as Bourdieu, Casanova and Sapiro have demonstrated, within certain strategic trajectories (a series of 
position-takings), dependent both on their aesthetic choices in the cultural field but also their social 
determinations and internal predispositions (habitus). 

By revamping the work and function of world-authorship as a commodity chain circumscribed in a 
specific spectrum of ecological and capitalist periodicity, we can show, as Stephen Shapiro writes, that 
‘each cultural commodity has its own particularity based on location within the relational geographies 
of the capitalist world-system and its nested temporalities’61. To sum up, then, we might say that, as a 
commodity chain, world-authorship represents a combination of social relations, literary hierarchies, 
distributed labor processes, and the transformation of cultural resources. First, a materialist critique 
of world-authorship requires, as I have argued, a sociological perspective wherein we realize that not 
one but multiple actors or a sense of distributive agency is involved. Second, to continue one Marxist 
tradition of thought, the author will be reconceived of as representative of a social group and of an 
ideology to study how social issues are represented within authoriality. The various social and cultural 
groups to which an author belongs (based on class, gender, sex, or ethnicity) determine or influence 
its conditions of production/writing (time, location, commissions, etc.). Indeed, Lucien Goldmann 
introduced these ideas via Georg Lukács to discern the role of collective efforts behind individual 
writers’ works. It was a way of relating the literary work to the conditions under which it was produced 
and, more importantly, a solution in apprehending the activity of literature as labor62. Historically 
speaking, mediations between authors and their work, between authors and the social world, between 
authors and readers, and authors and themselves have been materially and ideologically conditioned 
or determined. Authorial ideologies therefore reflect cultural and historical conditions as much as they 
are constructed within certain contextual frameworks.

If the sociological and neo-Marxist understanding of world-authorship replaces the individual with 
systematic relations of production and communication in determinate conditions, then world-authors 
will be seen as belonging to social and professional spheres and institutions. Recomposed through the 

58. Stephen Shapiro, ‘What Is World-Systems for Cultural Studies?’ in Sharae Deckard, Michael Niblett and Stephen 
Shapiro, eds., Tracking Capital. World-Systems, World-Ecology, World-Culture (New York: SUNY Press, 2024), 20.
59. Stephen Shapiro, ‘What Is World-Systems for Cultural Studies?’ in Sharae Deckard, Michael Niblett and Stephen 
Shapiro, eds., Tracking Capital. World-Systems, World-Ecology, World-Culture (New York: SUNY Press, 2024), 24.
60. Stephen Shapiro, ‘What Is World-Systems for Cultural Studies?’ in Sharae Deckard, Michael Niblett and Stephen 
Shapiro, eds., Tracking Capital. World-Systems, World-Ecology, World-Culture (New York: SUNY Press, 2024), 43.
61. Stephen Shapiro, ‘What Is World-Systems for Cultural Studies?’ in Sharae Deckard, Michael Niblett and Stephen 
Shapiro, eds., Tracking Capital. World-Systems, World-Ecology, World-Culture (New York: SUNY Press, 2024), 68.
62. Lucien Goldmann, Pour une sociologie du roman (Paris: Gallimard, 1964).
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looking glass of literary sociology, world-systems analysis and posthumanism, world-authorship will be 
finally revealed as a condensed ecological amalgamation of contrasting elements. World-authorship is 
nothing but a world-dispositif and, as with any other transnational commodity chain which presupposes 
an extended social division of labor, its geographical movements tend to be centripetal in form, moving 
from the peripheries or semiperipheries to the core. This unequal exchange is ideologically hidden by 
the seeming separation of the economic and the literary spheres (Sapiro and Casanova’s works are 
representative in this regard). Nevertheless, world-authorship remains bound within both economic 
and social forms of cultural production while evincing an ideological function within the literary field.

To study authorship from a political and materialist perspective is to examine the historical and 
gendered authorization of lives, texts, and literary productivity. The future of authorship theories 
lies in a speculative yet situated approach and, as Donald Pease argued a couple of decades ago, 
the notion of authorship remains essential to the success of a positive materialist critical practice63. 
Consequently, this paper has tried to systematically address a deficiency in showing the need to 
overcome the conceptual (theoretical or aesthetic) debates around authorship and moving, therefore, 
into a contextual debate. World-authorship, then, registers how the literary scene relates to the global 
circulation of cultural discourses (via the use of terms such as ownership, copyright, or authority, for 
instance), intermedial productions of new knowledge (agency, or the source of creativity, imagination, 
and originality), and internationalizations of stylistic heritages (traditions, histories, identities).

Overriding, then, Walter Benjamin’s artisanal definition of authorship64, together with Louis Althusser’s 
anti-humanist interpellation of the subject65, my reconceptualization of world-authorship as a commodity 
chain and world-apparatus displaces and decenters individual creativity with an ecosystem of ideological, 
technical, material, and posthuman interconnections. My firm belief is that, for the early twenty-first 
century, the ascension of the author will have assumed an importance comparable to the death of the 
author more than half a century ago. This paper has charted just some of the epistemological blockades one 
needs to overcome or simply clear away to formulate a disillusioned theory and critique of contemporary 
authorship, registering and explaining its combined, uneven, and discontinuous development, and the 
way in which the author’s ascent to global and digital dimensions might be ideologically refracted in early 
twenty-first century literary theory and critical practice.

This post-postmodern conception of world-authorship has resituated its affairs in the public domain 
(neoliberal capitalism, international institutions, the literary field and its postures) as opposed to the 
private moorings of expressive subjectivity. Adopting this ecological model of world-authorship, 
practitioners ought to be attentive to both human and non-human agents and their environment. 
Moving outside modern or Romantic interiority, the ascension of world-authorship is, as with most 
things today, distributive, situated, perspectival, gendered and embodied. As a mode of literary 
production, we have also seen that world-authorship is not operating within the logic of autonomy. 
Redesigned, instead, as a commodity, world-authorship finally congests both textual and political 
questions while remaining embedded within concrete historical reality, critical or ideological discursive 
arrangements, and the socio-economic relations of the capitalist world system.
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