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ABSTRACT

This paper examines the causal relationship between child sexual abuse and the child’s
future queerness that Stephen King posits in the plot of his 1991 horror novella, The
Library Policeman. Specifically, it argues that readers are encouraged to view paedophilia
as the ‘real’ horror at the core of more conventionally supernatural horrors in The Library
Policeman. Using Holt Parker’s defence of sexual constructionism and James Kincaid’s
investigation into the social construction of childhood innocence, I argue that The Library
Policeman contributes to the politically-conservative project of conflating paedophilia and
queer sexualities. These factors combine, I argue, to form a neat teleology that both denies
the child agency and establishes queerness as the natural result of child sexual abuse—a
teleology that can only be undone, in King’s narrative, through an act of violence to the
paedophile that both asserts the heterosexual male’s activity and disavows the possibility
of the child’s (passive) sexual pleasure. I conclude with a deconstruction of King’s text,
which seeks to challenge King’s posited teleological relationship between child abuse and
future queerness by examining King’s own appearance within the narrative of The
Library Policeman and his disavowal of personal investment in his introduction the text.
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THE PROMETHEUS OF PAEDOPHILIA : SEXUAL VIOLENCE AND QUEER-M AKING IN STEPHEN
KING’S THE LIBRARY POLICEMAN

Paedophiles, it seems, are all around us: if nogsearily in our suburbs, then at least on ouvisten screens
after the watershed, in the pages of the latest-drime best-seller, rendered monstrously largethim
blockbusters playing in suburban cineplexes. Wigywee so obsessed with paedophilia? What impelsitog
filmmaker, or dramatist to create texts that centnethe sexual abuse of children, and to what mepanight
the resulting products be put?

We might say that paedophilia is a socially-stigeeat sexuality, and that our culture needs to eraattream of
demonised representations of it in order to rentiath paedophiles and non-paedophiles alike of girdus
nature of the sexual offence. Such a stream ofpa@dophile cultural products would function—alddgsthe
more traditional means of surveillance employedawy-enforcement agencies and vigilante groups—kisd
of Foucauldian panopticbnor Althusserian ‘ldeological State Apparattighat keeps paedophiles in their
‘proper’ place through both the official gaze oftktate and the unofficial (yet no less powerfudye of
Western culture in general.

This is indeed a reasonable answer; however, iseai® fundamental point about paedophilia. Mangroth
forms of human sexuality are despised, ridiculedl @@monised, yet we very rarely see media reprasens of
them. Let us consider the following, from the Ancar sex columnist Dan Savage (here replying toademe
who has taken him to task for not considering thesgbility of an animal consenting to sex with artaun):
‘Yes, yes, | know: A mind is like an umbrella—it lgrworks when it's open. But if you're going to heaa
closed mind about just three things, fucking ananaiolesting children, and eating poop are goolspidon't
you think?" Yet while most of Savage’s readers would not daesthe moral equivalence of bestiality,
coprophagia and paedophilia, we see very few popuiture representations of the former two. Bdisgiefor
most Australians, seems restricted to poor-tastesj@bout New Zealanders’ sex lives; coprophagipisodes
of South Parkand aspersions about the (supposedly) Germanftastehiefilms. Neither of these subjects
has garnered an extensive body of critical or gliphical literaturé. Paedophilia, on the other hand, is the
subject not only of a large body of critical litexee across a range of disciplines; it is alsosihigject of many
fictional representations across a broad spectriugeores and media. A quick survey of films relebsethe
past few years demonstrates our culture’s obsesgittn paedophilia—Nicole Kassell’slard Candy(2006),
David Slade’'sThe Woodsmaii2004), Todd Solondz'$alindromes(2004), Gregg Araki'sMysterious Skin
(2004). In the light of such a deluge of paedopfitdon, we must ask the question: what makes \thst
majority of us—who feel no sexual attraction toldtén—seemingly unwilling consumers and creators of
paedophile fiction?

This paper sets out to interrogate this questiorieast in part, by examining Stephen King's navdlhe
Library Policemanand its authorial foreword. In doing so, | willa@xrine the broader issues that come together
to make paedophilia resonate so strongly withinemporary Western culture: namely, the social caostof
the child, the eroticism of innocence, and thereous yet persistent belief that child abuse—sjoadly same-
sex child abuse—is the crucible in which adult hemaality is forged. In this neat teleology, homasdity is
the natural outcome of child sexual abuse, and &lus most homosexuals wish to sexually abustl@m in
order to make more homosexuals. Needless to saytelleology casts children in the passive roleviofim,
thus stripping them of agency. In the casébé Library Policemanthe adult who has survived child sexual
abuse is passive and queer—'ruined’ by his trawmetcounter with a paedophile. King offers a sohutithe
‘ruined’ adult male can be healed through an acedémptive violence against the paedophile; oaeaffirms
the heterosexual adult’s agency and denies thehpldgsof the child’'s sexual pleasure. While suah analysis
of the novella would indicate that the homophobid &eteronormative elements of this teleology radowith
contemporary audiences, | will conclude by arguimgt King’s own cameo appearanwsihin the narrative of
The Library Policeman-a meta-fictional appearance that shatters the atimeeis realist form—may
inadvertently deconstruct his narrative’s own teigg.

CONSTRUCTIONISM AND | TS DISCONTENTS

The relationship between childhood experience ahdt aexuality—a relationship that strikes to trerec of
debates about paedophilia—comes from a combinatidwo distinct theories. The first is the constiogist
notion of sexuality; the second is the persistand(invented) notion of childhood innocence. | wi#lal with
these in turn, and then examine how the two comiareeeate our culture’s contemporary fear of pabdi.

In discussing what sexual constructionism meansmust first distinguish the differences between twika
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considered constructionism in an academic congsd,what passes for constructionism outside ofdbigext.
The two share the same basic premises, but thex lathot argued with the same level of criticgbrir and is
thus likely to be misunderstood or misappliedslprecisely from a misapplication of constructiomithat the
myth of the predatory ‘homosexual paedophile’ gameh of its currency.

Holt N. Parker, in his article ‘The Myth of the Kebsexual: Anthropology and Sexuality for Classgis
launches into a spirited defence of constructionggainst its perceived flaws. Central to his argutris a

distinction betweeremic and etic categories—terms derived from the linguistic consegf phonemics and
phonetics. For Parker, our current conception binary pair of sexualities—that is, hetero and henasbould

be understood as amicconcept. He states:

Like phonemes, emic categories exist only insideadfingle culture. | cannot, for example, in any
meaningful way claim to be a shaman lmrdache... an emic category may fulfill the structural
requirements of another culture’'s concept, but tuss not necessarily make the two identical oneve
comparablé.

As with many other proponents of constructiontSrRarker contrasts the ancient Greek binary of passitive
with our own system of homo-hetero in order to destate some of his fundamental points. Thus he,say
‘The lines that distinguish one category from aeotmay be drawn on completely different axes. Byfifth
time we make the qualification, “The Greeks hatethbsexuality but only in the passive form” ... itght to be
clear that we are not talking about homosexualitydassivity.™" He is also at pains to emphasise that:

An emic category may lump together what anothetucellkeeps rigorously separate. From the Greek
point of view, our emic category ‘homosexual’ lumpgether perfectly normal men who wish to bugger
boys with disgustingivaidor who wish tobebuggered by men ... Or else an emic category megrate
what another culture considers a distinctive uriitpm the Greek point of view we make some sort of
incomprehensible distinction between perfectly rmirmen who bugger boys and perfectly normal men
who bugger womef.

While emic categories are ontological—they exisadundamental level in law and society—etic catigoare
not. Parker’s example is the Western distinctiotwien a ‘leg-man’ and a ‘breast-man:’

These are concepts within our culture—there areaziags and websites devoted to these tastes—but
they do not exist on the same ontological levehaso and hetero. ‘Leg-man’ is not the opposite of
‘breast-man.’ If a friend tells me he is a ‘leg-nieand | later find out that he has been admiring a
woman’s breasts, | would not wonder why he had gednhow he had hidden what feally was. |
probably would not even notice.

In simple terms, Parker argues that our culturgiiceclassification of sexuality is not the samenzeny other
cultures’ classifications, and that what may appeaus as a fundamental, ontological part of seétyual
namely, the gender of our sexual object-choice-atifiest, an etic category of other cultures’ urntdedings of
sexuality. Thus, as Halperin notes, Athenian ‘séectively divided and distributed its participanisto
radically distinct and incommensurable categoripsnetrator’ versus ‘penetrated’), categories whithurn
were wholly congruent with superordinate and sulmarté social categorieS.’'Nowhere in Athenian sex was
the gender of the penetrated an issue—what wasla sas the penetrated’s social standing, whichtbae
below the penetrator’s. In this context—one in Whighat we would call homosexuality is understood as
something else entirely—we can perhaps better statgd Michel Foucault's infamous assertion that
‘Westphal's famous article of 1870 on “contrary saixsensations” can stand as [homosexuality's] déte
birth.”"

What may surprise those who have studied the amiginist/essentialist debate is that, thus fdrave not
mentioned the issue of aetiology. This is for adjomason—simply put, constructionists do notsleouldnot,
explain whatcausedhomosexuality (you will notice that the questionndfat causes heterosexuality is rarely, if
ever, asked). In this | follow Foucault, often dted as the ‘father’ of constructionism, whose ordgponse to
the question of whether homosexuality is causeddnetic predisposition or social conditioning waitaa‘no
comment" In the same vein, Parker rebuts the essentidliskdérs who claim that the ‘gay gene, if
discovered, would disprove constructionism: ‘eviethére were a gene for homosexuality, even if sirdefor
one sex over the other were hard-wired into thénbranone of this would make a scrap of differeto the
way one was sexually categorized in Greece or R&ine.

This is important to note because the idea of coasbnismoutsidethe academy concerns itself mostly with
the issue of aetiology. Constructionism, in poptlerught, takes the ‘nurture’ side in a ‘natureswvsr nurture’
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debate over sexuality. This shallow understandiihg Bocially-formed’ sexuality soon degrades toawvEve
Kosofky Sedgwick has called ‘the blithe ukase thetple are ‘free at any moment to’ (i.e., must irdiately)

‘choose’ to adhere to a particular sexual idenfitgy, at a random hazard, the heterosextiaBut perhaps
more worrying than the simplistic notion of sextialis a ‘choice’ is the cod-psychoanalytic notibattthe only
way a rational adult could choose homosexualitf/tisey have been molested as a child.

THE INVENTION OF INNOCENCE

In order to understand this, we need not only ustded the common misapplication of constructionisra,
need also understand our culture’s prevailing mstiof childhood and innocence. | will not go inteat depth
here—I would like to direct those who wish to knavere about these arguments to Philippe Ari€gsaturies

of Childhoodand James KincaidBrotic Innocencel do, however, wish to make two points: 1) thaitdhood,
much like sexuality, is a social construction thas changed greatly over time (this is not to déeyexistence

of actual children, but to argue that, much likenlegexuality, what childhood means and how childzes
expected to behave has changed over time); anda) &s part of this change, Western societies have
constructed a notion of childhood innocence anivalgtinculcated it within actual children.

The idea that children may not be naturally innocgirikes many of us as indecent. After all, mosbor
culture’'s paeans to childhood also pay tributeht® prelapsarian notion of innocence: we need drihktof
Blake’s Songs of Innocencand its depiction of blessed children, who areotaed precisely because of their
innocence Yet we need look no further than Ariés’s descadptof the sexually-charged infancy of Louis XIl
to understand that, in pre-modern Western socjetieshild’s supposedly natural state was immodasby,
innocence’" Modern readers may well be shocked by the frarkméth which the young prince’s genitals are
discussed, let alone the frequency with which taey touched by his nanny, governess, and mothethigt
stage, as Ariés notes, ‘the idea did not yet etkiat references to sexual matters ... could soildddtil
innocence, either in fact or in the opinion pedme of it: nobody thought that this innocence seakisted *"

One of Kincaid's key assertions Erotic Innocences that adults actively inculcate innocence irldrein, and
this inculcation is structured around what theab@nnot(or should nox know or do. Innocence is, therefore, a
series of ‘evacuations, the ruthless distributibe\dction notices™ Stephen Bruhm and Natasha Hurley give a
more detailed account of this process in theirirgadf Thomas Laqueur'Solitary Sex: A Cultural History of

Masturbation:

Itis hard to tell whether texts lik@naniapresumed to prolong an innocence somehow prestortea/e
already existed. However, one interesting fact alloel text’'s evolution stands out: the md@eania
circulated, the longer it became, because lettetestimonials from women and men, young and old,
were continually added to it. If youth could tegttb their having been cured of masturbation inhsuc
letters, their newly found innocence often lookedlbawkwardly at a prior state of sexual experiéfice

Thus we can see how neatly our culture’s notionsclifdhood innocence fit with the kind of popular
constructivism Sedgwick discusses. The child’s ¢tarcted) state of innocence means it falaula rasaupon
which ‘healthy,’” ‘normal’ adult heterosexuality cesto be written. Conversely, in this understandadult
homosexuality must have been inscribed on the céhilsome manner, and, unsurprisingly, that insioipis
often constructed as traumatic.

Take, for example, arch-conservative columnist hiBsbwles'’s discussion of the links between paediapaind
homosexuality:

Why do many homosexuals defend pedophilia? Theoressobvious: The boy who has been sexually

gratified by an adult male is a prime candidateatsame-sex orientation when he becomes an adult.
Pedophilia is a gateway to homosexuality and biaktyuKeep in mind that homosexuals are made, not

bornX

While many other discussions about the supposéd letween child sexual abuse and later homoséyxaaé
not as blunt as Bowles’s, they nonetheless empley d¢ombination of popular constructivism, cod-

Freudianism®" and the notion of childhood innocence. | will nawn my attention to example of another text
that follows this pattern: Stephen King's novélae Library Policeman.

THE LIBRARY POLICEMAN

The protagonist offhe Library PolicemanSam Peebles, is a realtor and insurance salebamsed in the
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fictional town of Junction City, lowa. A perpetuadchelor, he has been on a few dates with histfyldaomi
Higgins, but things have soured between them. Atnibivella’s opening, he is asked to deliver a dpdecthe
local Rotary club. He prepares the speech and iiesmiBlaomi. Naomi suggests that Sam boriidve Speaker’s
CompanionandBest Loved Poems of the American Pedgpen the Junction City library in order to improve
the speech. When Sam arrives at the library, healsisained encounter with the librarian, Ardel@tz, whom
he instinctively dislikes. Regardless, he borrolWws books, and, having successfully delivered theedip,
accidentally leaves the books in his recycling hiter which they are pulped. Having failed to ratthe books,
Sam is visited by a supernatural Library Policemarisping, trench-coated figure who threatens hina
demands that the books be returned. He returiretlbrary in order to pay for replacement booksfds that
the library has changed dramatically—a low ceilemgl new lighting have been installed, and nonénefstaff
have heard of Ardelia Lortz.

Some investigation leads Sam to Dirty Dave Duneamgcovering alcoholic who has encountered Ardelihe
past. Ardelia, it seems, had killed several childie the area thirty years beforehand before hanberself.
Dave tells his own story of how Ardelia led himaizcoholism, and how she is, in fact, a supernatuealg who
uses a proboscis to feed on the ‘special tearshitddren—a secretion that Dave surmises is the pasence of
children’s fear, which she obtains by reading fgimg revisions of fairy-tales to children. Shenist dead, rather
‘hibernating,’ and has apparently chosen Sam'’s lasdiger means of returning to the world.

But this supernatural story is not the real hoobthe novella. Instead, we discover that, as &clfam was
anally raped outside of the library in St Louis the same lisping, trenchcoated Library Policemaat th
demanded he return the books. This traumatic eswpeeisets the pattern for Sam’s perpetual baclhwddrht is
important to note here that Sam is not explicithmosexual—instead, the ‘queerness’ that results fnis
sexual abuse is a failed heterosexuality, and isipiisy to form traditional heteronormative andrhosocial

kinship bonds™" He reflects on this as he glances at Naomi:

She glanced at him, and for the second time hedfdummself amazed by the foxlike, fragile quality of
her beauty, and unable to understand why he hadait it before today.

Well, you dated her, didn't you? You must have Se®mETHING

Except he hadn't. He had dated her because she pwetty, presentable, unattached, and
approximately his own age. He had dated her bedzausteelors in cities that were really just overgnow
small towns wersupposedo date ... if they were bachelors interested a@kimg a place for themselves
in the local business community, that was. If yadnd date, people ... some people ... might thiok
were

(a poleethman

a little bit funny.

| wasa little funny he thoughtOn second thought, | wasLaT funny. But whatever | was, I'm a
little different now. And | am seeing her. Thetbgt. I'm reallyseeincher™"

The bracketed wordsd(poleethma)i occur whenever Sam is threatened by the LibRuwiiceman throughout
the narrative, demonstrating King’'s understandifigclild sexual abuse as an experience that disrilygs
otherwise linear temporalities of adult existeridaving been abused as a child, according to Kirgama that
Sam is in a permanent state of developmental amadtis always teetering close to the brink oégression
into his ruined childhood. There are several instarof this throughout the novella, but the encauint which
the Library Policeman menaces Sam in his own kitgherhaps illustrates this best:

Sam Peebles, darling of the Junction City RotanbClWvet his pants. He felt his bladder let go imeaim
gush, but that seemed far away and unimportanttWas important was that there was a monster in his
kitchen, and the most terrible thing about this stenwas that Sam almost knew his face. Sam felt a
triple-locked door far back in his mind strainimgtiurst open. He never thought of running. The iofea
flight was beyond his capacity to imagine. He wa$ié again, a child who has been caught red-tcinde

(the book isnfThe Speaker’s Companion)

doing some awful bad thing. Instead of running

(the book isn'Best Loved Poems of the American People)

he folded slowly over his own wet crotch and qudled between the two stools which stood at the
counter, holding his hand up blindly against hiache

(the book i

‘No,” he said in a husky, strengthless voice. ‘Ngase—no, please, please, don't do it to me,
please, I'll be good, please don’t hurt me that W&y

Thus, in King’s narrative, we can see that the erpee of child abuse is both narratased anti-narrative—it is
a puncturing moment of pure present tense thatiplisrthe past tense of the supernatural framintatee.
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Bruhm and Hurley identify a similar logic informingeter Straub’s short story ‘The Juniper Tree,” sého
protagonist is also a man who has been sexuallyeabas a child: ‘Memory, that narrative link to @isldhood
experience, disrupts into fragments. So “stuckhis narrator in this pedophilic past that his atifdtis all but
destroyed: he can find his history only in fits astdrts.™"' In the face of remembered paedophilic abuse,
narrative sense becomes topsy-turvy, and tensestithemselves: it is worth noting here that thigoacin The
Library Policemars ‘present’ is narrated in the past tense, whiéanS flashback to his childhood rape is
narrated in the present tense.

THE REDEMPTIVE VIOLENCE OF HETEROSEXUALITY

However, King offers his protagonist a means t@vec his childhood self and, in so doing, heal llihto a
functioning heterosexuality. In Sam’s case, he ndastwo things: disavow the possibility of his ciiibod self
finding pleasure in his sexual abuse, and asserthéierosexual masculinity in a symbolic act oflence
against both the Library Policeman and Ardelia.

King's approach to writing Sam’s nascent heteroaétyuignores the creative writing program dictuon'show,
not tell—we are told that Sam is ‘certainly awaretwo things: that he was falling in love [with biai], and
that Dave Duncan knew ™" Similarly, after Sam and Naomi have been whisl@®és Moines by air in
order to purchase the missing books, the piloth S@ames, tells us that ‘the only thing pretti@ntta girl after
her first plane ride is a girl after her first™" (a speech act that figures the act of heterosedefldration as
the telos of Naomi and Sam'’s budding romance). hapdly, though, these comments are both placetdose
proximity to instances in which Sam gradually urexevthe ‘truth’ about his sexual abuse, indicatimat, for

King, Sam’s process of reclaiming his heterosexyiclosely linked with a process of mastering twn past.

The signifier of Sam’s abuse is red licorice—‘whicé had never eaten and always hat&dThe taste of red
licorice rises in Sam’s mouth during his encounteith or memories of the Library Policeman. We sdiol

out that, prior to his rape, the child Sam hadreagel licorice: ‘| used téove this stuff,” he tells Naomi. ‘Now |
can barely stand the smell of i’ Red licorice thus functions within the narrativesymbol of childhood
innocence lost, a fact that Sam makes explicitieelitss confrontation with Ardelia: ‘It's a by-Gogmbol of all

of the things my Library Policeman took away frore-mthe love, the friendship, the sense of belongivg.

felt like an outsideall my life, and never knew why?* Sam then reflects that, if the licorice is resigdj it
could become an effective weapon (his model hetbescross, which kills vampires despite being dtwo
sticks of wood or metal set at right angles to eattter’)™ Naomi suggests that he needs to resignify the
licorice with the ‘opposite of fear,” which is, amently, ‘Honesty and belief?"

Armed with his ‘honesty and belief,” Sam returnsthe library with copies oBest Loved Poems of the
American PeopleandThe Speaker’s Companioa five-dollar note to pay his late fee, and a béled licorice.
In a protracted action scene, Sam uses the bodbsesk the Library Policeman’s nose, and then Higsshim
off with a symbolically castrating knee to the groi

The Library Policeman screamed.

‘You cant! it screamed. You cant hurt me! You're afraid of me. Besidesy jiked it! YOuLIKED it!
YOU DIRTY LITTLE BOYOU LIKED IT’

‘Wrong,” Sam said. ‘I fuckinghatedit. Now take these books. Take them and get outené.
Because the fine is paid.’

He slammed the books into the Library Policemahisst. And, as the Library Policeman’s hands
closed on them, Sam hoicked one knee squarelytietiibrary policeman’s crotch.

‘That's for all the other kids," he said. ‘The ongsu fucked and the ones she &

Thus we can see that, Tine Library Policemanit is not enough for Sam to violently reassest héterosexual
masculinity through an act of symbolic violence—hast also disavow any pleasure he may have hadin h
sexual abuse. In this way, King reinforces to auture’s oppressive identification of (passive) saxpleasure
with powerlessness—a narrative that stretches tmatlesiod. In Hesiod's account, Tiresias, havingrbboth
male and female, tells Zeus that, during sex, femakperience ten times the pleasure of malesal\ivitliams
traces the consequences of this revelation: ‘wherahs portrayed as having the whole of the pleasiisex,
the apparent moral is that she is an out-of-corfieatale. In contrast, Zeus's mere one-tenth of quea
demonstrates the moderation and self-mastery #ratl@m the right of patriarchal authority overet ... the
female loses the game of power if she wins thaple&sure® King mirrors Hesiod’s equation of passive
pleasure with a lack of somatic control (and thyralsolic power) when the Library Policeman reinfa&am'’s
powerlessness (here figured as shame) after tiee rap
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Look at you'the Library Cop says. His face pulls together knat of contempt and disgu&iook at you
with your panth down and your little dingle outuMiked it, didn't you? YOuIKED it!

]
All [Sam] cares about now is the shame and temdrthe sense of worthlessness that abide in him,
and of these three the shame is the greatest.liEimesis incomprehensidtg

Towards the conclusion of the narrative, we discdhe connection between Ardelia and Sam: Sam,ngavi
been ‘hollowed out’ by his past abuse, is the periessel for Ardelia to inhabit. We are left withe dark
implication that if Sam does not defeat Ardeliawik go on to another city, and set up shop trege librarian
in order to consume children’s fear: a supernatuvist on what Kincaid calls ‘the famous (if fallaas) “cycle-
of-abuse” notion, which holds that the abused axentd to abuse others when they get the chdfité Thus it

is not enough for Sam to destroy the library patie@; he must also kill Ardelia by ramming the baflired
licorice into her proboscis. Again, Sam’s nascegtetosexuality is explicitly linked to the violenbe visits
upon Ardelia, which is, perhaps unsurprisingly, agignistic in the extreme. King figures the interafr the
proboscis as a seductive, vaginal space, with r& petal of flesh opening and closing hungrily desithere.
Each time it opened, it revealed a deeper darkhegend. ™" The proboscis is thus a monstrous vagina-
phallus; its hungry, hymenal petal confounds theaki oppositions of interior/exteriomale/female, and
penetrator/penetrate8am’s violence must therefore reassert his hedguad activity and his new-found role as
the penetrator, the figure who would destroy thefeonding hymen and make the binary pairs meanirayfae
more: Here, I've got something for you, bitciBam yells as he violates her proboscis with therice. ‘I
brought it all the way from East St LouiS¥* Having re-established his heterosexual identitylisgvowing the
possibility of his child self’'s queer pleasure asyinbolically restoring the seductive-yet-loathsovagina-
phallus to its properly receptive function, Samgoe to experience the inevitable happy ending Wilomi:
the novel closes with the pair literally walkingmain-arm together towards the future, and the psemnof
heterosexual normality.

Perhaps at this point | can best answer my eajliestion about what impels us to consume and cthase
paedophile fictions. As King demonstrates, our edeiming cultural narrative about childhood anddoence
is that it is a space of pure potential. The figafeahe child is, in the words of Lee Edelman, ‘therpetual
horizon of every acknowledged politics, the fantasbeneficiary of every political intervention ...etchild
[is] the emblem of futurity’s unquestioned valtfeThis value mutually reinforces both the referend ahe
signifier: the child becomes valuable as the embedi of futurity. Thus paedophilia, according tor ou
dominant cultural narrative, is the greatest criveeause it spoils the limitless potential of thi#édcand ensures
that its future is either literally or figurativelyueer. To return to my earlier comparison betweaedophilia
and bestiality: it is interesting, but not unsusprg, that when Neil Levy interrogates the ethitbestiality, he
is at great pains to ensure that his conditionppstt for certain forms of consensual bestialitnds read as an
endorsement for paedophiltaAgain, it is the child’future worth that impels Levy’s conclusion that bestiality
is ethically permissible but paedophilia is note@aphilia functions in Levy's analysis as the véngit of
perverse sexuality—it is the yardstick against Wwhall other ‘perverse’ sex acts are measured, and a
argument for their ethical permissibility must geptively defend itself against the allegation thath an
argument could also lend conditional support todpgéilia. Levy's rhetorical positioning of paedoliai
demonstrates that we can literally conceive of reager crime. Thus when a paedophile spoils a 'sHildure,
either in fiction or in reality, we feel little gihiin performing acts of redemptive, vengeful vinte against the
paedophile—in bothThe Library Policemanor in the innumerable real-life cases of registeohild sex
offenders murdered by vigilante groups, we feel th& paedophile has merely been served his irdgita
narrative comeuppance.

KING’SCAMEO IN THE LIBRARY POLICEMAN

What my analysis has thus far elided, and what si&keg’s novella interesting, is King’'s own invesnt in
producing this work of paedophile fiction. At firgtance, one would be forgiven for thinking tffdte Library
Policeman with its redemptive violence the disavowal ofldhood pleasure, only bolsters our culture’s grand
narrative of child sexual abuse. King’'s authoriatefvord certainly reinforces this notion: he ddsesi the
narrative’s genesis, which is a rather pedestr@me in which his son expresses some reluctanessitathe
library for fear of the mythical Library Police. Bin the conclusion of his foreword he pre-emptwveefends
his decision to write about the sexual abuse déiim:

About thirty pages in, the humor began to go outhef situation. And about fifty pages in, the whole
work took a screaming left turn into the dark piatéave traveled so often and which | still knosv s
little about. Eventually | found the guy | was laog for, and managed to raise my head enough to loo
into his merciless silver eyes. | have tried togrback a sketch for you, Constant Reader, butafiaid
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it may not be very good. i
My hands were trembling quite badly at the timey gee®

Here King presents himself as the Prometheus alquelia, whose divine task it is to bring us tire fof this
ugly but necessary knowledge, and whose prescpbashment is to be wracked with guilt for doing so

But this is not the only story we can tell abdte Library PolicemanKing himself makes a cameo appearance
in the narrative during Sam’s first encounter witidelia. As Ardelia explains why the children’s isy is
decked out with frightening posters, she explairag & committee of children who visit the Junctiity library
have chosen them. These same children listen tmtiséc of Ozzy Osbourne, watéhNightmare on Elm Street
and read works by ‘Robert McCammon, Stephen Kiagd] V.C. Andrews™ This, Ardelia leads Sam to
conclude, is because the children take pleasubeiimg scared. Although we later find out that ikisomething

of a ruse—Ardelia, after all, feeds on childreréaf—King’s presence within the novella cannot beeasily

explained away.

In his essay ‘The Critic as Host,’ J. Hillis Millsketches an explanation of deconstruction as astieunethod
that radically refigures the relationship betwe@sthguest, and parasite. Responding to M.H. Abratasn
that a deconstructive reading of a text * “is plpiand simply parasitical” on “the obvious or unia reading,”
v Miller defends deconstructive practice as prégistat which challenges, overturns, and renders
indeterminable the common-sense distinction betwegasite and host. Etymologicaltylestand host share
the same root:ghos-tj stranger, guest, host, properly “someone with whane has reciprocal duties of
hospitality.” ™ When the notion of the parasite (from the Grqedta sitos ‘beside the graif*) is
deconstructed, the parasite and host become wiosshare the food, those who have duties to et o

What, we might ask, is the food he Library Policemanand who is the parasite? Under the ‘obvious or
univocal reading,’ the parasite is Ardelia, feedaffythe fear she inspires in her charges, contiriigunothing in
return but nightmares. The food in question wolldiously be fear. Yet if fear is the food, theneurKing,
too, is a parasite—for he, like Ardelia, uses tagative gifts to inspire fear within his audiencesd, in a very
literal, material way, he feeds from it in the fomh royalty cheques. In this way, we could say tKatg
unconsciously identifies with those who, to borranother phrase from Edelman, ‘awet “fighting for the
children,” the side outside the consensus by whithpolitics confirms the absolute value of reprotive
futurism.™" Both within and without the narrative he Library PolicemanKing explicitly places himself in
the company of such dangerous parasites.

King's cameo inside the novella also makes us awlaaé what we are reading is exactly that—a piete o
fiction. His appearance destabilises his fictiowalld, revealing its constructed nature. Althougé ¢ameo is
only brief—literally a one-liner—we can also seee thonstructed nature of the narrative in its ‘heafrt
darkness’—the scene in which Sam recalls his cbidhrape. Significantly, this scene is not narratethe
past-tense realism of the rest of the novellaebudt like the textual irruptions that mark Sam’s@mters with
the Library Policeman, the scene is narrated inptlessent tense. Furthermore, the scene is seltmorsly
‘literary’ and bracketed off from the rest of tharrative in two significant ways. First, it is aedm sequence.
Second, and more importantly, the dream sequefiseori the Grimm Brothers’ story ‘Little Red Ridirigood’

in its description of events. The child Sam becothétie White Walking Sam™" his abuser become¥He
Library woLH"*™ Even when King’s scandalised-yet-prurient depittid Sam’s rape reaches its most bathetic
moment—this being the moment where Sam fears togchis recently-violated anus lest he discover && h
become ‘Little Red Bleeding Sakwthe intertexual nature of King’s narration ensuttest we are aware that
even this scene is fictional.

King's cameo is not merely interesting becauseveals his parasitical nature, though. In the vestorical
excess of the child abuse scene, at the momernblé@us and univocal’ reading dfhe Library Policeman
instructs us to feel the most fear, we may thinGulihe parasitical nature of our own emotionakstment in
paedophile fiction. If fear is the food ®he Library Policemanthen we, just as much as King himself, consume
it and are nourished by it. Importantly, unlike Alid’s fictional charges, we cannot claim we argvilling to
enter into a reciprocal relationship of fear-creatwith King. Therefore, King's narrative—if onlndirectly—
encourages us, as consumers of paedophile fictioruestion our own relationship to the culturalssa
production of paedophile terror. We can only hdpat the ethical value ofhe Library Policemadies in the
fact that, having begun to question our emotionaéstments in paedophile fiction, we don't fall bapon a
teleological narrative as murderous as King's dwn.
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