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" Abstract .

This thesis examines the challehges to the techniques and eonvéw
tions of nlneteenth-tentury Realism——stlll the domlhaht frame of reference
of hterary studies—-—by recent postmodern British ﬁctlon Such novels as
Midnight's Children by Salman Rushdie. Waterland by Graham waft Flauﬁerts
Parrot by Jullan Barnes and Lanark. by Alasdair Gray, .among others, in-
sfall what are rec;egnizably Realist coriventionsi and concepts and then
sdhvert'_them from within the very cohventlons they seek to tra‘nsgresé.
Not only do these novels undermine Realist llterarir conventions, however,
they also call into question the ideology behind them. The nqvel.s ‘thus
dra\.av attention to notions of common sense, truth, meaning,” and value
not as- normal natural and neutral, but as ideologlca{ly produced. Chap-

—~tér One, therefore, provides a background to, and synopsis of Realist
dictates in the light of critical theories—New Criticism. reader-response
criticism, stru}:turalisrﬁ and post-structuralism—which de;relbpte'd, in ‘pa.r_t.
as reactions to them |

. The novels discussed in Chapter Two raise questions about tradmon-
."1

" al ideas of narrativ_e history such as linearity. factual docurnentation. and

emphasis on the primacy of the individual subject. ']'hey“ argue that his

'fery is not something which can be known as an unmediated whole. C

.

hut which, because written, is subi_éct to the same poetic processes as

fiction.. These "historiographic metafictions” also concern themselves with



S
examining _how the individual is created as.a subject In ideo!ogy(\(;hap-
ter Three, then, expands on this in a discussion of the . performative

aspects of postmodern fiction and its’ congern -with the ways In which

roles—of novels, of characters, of. readers—are created. Chapter Four dis-

~cusses the mediation of Realist techniques through visual art and film,

and thé_ Conclusion points to the prevalence of Realist conventions in

popular culture, where 'postmodem _techniques are, used to mask, rather

rowe

than si:b'végt Realist ideo]ogy.
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. never have been finished.
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Preface

Camel ... did not seem’ to be particularly ofd. but he had
been dbing his Ph.D. thesis as long as anyone could -
remember. Its title—'Sanitation in Victorian Fiction'—seemed .
modest enough; but. as Camel would patiently explain, the
absence of references to sanitation was as significant as
the presence of the same, and his work thus embraced
the géntire corpus of Victorian fiction. Further, the Victori-
an period was best undersﬁood as a period of transition
in which the comic treatment of human excretion in the
eighteenth century was suppressed, or sublimated In terms
of social reform, until it .re-emérged as a source of liter-
ary symbolism In the work of Joyce and other moderns.
Camel's preparatory reading spread out in wider and wider .
circles, and it often seemed that he was bent\ on exhaust-
ing the entire resources of the Museum library before com-
méncing composition. Some time ago a wild rumour had
! swept through Bloomsbury to the effect that Camel had
written his first chapter, on the hygiene of Neanderthal .
Man .... : co \~
‘ David Lodge.
The British Museum is Falling Down

x - ! .
- P

Writing about literaty movements requires définitiohs, and trying to-

, , : \ B
define Realism and postmodernism is a task which partakes of similarly .
wide circles, wild rumours and ever-receding historical references to the

ones Camel encounters above. For the purposes of this study, Realism.

1
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as | disc'uss in Cﬁapter One, is limited to the literary conventions {gnd
their ideological' implications) which- were developed in nlneteepth—century
England‘and\—France as a formula for the ljteral transcription of “reality”
into art. The debate over Realism Is one whi’éhv h;s existed since Plato
and Arlsto‘t}ed.h-and Realism -is. e.venA now, a dom{naﬁt{ frame of reference
for literary criticism and evaluation. My focus in this ‘studsi is on the
challenge to literary Realism by postmodern techniques and conventions

which seek to subvert the assur'rnptlons that Realism and its related

ideology—what wé usually call liberal humanism—have encouraged read-

-

ers -and teachers of literature to think of as "natural.” “normal.” and

“neutral.” Common sense and the trz;nsparency of language—as well as
subjectivity, truth, meaning, and value—are terms and concepts which are
still on the syllabus of the academy. and which postmodern novels try -

to question and draw attention to as conventions.

The term '“postmodern’” has had a troubled: and hotly disphted be-
L.
ginning. However, despite the problems with the term itself—its relation &
to modernism. the ;'nea.ning‘ of “post.” the periodization implied by the.

reference to modernism. and its co-opting of the modernism it apparent-

ly seeks to transgress—it has nevertheless entered the language, although



what it designates Is still very much gt issue?. In the sense that | am-
using it throughout this study, postmodern is not a synonym for
contemporary. Techniques that I discuss in relation to such novels as.

]ohn- Fowles' The Mégus (1966, 1977). Salman Rushdie's Midnight's Children

¥
'

~ (1981). or Peter Ackroyd's Hawksmoor (1983)1 are eqlially"_apparent in
_— )

Miguel de Cervan'teS' Don Quixote (1604 1614) or Laurence Sterne’s*The

»; .
Life and Opinions of Tnstram Sﬁandy {1759-67) However +he frequency of

such techniques in novels written since the nineteen sixties has "demand-

~
<y

ed that critical attention shouid be paid to them Lmda Hutchepn

Y

‘ describes the postmodern as the 'contradictory phenomznon that uses

and abuses installs and then subverts the very conhe;;}s it c&al-ie{ges—-'

-
be it in literature pamting scuipture film, video, dance, television, mus—

ic. philosophy, aesthetic theory.'psychoanaiysis. linguistics or his‘toriogra-

phy” ( 198:/'. 10). Simiiariy. ]ean-Franr,:ois Lyotard, in The Postmodern Condition,

characterizes the{ postmodern as possessing an A"Incrediiliry toward metanar- ..

ratives” (xxiv), and ‘Craig 'Owens. in "Ti)e Discourse of Others: %{nihists
N

and Postmodernism,” calls it a “crisis of cultural authority. specifically

' the authority vested in Western European culture and its institutions”

" (57). It is this subversive aspect of postmodern techniques that I have

éhosen as my focus and definition..
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Both Realism and postmodernism have been exgmined by critlcs as
~ period concepts with specific (though disputed) causes and beginnings '
_Both have been designated as the products of various. stages in the

development of capitalism, either caused by its ‘ris'e, ‘or as.evidence of

. -~ 5

its decline (see, for example:-Becker 1980, 8~39; Newman: 1985; Calines-
cu 1984, 239-254; Jameson 1984, 53-92; EagIEm\ri -1985, 60~73). These

issues are certainiy important ones, but at the risk of a chapter on

Realism in Neanderthal Man, | I_}ave limited my discussion of Reaiism“

and postmodernism to effects rather than causes?.

¢

The “canon’ [ have chosen is largely British. with the exception of
L}

the final chapter which includes. a discuss:on of popular (Canadian and
Amencan) “culture and Stephen King's novel M:sery (There, because { want—
ed to discuss Realism in popular c.ultu're. [ had to rely on my [North

American] experience of it. Stephen King, though. American, was chosen
L

as a typical figure). Not onlyh has a great deal of -work been done on
the postmodern American novel. or “"Surfiction’ to use Federman's and

Sukenick’'s term, but recent British postmodern fiction seems to be more

- —

closeiy' and more interestingly tied to the Realist tradition. Surfiction such
\kt
as that of Willlam Gass, Raymond Federman Ronald Sukenick or Donald

G

*
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Barthelme plays. with the conventions of Realism in a much more overt
way. Typggraphical complexity, as well as obvious and often strident play

with the reaaer. give the Realist conventions much less authority. However,

many of the texts in th study firmly install Reklist techniques, "and in

some cases seem at fikst to be Realist texts: Graham Swift's Waterland

\

is a good example. It is clear from these texts that postmodernist. tech-

: @
niques challenge Realist conventions from within the very conventions they

‘wish to subvert. » . .

‘ .Postmode;z'l’/ﬂztlon, then, plays (seHously) with the structures of authori-

.

ty. It exists in the liminal space between power and subversion, which
] P Y .
is the space of exploration of this study. The structure of these texts

seems to -acknowledge that Realism still has control over the way in
¢ - '

‘which literature is read, taught and evaluated. But,"as we shall see, post-

modern challenges to this authority suggest that possibly. ultimately. Real

ism doesn't .... ) o
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"Marx and Engels used ideology to mean illusion or “false consclous-
ness.” It has also been used as a designation of—a rigid system of be-
lief (usually Marxist), which is not founded in experience. In the sense
1that: I am using it throughout this study. ideology Is a general _system
of beliefs held by a given group which are powerful” because unexa-
mined. These beliefs are unconscious because they create preconceptions
usually assumed to be a reflection of the "way it is.” .
For furthér information see Raymond Williams, Keywords (Clasgow: Collins,
1976), 126-130. :
2 For. tlz'ne terms of the debate see: Brian McHale, Postmodernist Fiction (New
York and London: Methuen, 1987) Douwe Fokkema and Hans Bertens,
eds.. Approaching Postmodernism (Amsterdam and Philadelphia:- John Benja-
mins, 1986); Hal Foster, ed.. Postmodern Culture (London and Sydney: Plu-
to,” 1983); Jean-Francois Lyotard., The Postmodern Condition: A Report on
Knowledge {Mingeapolis: U of Minnesota P, 1984); Linda Hutcheon. The -
Poetics of Postmodernism: History, Theory, Fiction (New York and London:
Methuen, forthcoming). '

* For, dlscussmns of the social and pohtical reasons behind the rise of
Reallsm see: Terry Eagleton, -Literary Theory (Minneapolis: U of Minnesota
P. 1983). George |. Becker, ed.. Documents of Modem Lilerary- Realism (Prince-

ton: Princeton UP, 1963): George |. Becker; Realism in Modern Lilerature
| (New York: Ungar. 1980); Damian Grant, Realism (London: Methuen, 1970);
- Patrick Parrinder. Authors and Authonty A Sludy of English Literary Crilicism
and its relation to Culture 1750-1900 (London: Routledge. 1977); lan Watt.
The Rise of the Novel (Harmondsworth: Penguin, 1957). F.W.]. Hemmings.
ed., The Age of Realism (Harmondsworth: Penguin, 1974). '



'. CHAPTER ONE |
REALISM AND ITS DISCONTENTS

Men can do nothing without the make-believe of a begin-
ning. Even Science, the strict measurer, is obliged to start
with a makebelieve unit, and must fix on a point in the
stars’ unceasing journey when his sidereal clock shall pre-
tend that time is at Nought. His less accurate grand-
‘ mother Poetry has always been understood to start in the
middle; but on reflection ‘it appears that the proceeding
Is not very different from his; since Science. too, reckons
backwards as well as forwards, divides his unit into bil- e
lions, and with his clock finger at Nought really sets off
" in medias res. No retrospect will take us to the true begin-
ning; and whether our prologue \be in heaven or on earth,
it Is but a fraction of that alkpresupposing fact with which
our story sets out. : '
‘ George Eliot,
'D_aniel Deronda

) -

)

—

In Julian Barnes' novel Flaubert's Parrot. Geoffrey Braithwaite, a
Flaubert enthusiast, tries to identify the “‘real” stuffed parrot which served
as Flaubert’s inspiration for Loulou in Un coeur simple. Finding the true

7




parrot, he feels, would be tantamount to finding the author's true voice

and. as Braithwalte discovers, this Is a difficult task. Having found one

authentic parrot, he is moved to feel he "had almost known the writer”
1\ . :

(16). Having found another, he feels rebuked: ''The writer's voice—what

makes ‘ybu think it can be located that easily?’ (22).

~

N~

Braithwaite Is only intermittently selfconscious about his attempt to-

——

find the “true” Flaubert through this and other relics of his  life, although

he is well aware that F?a\bgri “forbade posterity to take any personal
He re

interest in him" (16).. gnizes thagﬁth_e; past is “autobiographical
criticism pretending to be parliamentary repczrt" (92), aﬁd that the “truth”
- about Flaubert is as difficﬁlt to authenticate as are the varlous stuffed
parrots. Nevertheless, Braithwaite is obseséed by the minutiae of Flaubert's
every movement. He tries to reconstruct the past to the,_,gxtent ‘that
_he tries to be both Flaubert and Louise Colef, Flaubert's mistréss. His
attempt at scrupulous_documentation sGmetimés extends to 'the ridiculous.
Having r.ead that Fléubert “watched the sun go down over the sea and
declared that it resembled a large disc of redcurrant jam” (92). Braith-
waite writes to the Grocer's Company “to find out if an 1853 pot o.f

Rouennais jam would have been the same colour as a modern one.

Assured that' the colour would have been very similar he writes, if
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-

'} : " .
somewhat bashfully, "So at least that's all right: now we can go ahead

and confidently Imagine the '_ sunset” (93). While his obsession with
documentation is almost maniacal where Flaubert's life is concerned, Braith-
—waite- derides with confident irony those critics who try to treat fiction

as documentary history:

\
I

Il remember instead another lécture | once attended. some
years ago at the Cheltenham Literary Festival. It was given
by a professor at Cambridge. Christopher Ricks, and it was
a very shiny performance. His bald head was shiny; his
black shoes were shiny; and his lecture was very shiny
indeed. Its theme was Mistakes in Literature and .Whether
They Matter. Yevtushenko, for example, apparently made -
a howler In one”of his poems about the American night-
ingale. Pushkin was quite wrong about the sort of military
'dresfs ‘worn at balls. john Wain was wrong about the
Hiroshima pilot. Nabokov was wrong—rather surprising
this—about the phonetics of the name Lolita. There' were
other examples: Coleridge. Yeats and Browning were some
of those caught out not knowing a hawk from a handsaw,
or not even knowing what a handsaw was in the first
place (76). ' '

-

The point of this is that if “the factual side of literature becomes
unreliable, then ploys such as irony and fantasy become much harder °

to use”” (77). In other words, the’literariness of the text is dependent

v

upon the veracity of the’ facts.

13
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Interestingly, the :novel as a whole plgys wltﬁ precls‘;l;/ this notlon.'
Braithwaite accumulates a vast amount ‘of information about FlaL'xbert. but
this know!edge' only makes him Flaubert's parrot. For Felicité in Un coeur

\ 4

.simple, the parrot Loulou; has mystical, réllglous connotations. Finding the
-'feal" parrot. however, wi‘{ not give Braithwaite any mystical ipslght into
either Flaubert or l%s_ﬂfiction. The facts do not lead. as he hopes they
will, to truth. Flaubert's Parrot uses the Reéiist éonv'eﬁtlon of hist;?rical
documentation in order to give the novel an illusioﬁ of reality. It does.
after all. contain references to real people—Gusta\}e Flapbert. Enid Star-
kie, Cljristoph'er Ricks—and places-;Rougn. Trouville, Croisset. Thaf these

- ~

people exist or existed is verifiable in the ,"R'lcksia‘ri" eense. However,
they e.xist in the ;novel not as o'bjectivé facts, but as determined by
. the fictional Braithwaite's p‘erceptior.'n of them. Indeed. the); ’betome fic--
“tional constructs, both because of this, anci because théy} ate framed
- within the covers of a novel. Through rﬁeﬁﬁcﬁonal techniques the novel
creates"]eéelg o% fiction andl “reality’” and questions the Realist assump-
tion that truth and reality are absolutes. Flaubert’s Parrot is typical of
contemporary metafictional texts in that. while it challenges Realist con-
ventions, it does so, paradoxically, from within precisely those s'amel con-

ventions. Metafiction often _cOntains its own criticism. and the novels which

play with Realist codes criticize. as this one does. their own*use  of
' -



‘insight into a common sense of what

11

them. More generally, they call into question the basic suppositions made

popular by nineteenth-century Realism.

.. The Realist movement endorsed a particular way of looking at art

P

-
and life as though there was a direct correspondznce between the two.

The critical method. then, involved charting the similarities and differ-

 ences between experiential reality and the artist's transcription of it, as-

. suming, of course, that experiential reality was common.to all. Geoffrey

4
At

Braithwaite and “Christopher Ricks” in Flaubert’s ‘Parrét are. in this sense
Reallsts:.. In fact. ho“‘/e\;ér. Realism haé little té do with reality. It is,
rather, a critical construct which developed in a partif:ular social and
ldeologfcal context. Nevertheless, some manifesiations of tﬁe Realist move- "
ment still have currency, ;aartichlarly. as Flaubert's Parrot sdggeéts. ‘thé
notion f.thatvart is a mean\S' to truth because the artist has a .privileged
constitutes ‘‘reality.” In a sense,
even Geoffrey Braithwaite's touristy enthusiasm is the result of this sus-
pect belief. His example.'hoﬂvever. ié followed .by all those similar en-
thusiasts who .look f'or Michael Henchard’'s house in Dorchester or Romeo
and Iuliet paraphernalia in Verbna. Receh'tly. the English National Trust
decided to refashion the Suffolk !andscape to make it resemble C'pn_stai

ble's‘bainting The Hay Wain, and a series of huge timbers found in
- ;
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the River Stour have become news items because they may be from

the boat that inspired Constable’s Boat Building Near Flatford Mill. All

of these are examples of a fascination with Realism.

RS

As a literary movement.! Realism was first formulated in mid-
nineteenth-century France, although it soon gained currency in England
and the rest of Europe. The term first appears in France in 1826 when

& 4
a writer in Mercure Frang¢als comments that "this literary doctrine. which

gains ground every day and will lead to faithful imitation not of the

masterworks of art but of the originals offered by nature, could very .-

-

well be called realism. According to some indications it will be the lltgir-

ature of the 19th century, the literature of the tfue" (Wellek 1966, 4:1). -

There is no formal manifesto of Realism in the way that the Prefaces
to the 1802 and 1805 editions of the Lyrical Ballads set the scope and

limits of English Romanticism. Howe\;er. a conjunction of publications and.
events in France in -the mid-eighteen fifties made Realism a topic for
often 'hgated debate: "It was in 1855 that the painter Courbet placed
the sign 'Du Réalisme" over the door of his one man show. .In 1856

Edmond D;:ranty begari a shortlived review called Réalis__me. and in the

'folldwing year Champﬂedry, z.anAenthusiastic supportér of Courbet and the

~.
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new literature, brought out a volume of critical discussions enfltled Le
_ : s

Réallsme. The term was ‘“launched although its meaning was still to be

defined” (Becker 1963, 7). In England., Thackeray was called ‘“chief of -

. {- B
the Realist school’ in Fraser's in 1851 (Stang 148), and an 1853 article

- In Westminster Review discussed Balzac in association with Realis\m (Becker

1963, 7). The Oxford English Dictionary cites volume four of Rus_kln's

Modern Painters as first using the term “realism” in 1856. It is clear,

. then, that by the mid-eighteen fifties Realism had become topical either

as a “rallying cry or a term of dispara'gemerit" (Hemmings 162). -
The theoretical preémise of Realism is thaf art should J eschew the»
“idealist m;taphysics” (Becker 1963, 6) of Romanticism, and pdrﬁray in-
stead “thiﬁgs as they really are, in thé sense tlaf poﬂrayiné objectively
and: concretely the observable details of actual ‘life” (Kaminsky 217). Th'isv
apparently simple dictate creates such innumerable difficulties that it has
become a commonplace that Realism is one of the most problematic
of terms. Or_1e of the major prob[ems is that the Realists appear ;b
have wanted to create a ;-fonnula for the liferal transcription of reality
into art. This very premise is cont}adictory since, as soon as there ex--

ists a frame for reality. anything that is within that frame ceases to

be "reality" and becomes artifact. A good example of this préblem is
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L

_Illdstreted by Magritte's painting The Human Condition [ (1934). Within

the painting is a oalnting on an easel which overlaps a Iandscape seen
through a window. The paintlng—within—the—paintlng Is an exact continua-
tion of the view, and so it appears that there are two levels: the “real”
view and the pamted copy. As Robert Hughes: points out in The Shock
of the New: ''the play between image and.reality soggests that the reai

world is only a constrt‘ictlon of mind We know that if we moved the

easel, the view through the window would be the same as the one '

- shown on the painting within the paintl'ng: but-because the whole scene

is locked -in the immobility and permanence of a larger painting, we

cannot know it (247). Because the “real” view is framed within a paint-

ing, it ceases to be real and becomes instead an imaginative construct.

'Even the very medium itself is not transparent, and therefore prevents

any possibility of ért mirroring reality. Indeed, Linda, Nochlin comments

“that no matter how objective the artist's vision is, the.visible world must

be changed in order to translate it onto the flat surface of the canvas:
“The artists perception is therefore inewtably conditioned by the physi-

cai propertles of pamt and linseed no less than by his knowledge and

‘technlque—even by his choice of brush—strokes—;ln conveying three-

dimensional space and form on to a two-dimensional picture plane” {15}
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The nineteenth-century, of course, was not the first to concern itself

" with the relationship of life and art. M.H. Abrams, in The Mirror and

the Lamp pofnts out that the "mlfnetlc orlentatlon—the expianation of
art as ,\essentlally an imitation of aspects in the universg-——-was probgbly
the most ‘prirnitive aesthetlchtheory"‘ (8). Plato banishes the poet from
the Republic (10: ~606E]. because his art is thrice. rembved from
the truth _(.lO: 595C): “'painting and imitation generally carry out their
work far from -the truth and have to.do with thaf part within us that
is r'ernc.;ute from the. t-ruth. .and that_thé_ two. arts are 'companions and
afriend_s of nothing whole.%ome or frué”.(lO: 6020). Thatl the poet deals
in untruths Is further compounded because he imitates things whose es-
‘sence he knows nothing about, ajnd does so in such a way as-to.delude
(10: 602Q) A-and‘corrupt good citizens (I_Q: 605A). Plato:§ reasons for his
mistru:l;t of the poet are social rather than aesthetic. and nineteenth-
cléntury Realism tends_ to be closer to Aristotelian mimeéis than Platonic

imitation. However, Plato's mistrust of literature as a form of lying is

echoed in the nineteenth century. and is related to the Realist and

'Naturalist desire to make literature conform to so-called “neutral”” scien-

tific laws and "objective”” historical documentation.-

In The Function of Mimesis and its Decline, John D. Boyd. S.J. writes:

wr
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"What organic union there is in the Weste;rn critical tradition of poetry's
needec! realism. and autonomy is largely derived from Aristotle” (18).
quever.‘ Boydndls'.tinguishes between Aristotelian “realism” as a search
into human action, and the "vogue since the nineteenth century of ap-
plying the word to literature thaf deals largely with techniques. akin to -
the photograph.lc" (24). As this suggests, for Aristotle, as for .Plato; the
‘ pc:ét is a;'l imitator. " The imitation, ﬁowever, Is.--as Arlstotle-‘su.ggests- in

Poetics of "men who are do'ing something” (2: 48al) rather th-an of

shadows of tfuth. Primarily, for Aristotle, the poet ié a creator. He does
“ not merely mirror reality, but instead creates highly ‘structured plots‘ (8;
r“'\“’,_,T‘)'lalé: S@not about 'what h_as haphened but abdut' “"what might
happferl and what is possible according to probabi]ity or necessity”‘ (9:
51a3b). Within the-c_ohdltions of the probable and the necessary. the
pc;et has some créative choices abo_qf_ the subject of hjs imitatl;anl. He
or she must ah':vays imitate “one of the three aspects ‘of things: either
as they were or are, or as men say they are and they seem to be,
or as they ought to be" (25: 6056). According to Aristotle, then, the
poet is a fiction maker, not a historian. Poetry is. in fact. ,mo‘re serious-
than history., since while poetry deals with universals, hlistory deals_with

each thing for itself (9: 51a36). Thus: Aristotle is less concerned with

- documentation than with ardstry: “it is less serious for a painter not

-

o~
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to know that a female deer has nb horns than to represent one,inér—
-tistically™” (25: 60b13).. For.painters as ’fér writers, the .mimetic issue has
never réally disappeared.?

I_n"Stendhal's Le Rouge e;‘ le Noir the novel is described as.a genre
which should be ‘democratic in subject matter and objective in style:
"un'.n_'or‘r;an est un miroir qui se promene sur une grande route. Taan'.t il reflete

s

a vos yeux l'azur des cieux, lanist la fange des bourbiers de la route. Et I'homme

qui porte la miroir dans sa halte sera par vous accusé d'éire immoral!l Son miroir

montre la fange ety vous accusez:le miroirl Accusez bien plutit le grand chemin

oit est le bourbier, ‘ plus encore [inspecteur des routes qut laisse I'eau crouper
et le bourbier se former" (342). The Goncourt brothers, in the Preface to
Germinie Lacerteux. were equally insistent abou't the all-inclusivengss of

the novel: "Vivant au dtx-neuvleme slecle ‘dans un lemps de suffrage universel,

de democ)"aue de hberahsme nous nous sommes demandes si ce quon appelle ‘les

- basses classes” n'avait pas droit au Roman” (5—-6). Their "democracy” like that

of the other exponents of Realism. purported to embrace not only the

. lower classes, but also those which “le siécle passé appelait de ce large et

vaste nom: Humanité" (7). Thus, the province of the novel expands to
.- \ .

include not only the cirawing room, but also the ordinary, the\ggly. and.

the low. Whatever, in fact, can be observed is a fit subject for the
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novel. In this particular aspect of Realism. there is some correspondence

between theory and fiction. This Is often, particularly in English novels

of the period. not the case.. Many of the novels however, maké explicit

comments, either In prefaces or within the text, about the use of charac

4

ters éhd situations drawn from everyday life. Geofge Eliot In Adam Bede,
for example, begins her chapter "In Which the Story Pauses a ‘thtlg."
with a narrative address to the reader: ‘I"Thls Rector of Broxton is little
better than a pagan'. 1 hear ofie of my readers éxclair_n__. ‘How much

‘ ~ - :
more edlifying it would have been if you had made him give Arthur

some truly spiritual advice. You might have put into his mouth the most

beautiful things—duite as good as reading a sermon’’ (221). In answer

¢ to this implied reader, Elict defends a faithful reflection of ordinary life:

* Certainly [ could if 1 held it in the highest vocation of
the novelist to represent things. as they never have been
- and never will be. Then. of course. | might refashion life
and character entirely after my own liking; T might select
the most unexceptional type of clergyman. and put my
own admirable opinions into his mouth on all occasions. .
But it happens. on the contrary that my strongest effort
is to avoid any such arbitrary pictiire. and to give a faithful
account of men and things as they have mirrored tpem-
selves in my mind. The mirror is doubtless defective: the -
outline will sometimes be disturbed. the reflection faint or
confused: but [ feel as much bound to tell you as pre-
cisely as [ can- what that reflection is. as if [ were in
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the witness box narrating my experlence on oath, (221)).

Ironically, while shé defends this one aspect of Realism in her con-

tent, Eliot contravenes others in her form. One of these is the doctrine

P {
ha

of Impe;réonality whlcﬁ\déVeISped. as part ';f a larger concern for objec-
tivity. As we..wiﬁ?s‘ee.-a Realist text in the sense that i as, and is,
definéd' by Realist critics, .,do‘es not . exist, Novéi-ists
such as Wé!ter Scott, Thackeray, Trollope, Charlotte Bronté, to name but
a fe‘?v‘. ‘have gll ‘_been hailed as lwriters of Realist texts. Each of théir
. texts, however, like Adam Bede. conﬂafns self—cbnsclpus momen‘t.;, which
in tﬁgmselves und%r.mi'ﬁe‘a Realist dllctatgf. It is interesting that é.ven the
passage from Le Rolu.g're et'le Noir quoted abové? often consiaered ‘an
ex'em;ilum of Realist thought, occurs in a ch-apter which not only dis-
cfuéses_Mathilde las an-imagihative construct. but in which the na'rratorn-
laments that he might well. be accused of impropriety in the creation
of her passions. R | | ’ ‘,_:; |

) 'I;he' Reaiists believed that perception could be pure. and that the

‘e

facts In a novel should speak for themselves without authorial commen-
tary and its attendant reader manipulation (see Becker 1963. 28). In
~a chapter on ‘"Realist Drama” in Old Saws and Modern In'sranges.

W.L. Courtney is even insistent on removing artistic language from a

-\
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purportedly Realist work: “Realism means above all else a devotlon to

+ the bare and explicit truth of human life and human character, and the

avoidance of all romantlc or poetic devices for obscuring the main is-

d

sues” (189). Clearly the selfconsciousness of authorial intervention like

Ceorge Eliot's subverts this assumption, particularly because Eliot fiction-

alizes her own identity by appearing in the novel. at all. A more serious-
crime against Realism by supposedly Realisg writers s th:ﬁ. by comment-
ing én the process .- of the. no;rel. as well as in Idrawlng attention to
its existence as an arfifact. they are emphaticalfy in the realm of art,
notﬁf “life.” Théckeray ends Vanity Fair. for example, by. doing preclsé

ly this: “Come, children, let us shut up the box #nd the puppets, ‘for
-, b B o | n
‘our play is played out” (797). P '

\% - The doctrine of impersonality, as well as other Realist theories, is
critical writings w__i\ﬂ]e. their novels

1

often espoused by authors in - their
- attest to an opposing practice. It would seem .that many modern literary,
R . , -
B ,

 critics ignore this'p"‘&t._ Robert Alter, among others. sees the tradition

, : of the self-conscioys govel ‘as one which is in eclipse in the nineteenth

. century: “The realist desire to register the minute oscillations and effects

of A;h'istorical change leads -novelists‘aw'ay from the exploration of fictioé

as. artifice for a"%‘gr'iety'pf,reasons.... The imaginative involvement with
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history, In any case, Is the main cause for arl'n almost complete eEIIpse
of the self-consclous novel during the nineteenth century” (88-89). It is
easy to sympathize wlth‘\ Chris Baldick who. in a reviéw article in the
Times Literary Supbiément wrltes: "'Among todéy's thecreticians of post-
'modern writing, 5ome-remarkable'legendé about the Dark Ages of
nineteenth-century realist fiction have been allowed to _gain curréncy. -lt
canr now almost go' without saying that the ob]ec_@ of realist ﬁ;:tlon
was to ir';hibit any questioﬁing of the world, to induce complaceﬁcy and
stupefying ideoclogical amnesia” (295). It could certainly be argu_e'd that
this is the case with nihe’teénth— (and twentieth-) century Realist theo;ies\
but even the most .cursory glance at a nineteenth—?:entury novel will rev- _
eal that, for ﬁ‘ction. this is not the case. Novels of the peribd which
are even ﬁow reputed to be exa.rﬁiales of high Reélism—-—p‘articularly those, »
by George Eliot Gustave flaubert and Henry Iames-ﬁare certainly aware

of their own artifice and their own processes. even if their -authors, in

their non-ﬁction‘-texts. take a différent view.

P

-
-

Gustave Flaubert wrote repeatedly in letters and articles about the
need for novelistic impersonality and impartiality: “The illusion (if sthere
is ope} comes ... from the impersonality of the work. It is- one of my

. \.__h__ ¢
principles that your must not write yourself. The artlst ou.ght to ‘be in
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his work like God In creatlon, invisible and omnipotent. He should be
Laie] S

felt every where“ but -not seen. Art ought. moreover, to rise above per-

sonal feelings and nervous susceptibllities! It is time to give it the preci-

sion*of the physicai\ sciences, by means of a pitiless method!" (94-95).

Although Flaubert's texts are not interrupted by intrusions of. the type

that Eliot uses, Flaubert Is clearly not an impersonal author. Narrative

/ .
comments in, Madame Bovary such as "Emma soiled her hands with

) ) e
the refuse of old lending libraries” (50, my emphasis), make it apparent

that neither impersonality nor scientific objectivity is applied to Emma

| Bovary's reading.

Henry James also wrote about the necessity of impersonality i_r{ "The

. ' ' . N ' .
Art of Fiction.,” 7and he was vitrioli€ _about authorial intrusion such as
. ) _

that practiced -by Trollope: "Certain accomblished novelists have a habit
- . ‘ ) -

of giving themselves away which must often bring tears to the eyes

of people who take their fiction seriously ... Trollope ... in a digression con~ -

cedes to the’readel’ that he and this trusting friend are only ‘making

believe’. He admits that the events he narrates have not really hap-

(4

I

best. Such a betrayal of a sacred office seems to me, | confess. a terri-

ble crime ... It implies that the novelist is less occupied in looking for

‘pened and that he can give his narrative any turn the reader may like
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[
the truth ... than the historian ..."” (46-47). There is an assumption here

-which is common to Realist thought: that the novel is, or should be.
an unma_nipulated. natural chain of events. Yet. even in James' novels,
there Is a central Intelligence or narrative voice which, clearly: directs
and manipulates the reader rather than letting events “happen natural-
ly.” In Chapter 42 of The Portrait of.a Lady, for example, the omnis-_
' clent harrator sees into,. Isabel Archer's thoughts This implies an authorial
SN, b
presence as much as do authoritative first-person directives and com-
ments tothhe reader: “Very often, however, she felt afraid. and it would
come over her, as JT.have intimated, that she had deceived him at the
very 'first ... As I have said, she belietred she was not defiant, a'nd’ vtihat_
could be better proof of It than that she should linger half the night.

trying to persuade herself that there was no reason why Pansy shouldn’t

- be married as you would put a letter _in'the’ post office?” (433, 435)."

,

»
)

‘A correlative of obiet:tivity and impersonality is the Realist concern
* with docurhentation and fact. This is-certaihly part of_tha beliéf that
the novel should mirrorr_ the wt)r!d. .and. thrct:gh t!fxis.imperséhal'.,mirror-
ing show “truth.” It is a common Realist sentiment that fiction to

be mistrusted unless it pretends to be something else. As Leslie Stephen

argued: “there is certainly a good deal to be said for the thésis; that
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all fictlon s really a kind of lying and thathart in general is a luxurious
indulgence, to which we have no right while crime and disease are ram-
pant. in the outer world” (4: 73). Henry James felt that the no.vel should
be akin'to a historical document. In “The Art of Fiction” he wrote that:
“the subject matter of fiction is stored up...‘in documents ‘and records

and if it will hot-glve itself away, as they say in California, it must

speak with assurance, with the tone of the historian” (35). Other writers

were inﬂuenced by ‘the scientific method, and sought to make the novel
as ob]ecﬁve as they 'perceivea science to be. Thus Zola argues in “'The
Experi_mentai Novel"\_. for a type of _ﬂction which \Wou]d be akin to a
scientific exp_eriment {152-196). In the preface fo the second edition of
Thérése Raquin he describes his scientific purpose: “on commeitce, ;"éspére.‘
a comprendre que mon but a ete 'un but sci.t.;ntiﬁque avant fout .... J'ai simp!emeﬁt

fait syr deux corps vivants le travail analytique que les chirurgiens font sur les cadavres”
(7). - . N
e

This particular obsession, that fiction should pretend to be or aspire

to be fact was not, of course. new, nor was it unique to the Realists,
’

" 1. Hillis Miller points out that althougﬁ the novel most often masks itself

as a form of history. it has also “displaced” itself in various other ways

as, for example, a collection of letters, memoirs or edited documents,

p

-

4
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an old manuscript found in a trunk or bottle, journalism or travel notes
(456). These devices validate “lying” literature because they create the
fllusion that there is a one-to-one correspondence between the novel and

history (Miller 456). Several now untenable assumptions are clear, here.

which will be discussed later in this, and in subsequent chapters. The

" first of these Is -that “empirical reallty" is obiectively observable through

pure perception. The second is that there_can exist a direct transcrip-
tion from ‘‘reality” to 'novel. Implicit in this is the ioea that language
is transparent, that "reality’” creates language and not ‘the reverse. Zola
voiced a common hybothesls'in "The Eﬁperimental Novel.'; that language

is “nothing but logic, a natural and scientific construction’” (192). Finally,
. LN

there is the notion that there is a common, 3;hared sense of both “‘réal-
. . . .

and  "‘truth.” Fernand Desnoyers has a doc—

trinaire tone when he wtites: Slnce the word truth puts everybody in

agreement and since everybody approves of the word, even liars, one.

must admit that, without being ‘an apologist for ugliness and e\_rii. real-
ism hasr the right_ to represent whatever exists and. whatever- {nre see”
(81). Similarly, Henry Iames in The Art of the Nove! explidtly descrlbes
reality as “the thlngs we c.annot not know sooner or later, in one way
or another: it being but one of the accidents of our hampered state,

and one of the instances of their quantity and number \that particular

§
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instances have not yet come our way" (31). This. of course. assumes
an objective, external essence which, In time/. will become readily appar-
ent to all. It becomes impossible, then, to criticize James. for his own

subversion of Realism, his criticism, or anything else, since such a critk

1

cism will only “teflect the extent to which the critic's state is “hampéred."

The dictates of objectivity, impersonality and documentation would
seem to make of the novelist a kind of Th%’mas.Gradgrind coné_fantly
in search of Fact. Indeed, it was the author in w‘hOm Realist criticism
had its greateﬁtiinterc‘est. The bervasive moral eIemept of .Realism.‘ partic-
ularly in England'{see.l for example, Williams,.l975, xiil)l. explains this.

If there is a ‘common understanding of "reality” and the author tries

to reflect this in his or her novel, then it follows that the criticism of

the novel must concehtrate on the accuracy of the reflection. Since for

the Realists. language i§ “natural,” the[l artistic. process-of the novel does

not b]ay ‘a significant role for the .ftlritic. If. therefore: the critic sees

-
° »

I .
a discrepancy between the author’s "objective” view and his or her own

: (and.the chances of this not happening are astronomical), then the fault
. B L

must be in the author. As Aristotle does inathe Poetics (4: 48b4), Realist

theorists insist that the aim of art is to instruct. The morality of the

author is. therefore. highly important. and it is for this reason that the
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Realists often wrote, and still write, blographical criticism as well as rules..:
. ’ /-‘""‘-

for, and criticisms of, authors’ moral virtues. The essential eq‘uatlon Is
that '‘good” 'mé‘n will produce "godd': art. Thomas Carlyle, for example,
was interesfg’d _in morality and fact to the extent that his literary criti-
cism _takes ::m the tone of the pulpit. EVehtuaily, his belief that “the
smallest historical fact” Is more-imbrgssive than the. “grandest fictitious
' -eVent"_ {3: 54), led him aw‘;ay fr.om the study of "lying” literature to
the study ofs “reality” through !';istory. For Carlyle, good art depends
on the poet's ;bﬂity to see the real, and to transcribe it in a “‘memor-
able"” almost maglf:al way. Ho‘we-ever. in “Biogr'gphy" he writes: “one grand,
invaluable secret,there is ... whiNncludes all thf., rgs;. and what is com-
- fortable, lies clearly in every man's. pbwér: To have a;a open ]oving heart,

and what foilqw‘g from the possession of such. Truly. it has been- said,

'y 4

N .

'e'mphatically. in "these days ought it to be repeated: A loving Heart is
L L rd .

- the beginning of all Knowledge. this it is that opens the’ whole mind,

quickens every faculty of tha,'\ntellectjpafd'o its fit.

ing. and therefrom, by sure consequence. of vividly bttering,forth"' (3:

o, -

tk. that %of know- <

57). Like Carlyle, John Ruskin believes in the necessary moral duality

of the artist. Although he is primarily an art critic, his Modérn Painters
. < ‘ ’

developed an influential aesthetic theory. For Ruskin. the ideal painter

is a.man who sees only loveliness: “there is no Evil in his eyes;—~only
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" Good and that which displays Good" (4: 386). In "The Oueen of the
i{e Is insistent that “Great art Is the expression of the mind of
a great man, and mean art, that of the want of mind of a we‘ak man"’

C(19: 389). &

It Is easy to see how this kind of criticism loses sight of the processes
and structures of art except in so far as the art Is the reflection of
a good man whose example will offer appropriate moral instruction to

the reader. Art develops, then, thestatus of religion. and the artist bé—

-

* comes a moral guide.” his\is certainly one of the several aspects of
Realism which has intruded into the twentieth century.’ In Literary The~._
ory. Terry ié‘agleton discusses the rise of English studies as a correlative
of the decline of religion. which scientific discovery and social ;ha’nge
wiete causing' to be questi’oned,'as Qn authority (22-23). Litetétur_e aip-

peared to be an apt replacement as Eagleton points out:

Like reilgion literature » works primanly by emotion and ex-
' perience and so was admirably well-fitted to carry through
the ideological ta§k which religion left off. ind__eed by our
own time literature has become effectively identical with
- the opposite _of analytical thought and conceptual mqmry
whereas scientists, philosophers and pohtical theorists are
saddled with those drably discursive pursuits, students of
literature occupy the more prized territory of feeling and
experience. Whose experience and what kinds of feeling,



Is a different question. Literature from Arnold onwards Is
the enemy of ‘ideological dogma’, an attitude which might .

have come as a surprise to Dante. Milton and Pope (26).
’ L

bl

It seems here that religion Is_ merely a sham copy of poetry, ‘and
Arnold certainly gave 'the greatest poetry” an enormous responsibility

in his search for what Douglas Bush calls "a faith of eﬁduring &aildity"

-

(85). It is possiBIe that this réplacement of reli'glon' by poetry could have

.

, - N \/
evolved in part, or is at least similar to, the Realist view that art cor-

responds directly to life, -and that its moral and eternal v’eritie? are ap-

prehended by common sense.

o

~ gt
3

In The Social Mission of English Criticism, Chris Baldick points out

o - .
that the responsibility given to poetry by Arnold is equalled by his in-
sistence on the “secial and cultural ‘duties” (19) of criticism. Baldick ar-

gues that, for Arnold. the critic has “the task of ‘sé%king out the best

»

~

-

materials in all branches of in‘tellectual activity” (20). Yet paradoxically,
“practical criticism” is to be viewed with -susp;r.:ion. The critic fnust re
main outsidé ideclogy so as. eventually to make the wor]ci a better place.
[n "The Function of Criticism at. fhe Present Time" Arnold writes: “A
polemical .practicz;l criticiér'n makes men blind eveﬁ to the ideal imperfec-

tion of their practice. makes them willingly assert \its ideal perfectign\i
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In order the better to secure it against attack: and clearly this is har-

rowing and baneful for tlrem.‘ If they were reassured on the practical
side, speculative conslderations of -ideal perfection they might be brought _

to"entertaln. and their spiritual horizon would thus gradually widen™ (144),
' 8 . i

;'-"",j- '-\;Vhere \shall we find language innocént enough, how
-sm we make’ tpé sp‘otless purity of our Intentions evident enough

[147). Baldick points out that, in Arnold's search for an innocent, transf
' parent language. he elevates critical discourse to a position of privilege

outside “partial or partisan considerations’’ (25). Indeed criticism here

could well be described as following the Realist dictates for fiction, par-

ticularly those of ob]ecﬁvity transparent langauge, pure perception and.

- of course, moral instruction, : .

-t - . ‘ ¢

These ideas are of particular i'rnporfance for literary studies since F.R.

Leavis, arguably Armolds critical heir. universalized Arnold's notions of .

&
_ critical and literary value through® his promotion of English studies at

Cambridge. Terry Eagleton: rightly comments in Literary Theory that “the
fact remains that English students in England today are ‘Leavisites whether

they know it or not, irremediably altered by that historical intervention.

There is no more need to be a card-csrrrying Leavisite today/than there

-*

is to be a card-carrying Copernican: that current has enters the blood-
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. .tream of English studles in England as CopeXpicus reshaped our astro-
nomical bellefs, has beeorne a form of spontaned s critical wisdom as.
deep-seated as our conviction that the earth mfﬁles.rou the sun'’ (31).
Llhe Arnold, Leavjs|sees criticlsm as an act of ‘defehdlng
a decline in traditlonal valueé. As he argues in Cajture and Environment, 5
. " the effects of the machin.e and mechanization have destroyed the “old
ways of life" (3). and the advent of. inﬂnences such as.fﬂm. newqupers
and advertlsingds a danger to the "po;sibilities of training;‘ta te and ) ‘aﬁ
sensibi]ity" (1) in the' classroom. Thus, in For Continuity, he pleads for
-a crItir‘:al minority who will guard ,and propagate what he calls the "cons-
ciousness of the race™: " Upon this mmorlty depends our power of profit- 1_/\'
Ing by the finest human experience of the past; they keep ahve the
subtlest and most perishable parts of tradition. Upon them depend the
implicit standards that order the ﬁner living of an age, the sense that-
. thr’ Is worth more than that this rather than that is the dlrection in
which to go, that the centre 15(, here ‘rather than there. In their keep-

-~

ing ...is the language ... upon which fine- living'depends

—

| mean the use of such a language. [‘do not suppose myself to have
produced a tight definition, but the account. i thmk will be recognized

as adequate by anyone who is likely to read this parnphlet ( 14-15).



Leavis echoes Arnold’s‘and Ruskin's view that good men produce

good art. Therefore, the. novelists in The Great Tradition are distinguish¥d

by a ‘;vltal ,capaclty for experlence, a kind of reverent openness before
» life, and a marked moral intensity” (18). Through thelr novels, th¢se men/

and women of “genlus” ‘'change the possibilities of art for practitioners
and readers.” and —are slgplﬂcant in terms of the human awareness they
) prohote: aw_areness'of the possibilities of,life" (10). Just what Leavls.
(means by this is notoriously unclear (but the admission of the extent
to which it is unclear merely reﬂects the) read-er:; lack of a moral inten-
sity’ which would allow him or her to u_nderstand‘it). His system. then,
like Henry ]arﬁes' definition of the. real, is closed aed circdlar; The author“s
“genius” as well as the reader’s responlse are questions of how deeply
they both Feel Life. Literaturg can make ‘the reader a "better"'person.
but only ifphe or she shares the cabacity :for 'moral serfousness with -
both the euthor and \Dr‘. Leavis. Eagleton responds to this in }_iteiary
Theory with the fol]owing "When the Allied troops moved into the con-
centration camps some, years after the founding’ of Scrutiny, to arrest‘
commandants who had whiled away their leisure hours with a volu L;ge‘
of Goethe, it —.appeared that someone had some explaining to do. If

reading literature made you a better person. then it was ha';dly in the

direct ways that this case at its most euphoric had imagined” (35).
P R .
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Obvlodsly{ this is a qulp. but it oddresses one of the fundamental

- problems with Leavisian criticism. Leavis belleves In the transcendental

value of literature as a moral teacher and therefore. in a common sense

ol what life, value and morality mean—at least among the cultural élite

referred to above. This is reflected as much in his content as in his

method of criticlsm. While some of his critical comments rely on close

Y

readings, much o‘f his criticism consists of ciuotlng large passages from

" the “great” authors. with the assumption'that his response and the read-

er's will be the same. Leavis was vehemently opposed to any ;heorlzlng
which. mighﬁt have dlarified his terms. In "LIt’erary Criticism and‘Philosophy."'
in falc.t..‘he responded ‘to René Wellek’s complaint about .precisely this
issue: “The buslness of the literary critic is to attain a peculiar com-
pleteness of response akd .to observe a peculiarly strict relevance in -

developing his response into commentary he must be on his: guard

against abstracting improperly from what is in front of him and’ against

~.any premature or irrelevant generalizing——of it or frorn it. His first con-

cern is to enter into possession of the given poem (let us say) in its

concrete fullness and h|s constant concern is never to lose h:s com-

N {

~

pleteness of possession with that fullness of response”- (61}, It is clear

that Leavis shares many of the Realist assumptions such as the value

of biograp}@ism. the direct correspondence bbtween art and life.

L
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- to the twenti\e\tm;;, and ar? still ‘in vogue. . Although some of the
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and the transparency of language which is merely a medlt.Jm to lreﬂect
the author's “genius” and “vitality.” We see this in The Gréa_t Tradition
in which he praises Dickens for a@z tb cagfure' the “real': "To
the question how the reconcilﬁdone—there is much more diversity
in. Hard Times than thesci_ryﬂx‘ehces to dialogue suBgest—the answer
can, be wé'l'\kn by ,-polhting fo the astonishing and lr_res@e\richness of--
ﬁ that characterizes the* book everywhere. it meets us everywhere, un-
strained and natural, i the prose. Out of such.prose.a great \}arlety
of presentations %an barise congenially with equal vividnes;. There they
are, ‘unquestionably ‘real.’ It gog‘é back to a,'ri extraordin_ar;r, energy of
perception and registration in Dickens ... His flexibility is that of a richly
poeti_c': art of the \worlc'i. He dfﬁsn't ‘write 'poetfc ﬁrose': he writes with

a poetic force of evocation, registering with the responsiveness of a.genius

of verbal express)ein_/what he so sharply sees and feels. In fact. by tex-

ture, imaginative mode. symbolic method. and the resulting concentra-
‘tion, Hard Times affects us as belonging with formally poetic works"

(257-258).

Through Leavis rhany of the tenets of literary Realism immigrated

modern critics do see Realism -as a critical construct. influenced by



'/x/ 35

soclal and economlic forces, others still see it as a means to truth.4
The l‘9I6I debate between René Wellek and |Ef'B. Greenwood in Ne-
oplrﬂologus.isﬂa good example of the continuing Interest in, and confu-
sion about. Reallsm. These two critics represent diametrically opposed
viewsabout both Reallsm and art. Wellek—Jin "The Concept of Realism
in therary Scholarship.” surveys varlous conflicting theories ®f Realism,
and notes the rise of "soclalist reallgg}" s a contributing factor to the
continuation of tﬁe modern debate. He segs. Realism as a period con-
cept” (lO) whose dictates will “not be completely fulfilled by any single
work" (16). Above all, Realtsm is- a set of conventions and.*as Wellek
points out, this -subverts its claim that ‘it can "penetrate.directly into
life and reality (17) Indeed, one of the problems is that it mlght and
sometimes does. “lose all distlnction between art and the conveyante

) of -'informauon" '(17.-1'8) In conclusion Wellek makes the important point
.that th; theory of Realism Is “"bad aesthetics” (18) -because it denies
that all art Is ""'making’ “and is a world in itself of illusion and symbohc
forms” 1. s

E.B. Greenwood attempts to take Wellek to task for his concept of

M arguing from a point of view which echoes those of Arnold

bt
and Leavis. In particular. Greenwood denies that the isolation of. Realism
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as a period conéept l§ appropriate since this suggests that Realism is
merely q.tool. rather than a perennial epistemological concern. Instead..
he argues, - Realism lies in the "artl;dc_ rendering—of- a;_unlversa(truth
ébout human naturg" {90). While he agrees with Wellek that literature
is artifact, not documentation of reality, this .artifact is-"felt to be truer

and more ‘real’” (90) than reality. Fhe major point of contention arises
AN Y - .

. Y -

from Wellek's bellef that the conventions of Reallsm prevent it from

-

. " 1
penetrating into life. In contrast, Greenwood argues that Reallsm implies
a necessary conngction between art and life, and it is this connection

which gives art its value (94). Greenwood’'s own concept ‘of Realism Is

Athat it Is the “truth about the real world” (94). a truth which is “per-

soﬁal. yet universal” (95). Indeed, a ‘V'piece of art iIs good beca_use if
is true” (96), and criticism involves a judgement about just how tfue.
i‘t is. Finally, Realism is the "asse;'tion of art’s normality, rationality and
moralify, in brief of art's "humanity.” and its forms and devices are
designed “to mediate a gualitative and synthetic (as opposed to quan-
titative ._and analytic) apprehension of life” (96). For Greenwo'éd, as for
Leavis, art is a product whose language and conventions are merely
a4 means to communicate value. More than  one hupdfed years. then,
after‘ the‘ inception of Realism as a schc;oI, of thought:_ some of what

we might now call its most untenable assumptions are still widely Held.

.
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Thomes Carlyle _“(rrltes in "The Death of Coethe” that ‘'the Word |
of man (the uttered Thought of man) is .stlll a magic formula whereby
he rules the world" (2:. 377). This notlorl. that words. have a '"magic”

_relationship to the objects they represent, is one ‘whlch twentleth-century
structural-linguistic theories have called into question. Particularly impor-
. tant here are the theories of Ferdlnand de YSaussu're. delivered as a
series of lectures at the Universlty of Geneva from l906—l9|l The Course
in General Linguistics was collected from hls students’ notes and pub—
lished posghumously In 1915, Saussure's most influential premise is that
the relationship bétween the word in its graphic or spoken -form (signifi-
er). and the thing it represents (signified). is a purely erbitrary one. In
Ehe English languag.e. for example. the foul black rr]arks T-R-E-E, or their
Jsound‘ equivalent, slghlfy “tree,” but there is no 'ecernal. magical cor-
lespondence belween the two. Historically and_colturally English speak-‘
ers agree that these marks indicate so'me. sort of vegetation with a truolé
a and leaves. However, to assume th;tl‘the correspondence between word
and thing is natural is to forget that in ofher languages the same con-
céﬁt is signified by an entirely different signlﬂer Compare ‘for example,
arbre in French or: arbor in Latin (Saussure 65) There is no reason why

this type of vegetation should not be called ‘blip.” except that cultural

agreement has decreed otherwise. Saussure's own analogy for this comes
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“
from chess: ""Take a knight. for.instance. By IgLelf s it an element In
the game?'Certainly not, for by its material make—ub%utside its square
and the otiuer con'dltions of the garqe—-lt means nothing to the player:
it (becomes a real, concrete element only when endowed with value and
wedded to it. Suppose that the piece happens to be destroyed or lost
during a game. Can it be replaéed by an equivalent plece? Certainly.
Not 0;11y aﬁother knight but even a figure shorn‘ of any resemblance
to -a knight can be declarea identical provided the same value is af-.
tributed to it. We see then that in sémlological systems like language. .
where elements hold each oth_er in, equilibrll;m in ac;ordancé With fixed
'rules. the notion of identity ‘blends With that  of value and vice vemsa”
(110). Words themselves are disting_ulsheH from other words not by their
descriptive prowess, but by their difference from other words: "a differ-
‘ence generally implies. positivhe terms "Begueen which the_difference is
set up;. but in ]anguagt; there are only_ differences without positive terms.
Where v;re take the siéniﬁed or the signiﬁef. language has neither ideas

nor sounds that existed before the !inguistié ‘system,"but only conceptual

and phonic differenges that have issued from the system. The idea of

=

phonic substance that a sign contains is of less importance than the
other signs that surround it. Proof of this is that the value of a term

may be modified without either its meaning or its sound being affected,

f



Y

109). | .

¥

39
solely because a nelghboring term has been modifled” (120). Saﬁssure's
emphasis, then, Is, on the constructedness of mleanlng. Linguistic struc-
tures determine our perception of reality so l;hat n:leaﬁlng cannot exist
Indépendently of language (Saussu_re_ 65; Norﬁs 4). Stendhal's descri_pt_ion
of the novel as a mirror walking down ther road is, In light -of this,
inadequate because It assumes ._that "ready—m_ade ideas exist before words”
(Saussure 65). Instead. structuralists argue, ')"ogr ‘;knowledge.of'thiﬂhgs ij.l;
insensibly structured by the systems of code ‘and convention which alone
enable ixs to classify and organize the chaotic' flow of experience" (Nor-'

ris 4). Literature in structuralist terms can no Ionger be seen as a natur-

al .ermanation from a mysterlously inspired moral mind. Indeed, the galn

of structuralist theory is the demystification of literature as an especially

privileged discourse since Q’slﬁlctures. codes: and conventions are found .

just as much in literature ¥s in Literature (see Eagleton 106-107). Struc-

4

turalism challenges the common sense view that “what is most ‘real’

is what is experienced, and that the home of- this rich. subtle complex

expérience is literature itself. Like Freud, it exposes the -shocking truth
o -

that our most intimate experience is the effect of a structure” {(Eagleton

If meaning .is' soclally constructed and plurél rather than naturally

- ’
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existing and single, then the author is as much at the mercy of linguls-

tic structures as the reader or critic. While Realists saw the author as

-

the producer of meaning and morality, post-Saussurian critics look for

rﬁeaning In a co-creative re.lationshlp between the -text and the reader

’

The ﬂrst important attack on the Realist reliance on biographlcat criti-

clsm, however is not Influenced by structural llnguists although the later

directlon of reader—response and post-structural critlcisms owes something
to the vehemence of the New Critical posltion on authorial influence.
W.K. Wimsatt and Monroe C. Beardsley proclaimed in "The Intentional

Fallacy” the New: ‘Critical point of view that “the design or intention
. *
of the author is neither available nor desirable as a -standard for jude-

£.Fm o -

ing the success of a work of literary art” (3). Even when en_ author's

position is known,’ through biography or direct statement, it has nothing
i ‘ . L |
- to do with critical inquiry (18). According to Wimsatt and Beardsley, the

“intention school” is misguided in searching for a poetic correlative: of

~terms such as sincerity. genuineness. spontaneity or fidélity (9). These: -

terms have to do with the poet, not the poem. Instead. they suggest
. ! * . . .

a more specifically critical vocabulary—unity. subtlety, function. integrity—

. : " «
“for dealing with the poem as a discrete entity. Because Ianguage( is pub-

. lic. they argue, the poem is also. public. and therefore has little to do

with the privajé or idiosyncratic (10} details of the poet's l\iff::~ “the poenx\/‘\

!
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is not the critic's own and not the author’s (lt,'is defached from the’
author at birth and gt':es about the world beyond his pbwer to Iintend .
a_k;out)it- or control i) (5). It Is the poem'as it. appears on tr;e page,
| then, which is of primary importanceigo the New Critics. Meaning (and
even morailty) is d_etermined"by the poem ‘alone, and no external fac-
tors brought to be;r on i; by author or éritlc are of value: “"We inquire
now not abéut origins, nor}about effects, but about the work so far
as it can be considered by itself as a bbdy of meaning. Neither the
qualitles of the author’s mind nor the effects of a poem upon a read-
er's mind should be confused with the moral quahty of the meaning
expressed by the poem itself”” (87). -
. ' .- ’

. The other side of the New Critical coin is "The Affective Fallacy."
As Wimsatt and Beardsley d.escribe it, it is a "“confusion between the
‘i%%e}n and its resufts (what it is and what it does) .... It begins by inné
to derive the standard of critlgism from the.psycﬁological effects of the
poem and ends in impressionism éﬁd relativism* _(21).-ln the “Case of
both the affective and the inter‘1tional fallacies, they argue, the .poem
“ibts_elf tends to disappear as an object of critical judgement. One of the

reasons for the affectivet fallacy is that emotion js indeterminate: “The

report of some readers ... that a poem or storyl induces in them vivid



42

—

“images, intense féellngs. or heightened consciousness, Is neither anythjng
which can be refuted nor anythir}g which It s possible
for the objective critic to take into account” (32). What the objective
critic can take into account, ho.v‘vev'jer. is t.h'at the poem represents erﬁo~
tion as an object whose patterns are available for study. Indeed, poemé
are. in themselves répresentat‘:ions andA communications of informatio_n aboqt |
attitudes and® patterns of emotion: r"ln thé poe;:'s finely contrived objects
oflemotion and in other works of a:& the historian finds his most relia-
ble evidence about the emotions of antiquity. ... In short, though cultures

have changed and will change, plqems remain - and explain” (39).

" In the context of my é-rgument ‘here. the problem with New Criticism
‘is that while it attacks the Realist reliance on blography as a critical
tool, it .no'netheless~ echoes the Realist position that the text is a univo-
cal "icon” or "oracle.” It is a static product, and no anterior affect ™=

+ i - .
or knowledge with‘thé exception of that provided by a dictionary, can
be considered in‘_a "New Critical analysis. The text for the I;Iew .Critics.
then, wéuld seem to exist only as .a spatial ffgure, disconnected in its -
" wanderings from any social or his;orical context (quleton_ 48).

The possibility of the sort of objective, pure perception sought after
_ - N\

r".}, | | - | D
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'by the New‘.Critlcs ‘was called into questlon by the rise of reader-response
criticism In the nineteen-sixties. Reception theorists and structuralists. par-
ticularly - Roland Barthes, ‘turned their attention from the author as nToral :
teacher, and the .Ilterary work as Icon, to the interaction between text
and reader. Reader—response criticism  seeks to -take issue with
the authority of a: unlvocal textual meaning; Slnce texts do not "nrean

by themselves, “'meaning”’ has to be brought to them'by a shared crea-
tive process between text and reader. Each reader will bring to a text
different, culturafly and p'eda'gbgicelly dererrnined' Enow_ledges. and thus
Interpret a %ext In a variety of ways. Thus.‘ as Susan Suleiman argues

in her introduction to The Reader in the Text, the move away from_
| the New Critical empl;asis on textual agtormmy‘}ras been broughr about

by a recognition'lof the “relevance of context” (5). It is. equally, a
challenge to purely ot;]ective critlcisrri.( Ir1deed. z:rs lane Torrlpkins peir_nts.
.out in Reader—_Response Cdtidsm: "Readeﬁresponee crirfcs would \argue ~
‘that a poern'cannot be understood apart from its results. Its® ‘effects” 2
L

- psychological and-‘otherwise._ are essential to any accurate description of
Y

its meamng smce that meaning has no effective exnstence outs;de of
its real:zation in the mind of the reader (|x‘):‘At its best. reader—response‘
' [

““examines not only the responses of the reader. but. more i@oaératly, '

the status of the 'Iiterary text itself as self-conscious and multivocal. It
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reminds us tnat language itself is plural. Gerald Prince. for example, in
"Notes on the Text as "Reader". looks at the varlety of cultural and
textual codes which can inﬂuence interpretation “reading a narrative lrn-
plies organlzing it and interpreting it in terms of several more or less
complex (sub-) codes The reader frequently has to determine the con-
notations of a given passage. the symbolic dimensions of a given event,
the hermeneutic function of a given situation, and so en. Reading inter-

ludes provide him with certain specific sets _of connotations; they make

’ . | >
some symbolic dimensions explicit; they define the hermeneutic status

Ia

of some situations. In short, they may, allow for rest periods, as it were, |

~and may facilitate understanding* {239). Reader-response criticlsm at its

worst, however, partakes of the same authoritative stance as do the
o

New Critics in insisting on an ideal reader (usually the critic) Who will -

determine a single” meaning. In ‘“Literary Competence,” for example,
Jonathan Culler is much less tentative than Prince: “‘the analyst 'must

convince the reader that he knows what he is talking about'—must make
him see the appropriateness of the effects in question—and ‘must coax

-

the reader into seeing that the cause he names does. in fact. produce

the effect which is experienced: otherwnse they will not seem to have

anything to do with each other.’...If the reader is brought to accept

b%th the effects in question -and the explanation he will have helped

’

§
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validate what Is. In essence,_a‘theolry of reading” (113).

However, as postmodern novels themselves affirm., meaning lsk irrevoca-
bly amb'guous and plural There is no longer even the pretense that

p

reality can be directly mirrored by a novel, although several of them
take great delight in -playing with tnis notion as will be seen in subse-
quent chapters. i!eaiity-ls a purely llngulstic construct and, if any mirror-
ing takes place. it is of lingulstlc-structu_res: “all literary texts are woven
out of other literary texts, not in the conventional sense that they bear
the traces of('inﬂuence' but in_ a more radical sgnse that every word,
phrase ot‘ segment is a reworking of other writings which precede or
surround lthe individual 'work. ‘There Is no. such thing as the ‘first’ liier;
ary work: all literature is inter—textual\{gleton 138). This is a literary

' development of Saussure’s thueory of difference. If ° language is a system

of interdependent ‘,terms in which the value of each term results solely

from the simultaneous presence of the others” (Saussure 114). then the

same can be “said of the literature that is created by that language
This is the guiding prmc:ple behind Roland Barthes' essay "The Death
‘_o_f the Author” in which he argues for a shift of critical emphasis from
author to reader precisely because it s language which speaks. not

the author to write is. through a prerequisite impersonality (mot at all

L
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to be confused with the castrating objectivity of the realist novelist), to

re;ch that point where on‘\ﬁr langtjag-e acts. 'pe'rforms.':andr not ‘me’’
{143). This essay combines elements of,, and is therefore a goed bridge
between. “high" structuralist and post-structuralist theo\‘rles"of text and
reader. Primarily, Barthes argues from the strueturalist position tHat reali-
ty is_a linguistic corstruct. Similarly, then. language ?ecognizes the authorial
" or "me” only as a linguistic subject, not as a3 person with passions
humours or feelings whlch exist anterior to the text (145) »What is an-
terior to the text, however. is both language ltself and other texts, and
for this teason the author's subjectivity is lonly a ready- ormed diction—
ary.- its words only explainable through other words and 50 on indeﬂmte—
Tty (146). Authority is limiting, Barthes argLes. because to impose an |
"Authbr' Is to Impose a- single, fixed méaning. Since postmodern texts
stress their m }lﬁplicity of meaning because of the plurality inherent in
language. the structure of the text should_ be _dlsentangled? instead of
simply “deciphered"’ (ld?t. The focus of this activity |5 the reader be(-/__‘_‘/

cause it is between readek_and text that-the “mutual relations of dia-
- : -

logue, parody. contestation” <(148) take place.' o _ _ -

~
L

[}
L4

.Banthes' view of language not simb!y as a system of difference. but .

ER

as a_ ‘“systematic exemption of meaning” (147) which “ceaselessly calls

. . - .- ‘)‘
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into  questlon all orlgins’’ (146). moves toward the extreme relativism of
post-structuralist, and In particular deconstru,}tlonist thebries. Structuralism’

) - ) ) . )
sees texts as composed of binary oppositions (such as goodlbaq. light/dark,
- male/female). According to theories of deconstruction. however, these an-

- ;‘ -

titheses create ideological problems becausq their own structure privileges

one term (dsually the first) over:another, and because this opposition’

Is not an ‘end in itself, but a hierarchy which .can be further decon

o ;
structed. Blnarism presupposes ah absolute, and it is this/zvathoritarian—

Ism that deconstruction tries to Subvert. As Jacques Derrida explains in

-

Fs

Positfons: 411 a classical phrlosophical opposition we are not deyicugkwith'

the peacetul co-existence of ws-a-ws but r.Jrher wnth a violent hierarchy

One of the two terms governs the other (axio}ogically, logically. etc.),

or has the upper hand. To deconstr'uctlthé\op{pdsition. firstgof all. Isj

. -~
to overturn - the hierarchy .at a given moment.’,-To overlook this -phase
. { : ,
o~ .
of overturning Is to forget the cinflictual and subordinating. structure of

opposition"’ (4!): Structuralist difference he argues, assu s that there

s a, value in opposition that precedes that opposition:

. At' the point at whigk the concept of différance.” and the
~ chain attached to it \intervenes. all the conceptual - opposi-
tions of metaphysncs (s:gmﬁer/sxgmﬁed sensible/intelligible:
wntmglspeech passivity/activity: etc.)—to the extent that they

k4 -
. ‘f\\‘ .
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ultimately refer to the presence of something present (for
. example, in the form of the .Ide;\tlty of the subject who
is present for all  his operatiops. present _beneath’ every
accident of event, self-present in its 'living speech,’ In Its
. enunclations, in the present objects and acts of its lan-
' guage, etc.)—become nonpertinent. They all amount, at one
moment or another, to a subordinatlon of the mgvement
of différance in favour of the presence of a value or a ,
\’ meaning supposedly antecedent to différance. more origi- X
nal than it. exceeding and' governing it in the last analy-
sis. This is still the presence of what we called above
the ‘transcendental signified’ - (29). (..g _
: N

.For deconstruction, theln, as for structuralism, the text Is plural. However. g
-here it is lnﬂhitéiy plural and frreduceable to any rigidly defined opposih- y
don. Every text—theo'retical, critical, biographical 6r hul.stoﬁcal—will ultimately
subvert if_s rhetorical strategi_es._- To deconstruct a text or discourse i_s
to show:how it undermines the **philosophy it asserts, or the hierarchi;
cal oppositions on which it relies. by identifying in the text the rhetori
cal operations‘than‘fodgce the supposed grounds of argument. the ke;/

concept or premise’” (Cuiler 1982, 86).

-

| o o ,
These “recerit linguistic and critical theories are, in every sense. at-
tacks cp/R'ea]ism and its attendant ideology of #beral humanism. and

as such have been seen by traditionalists as everytﬁing from problematic

to the end of Culture and Civilization®. This is particulariy because they

g VN AN
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attack tflie Realist view that each text has a magically Inscribed, single
truth which is the reflection 'of“"a moral mind, and which can be ext\ract-
ed by me:.m:;~ of common sense [sge Belsey 1-36). Much érltlclsm today.
however, denies that Ianguage is neutral and natural, ancFl insists, as a
correlative of this, that criticlsm itself is Ideological. Critlcs such ‘as
Catherine Belsey. 'Terry Eagleton  and Edward Said see ﬁealism a;s a tool
of Ideological control, preciéel};r because it prefends to be-normal and

neutral. To argue. then, that the world and our experience of it are

~discontinuous with one another Is a threat because it questions the very

B

nature of “'reality’” and “truth” (Eagleton 108). The theory which claims
that these are merely linguistic gohstructs with no absolute value radical-

ly under s a whole system of “social and pedagogical control which

. depends for its power on there being a “good”.or a “truth” which

Is transcendental. Postmodern texts are both the inheritors and the per-

petrators of this radical undermining. Like Iinéuistic theorists. they posit

- a straw man of Realism, while at the same time. they unravel the fabric

]

of their own language through the discourses of history. performance,

) )\ L \ o
visual art, and film. - L
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) CHAPTER TWO

TELLING LIV)ES: HISTORY
AND HISTORIOGRAPHIC METAFICTION

!

The quarrels of popes and kings, with wars or pestilences,
in every page: the men all so good for nothing, and hardly
any -women at all—it is very tiresome: and yet [ often think
it odd that it should be so dull. for a great deal of it
must be invention. The s es that are put into the heroes .
- mouths, their thoughts and designs—the chief -of all this must
be Invention. and Inventon is- what delights me in other

books.
Jane Austen. Northanger Abbey
o C
- As has been discussed, the Realist aesthetic tended to distinguish be-

A :
tweenglying” literature and “true’’ “objective” history, and to ascribe 4 positive -

" moral value o fact Hlstory'was seen as accessible as pufe fact, indepen—\\
dent of individual perception. ideclogy. or the process of selection necessi
tated simply by éreating a written narrative. As histpﬂaﬁayﬂen White points
out in “Fictions of Factual Representation” this "empiliicist_ prejudice" -was
attended by the conviction that “reality’ is not only pérceivable but s also

51
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coherent In Its structure” (22). This notlon c?f coherence, however, Is perha@
why the Realists praiséd Sir Walter Scott's historical novels as apiBearlqg
to exemplify their literary principles. In 1825, in The Spirit. of the Age,

Willlam Hazlitt described Scott as a “prophesier of things past’ (96). and

7
an “amanuensis of truth and history” (104):

- ~
~
Sir “Walter Scott has found out (o rare discovery) that facts
are better than fiction, that there is ho mance like the
romance of real life, and that, if we can but arrive at what
men feel. do, and say in striking and singular situations, the'
~result will be 'more-lively, audible, and full of vent than,
the ﬂne spun cobwebs of the brin... Our author has con-
jured up the. actual people he has to deal with, or as much
as he could get of them, in ‘their habits as they lived. He
has ransacked old chronicles and poured the contents upon
his page; he has squeezed out musty records; he has con
sulted wayfaring pifgrims, bed-rid sybils. He has invoked. the .
spirits of the air, he has conve: with the living and the
dead and let them tell their stories their own way; and by
bornow: } of others has enriched his own genius with ever
_ Iasting\vanety truth and freedSm. He has taken his materials
from the original authentic sources in large concrete masses,
and not tampered with or too much frittered them away.
(103-104).

: The combmatlon of fiction and hnstory particularly in . Scott’s novels,

seemed to fulﬁll the Realist demands for ob|ectrv1ty. detail, democmcy and.

v

above all, faCtuaI documentation. Henry James. for example. in “Fiction and
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Sir Walter Scott” pralses Scott's novels as the “trlumphs of fact” (587). The
historical novel also allayed many of the Realists fears about fhe immeral

influence of fiction. Edward BulwerLytton, himself a historical novelist, ex-

plains this In didactic, Aristotelian terms in his essay on historical romance:

r

: : /
~ "The historical event Is referred to for the purpose of /giving consistency
and probability to the plot, and the persons are introduced as the land-
marks w_hereof the manners are representative, Opportunity is thus afforded

to Instruct as well as to ‘amuse” (330). Scott’s credentials for taking on

this function of instructor appear to have been excellent. Aside from his .
fictional works, he wrote or edited numerous historical texts. Yet it was his:

fiction that Thomas Carlyle (not, as we have seen. an avowed admirer of

the genre) praised for vitalzing history in "Sir Walter Scott™:

These Historical novels have taught all men this truth, which
looks like a truism, and yet was as good as unknown to
writers of history and others. till so taught: that the bygone
ages of the world were actually filled by living men not
by tocols. state-papers, controversies and abstractions of -
.'méﬁ.' t abstractions were they, not diagrams and theorems;
but men Nn buff or other coats or breeches, with colour .
in thefr cheeks with passions in their stomach, and the idi
oms, features and vitalities of veryjmen. It is a litte word
this: inclusive of great meaning! History will henceforth have
to ke thought of it Her faint Rearsays of 'philosophy teach-
ing by experience’ will have to exchande themselves every
“where for direct inspection and enQodime is. and this '
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3
only, will be counted experience: and il once experlence

r

has got In. philosophy will reconcile herself to wait at the
door. It Is a great servi€e. fertile in consequences that this
Scott, has done; a gréat truth laid open by him:—
correspondent indeed to the substantial nature of the man;
to. his solidity and veradty even of imagination, which with
all his Iively discursiveness,” was the characteristic of him.
(4: 77-78).

Not all of .Scott's didts. however,. were as lavish In }their praise. For
éome. the combination of ficion and history was problematic. An. anony
mous reviewer of Quentin Durward in New Motvdrly Magazne criticizes Scott
for taking liberty with historical fact. While the reviewer allows that the
historical novellst “may omit facts or add to them inventions WhICh are
in keeping with what is known. he is not at lberty to “distort the truth
by a wansfer of events and personages, by Which. under the disguise of

amusement. he gives false impressions. unsettles men's notions, and renders

L]
L3

in great degree nugatory, one of the most laborious and useful of human’

studies’ (Hayden 278). Another anonymous reviewer of Nanhoe in Ec‘?ecn’c

Review simply dislikes “that mongrel sort of production an historical navel

" (Hayden I93)\_>rause in. the combmation of h:story and romance, the_

illusion is never complete: the grand facts of history are perpetually forcing

‘themselves: upgp the recollection in all theif unromantic truth and” moral
. ’ i v

“importance, while a competitor interest to which the imagination is quite

‘_I‘ |



55

disposed to yield, Is ever soliciting the feelings, and awakening emotions

of an opposite nature” (Hayden 191).

Walter Scott himself was not ipserisittve .to the cariticdsms of this new
genre. Since his novels were published anonymously, he addresses the
problems in prefaces or dedicatory letters to his novels. In both the “Dedica-
tory Epistle” to '!vanhc.;e. and the “‘Prefatory .Letter” to Peveril of the Peak

he answers‘the charges of "the,

I

erer antiquary” that by “thus intermin-

~ .
gling fiction with truth, |h polluting the well of history with modern

inventions” (fvanhoe., .i'—xlvil). and that by the same process he is. “adulter-
ating the pure sources of historical knowledge" {Peveril, Ixxiv). It Is interest-

ing that the ¢Author” in His defense against t;lse criticisms. is much less
@ed with the historical truth of his nd;rels than are either his defenders
'. or detractors. The ‘Author"'s purpose, he tells us in Peveri. is to impart
%\q\@ his historical tales, “a degree of knowledge. not‘_ perhaps of the

most accurate kind" but such as the reader “might not otherwise have
a;quired" (bexvii). ln\ order to excite this knowledge. he suggests iﬁ Nanhoe
that the historical subject should be="translated into the manners, as \ﬁe!l
as tk{g-ianguage. of the age we live in” (xhﬁi). To do this in such a way
that the reader is not “trammelled by the repuisive dryness of antiquity”

(xlviii). it is neceésary-to fictionalize rather than mimmor events of the past



The “Author” in Peverll of the Péak stresses the creativity of his neconstruc-"

tion of history:

A poor fellow, like myself, weary with ransacking his own
barren and bounded imagination. lobks for some general syb-
iect in the ‘huge and boundless field of history, which holds
forth examples of every kind—lights on some personage or
some combination of drcumstances, or some striking trait of
manners, which he thinks may be advantageously used as
the basis of a fictional narrative—bedizens it with such colour
inglas his skill suggésts—omaments it with such romantc cir
cumstances as 'mafv heighten the ge.neral effect—invests it with
such shades of character, as will best contrast with each
other—and thinks, perhaps, he has done some service to the
public. if he can present to them a lively fictitious picture.
for which service, only furnished a slight sketch. Now | can
not perceive any harm in this. The stores of history are ac-
cessble to éveryone' and are no more exhausted . or
impoverished by the hints thus borrowed from them than
the fountain is drained by the water’ which we subtract for
domestic purposes. And in reply to the sober charge of false-
‘hood, against a narrative announced positively to be ficth
tious. one can only answer. by Prior's exclamation, 'Odzooks,
must one swear to the truth of a-song? (Ixxv).

@
The historical romance as a genre{creates levels of. illusion and “reality”

and Scott reinforces these levels through his use of historiographic and liter-

“ ary dewca In facr_ his literal anonymlty prompted readers and critics alike

1] lmltate the creative process Scott outlines above. The Author of Hfbveriy
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became " a ﬂgure for “fictional” speculation, ana even after his identity was
_generally agreed upon, his motivés continued to Se toplcs sfor aiscusslon.
More convendbn'al.literary. devices designed to give the llusion of “reality”
incdlude t.he _fra'ming of one story- Mthin another (The ‘Hearr of Midlothian).
\6 fictiﬁ editor  (Peveri otf‘ the Peak among otl';ers). and, In several of
the novels.. end-notes which, although théy give details of the “real” histor
cal events In the fictions, serve mainly to highlight the fictiveness of those
evenis as they éppeér in the novels. Scott’s .choice of tiles also enforces
the various levels of fiction and “reality” The tide. The Heart of Midlothian.
. for ekample. refers to the historicall Edinburgh tolbooth, a prison which is
alsc.a ﬁéﬂonalized@in the novel. Yet-the description of the prison within the
novel is ‘also an appropriate description of the novel as. to use Frederic

Jameson's phrase, %mnhouse of language” and it gives the novel the

' same ontological status as th%‘ historical tolbooth:s

.a prison s a world within itself and has its own busi

ness, griefs and joys, peculiar to its drcle Its inmates are
sometimes shortlived, but so are soldiers on service; they

are poor relatively to the world without, but there are degrees %

of wealth and poverty among them, and so some fre rela-

tvely rich also. They cannot stir abroad, ‘but neither can the /
garrison of a beseiged fort. or the cew of a ship at sea;

and they are not under a disp"énsatjon quite so desperate

as either, for they may have as _mixch/ood as they have
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money to buy. and ate-fiot obliged to work whether they
have food or not (13).

Scott, ‘then, can be seen to use history Inga slightly different way than
that for which the Realists praised him. However as is evldent frorn the
quotation above. he stresses the mimetic quality of his fiction. He certalnly
agrees with the Realist Idea of histnry as "pure’ universally acceptable through
manuscripts and other documqnts. and, above all. as educational. What this
points to about the Realists, however, is just how limiting tHe_lr conventions
were. The Heart of Midlothian as a novel is certainly conscious of the muk

' o

‘tiplicity of langiage. yet on the level of theory eSpedalIy this is something

the Reahsts ignored, focussing instead on how Well their dictates were fulfilled.

: ~ . e

As was pointed out in the previous chapter.' linguisticltheorists havé ques
tioned our ability to percerve the world as unmediated by language. From
this perspective, is it pos_,sible} to believe, as the Realists did. that we can
) apprehend history ‘as a sy;thetic. se@uctured body of pure, norrlinguistic
fact” Equally. how can fiction and hitory re‘ally be antithetical. if both are
realized in language? In “Fictions of Factual Representation.” Hayden Whitsr
ddressgs these ss@m the f:oint of view of ; histon'a_:/@_ He fargues

- that the nineteenth-century opposition of fiction and history ar_o%e in response

o the "mythic” thinking which, it was believed. had led to the “excesses
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and fallures of the [French] Revolution” (25): “It‘became Imperative to rise
above any impulses to Interpret L:he‘ historical record 'in the light of party
-pre]udlces. utopian expectations, or sentimental éttachments to traditionf;ll in-
stitutions. In order to ﬁnci one’s way among‘ the conflicting claims of the
parties whlch took sh-::pe during and after the Revolution, it was ne;:esséry

to locaté sorhc_: standpoint of soclal perception “that was truly ‘objective truly

'realistic” (26). The aim, then, of historical discourse became to produce

kel

“factually aoc?te statements about a realm of even‘t_s which were (or had

been) observable in principle, the aﬁangement_ of which in the order of
1 ]

‘thelr true original occurrencé would permit them to figure forth their true

rfleaning or significance” (25). Wh*lte argues in this, as in other essays. and

¢

most notably in ‘his book Metahistory. that the way in which we know '

the past Is through historiography which is sublect to the same creative
procedses as,,ﬂcﬁ@n., The writing of history, as he points out, in “Fictions
i of Factual Representation. 'is‘a “poetic process” (28Y In "The Histbrical Tgxt
“as Litarary Artfact” he argues that lhistorical narratives are “verbal fictions,
the contents of which are as much mvented as found and the forms of
\whlch have more in common with their cozanterparts in hterature than they
| have with those in the scxenc&s (42). White places hlstonogra‘phy on the
same plane as fiction. but denigrates nq‘tiet As he sees it. both use con-
ventional I/i;;ry\sa:uctures——u'agedy comedy, irony, metaphor. among odwer;séin

x

i
»
‘-/ ’
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" order- &5 manipulate the reader's perception:

. ) \/
~ R &

Historical dftuations are not inherently tragic. cofic, or roman-
te. They may all be Inherently ironid, but they need not
be -emplotted that way, All the historian needs to do to >
. transform a tragic into a comic situation, is to shift hls ‘point . ~
of view or change the scope of his perceptons. In any case, =
only think of situations as tragic or comic because these /‘;(_
’ - pts are part_of our generally cultural and spedﬁcaily_ ’ \_
' literary heritage.  How a given historical ,sitlﬁon s to be )
. " % configured depends on the historian's subtlety in matching
: a specific plot-structure with the set of historical events that . ¥
‘ .he wishes to éndow with a meaning of a particular kind. |
This is' essentially a literaly that is to say fiction-making, aspi
2 raton (9. > ‘ |
. ‘ - . ‘ ' el
Clearly.“&d'le idea of histqry as discursive practice is informed by the
linguistic theories which challenge the traditional position- that language is i
f transparent, that the word is' the direct means to the thing it represents, (

and _that the connecﬁon between them is natural and ideologically neutral.
This chéllenge is apparent. not just in {leinguistic and theoretical writings, but
. ' ‘in the postmodem novels which hse history és ooth é ré?ereﬁce o tf'le"
"real;' past world. and as a text or discursive 9anstruct lHutcheon 1984
Xiv). This differs subtantially from t:he use of h:story in the tradltlonal hlston- @

\_-’l‘- . c§1//l where history, as a group of facts which exists exua~textua[ly and

which can be re-presented as it “really was” is never in quesnon. While
v

-



the skeleton of fnctuallinfonnation kb filled In with ﬁcﬁonal flesh in order
- to make It more presentable; there Is never any doubtl as ’to the factual
or structural make-up of the skeleton. The very form of these novels bor-
rows from traditional narrative hg‘tory In its linearity. examination of cause
and effect, “and emphasis on the primacy of the individual subject

7 &?,/,_/ ‘ - )

In recent metaficional texts whlchw deal with history. such Realist issues
appear to be of equal importance. These novels create an illusion of “reali
ty" by ;epresgnting people, places. and evénls which are historicall;.r verifia-
‘ble (for example: Gustavg Flaubert in Flaubert’s Parrot' Nicholas Hawksmoor's .
six London churches in Hawishwn the Indian language riots in Midnight's
Children). The use of “real" names; places. and events however. is asserted
and almost lmmednately rendered pmblematic. Some of. these novels borrow
from th\ﬂneteenth-century t:admon of displacement, in that they appear-
to present themselves not as. novela but Jas biography (Flauberts Parron.
autobiography fM:dmlght's Children), ‘memoir {Waterland), and abqve all. as

: ; ’
documentary history. h |

g
r .

" The npvels cited above are what Linda ‘Htju:heon. in- Narcissistge Narra-

tve, caﬂsi “historiographic ‘metafictions” (xiv). and they are. particularly in their '
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tht_y 5imultam.ously seek to subvut them. Yet thcy do 50 rrom within pre-

clscly thosc conventions which they are clearly trying to undt.rmine Like

all mefictional texts. historiographic metafiction puts thq reader in a con

tradicmry poslfion. As Hutcheon explains:

On the one hand, he is forced to ; owledge the artifice.
the ‘art’ of what he is reading, on the other. expiicit de-
mands are made upon him, as co-creator, for intellectual and
affective responses comparable in scope and intensity to those
of his life experience. In fact. these responses are shown
to be part of his life experience.. In this light metafiction
is less a departure from the mimetic ndvelistic tradition than
a reworking of it (5)

¥

- In historiographic metafiction, this problem is further ‘complicated. Since the

novéls present themselves as documentary history and as arﬁ'ﬂce. the reader
must come to' terms with the referential and norrreferentlal‘nz;ture of thé
literature at the same time. While she recognizes thatl the historically .veriﬁ-
able events, people and places e.xist(e;.:l). she must also recognize them.

in Hayden White's terms, as discoursé. The problems for the readﬁer,v/o-f.‘S histort

. ogré.phic metaficion can be clearly seen in Flaubert's Parrot. Midnight's Chil-

]

'dren.- and Waterfand, ndve!s in which the duesdon of how we know history

] thema;izéd.

In Flaubert’s Parrot by Julian Barnes, Ceoffrey Braithwaite ‘appears inidally -

N —

(-
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" to be 3 dlearly Realist reader whose search for direct correspondence be-

tween fiction and reality Is nevertheless subverted by the very structure of

the text of which he is the narrator. in his eyes. Flaubert's novels are

the key to Flaubertt and Flaubert, who proved himself dn

rF
Madame Bovary to be the master of creative adultery, is the key to un-
locking the mystf:rie‘s= of his own tnoubles. with the wandering éffectlons of
his wife. In trying to sort out his own problems, he tries to reconstruct

Flaubert's world as Flaubert might have seen It

- So Gustave was a sixfoot glant, and the world shrinks just é ~

a litde with that knowledge. The giants were not so tall (were
the dwarves therefore shorter too?). The fat men: were they

" less fat because they were smaller. and so you needed less
stomach to appear fat; or were they more fat because they
developed the same stomachs, but had less frame to sup-
port them? How can we know such trivial. gricial details?
We can study files for decades, but every often we are
tempted to throw up' our hands and declare that history
is -just” another literary genre: the past 1s _autobiographical fic-
tion - pretendmg to be a parhamentary report  (90).

&

Despite his occasional frustration that history will not yield itself up to him

as a‘n- u compllcated whole, Braithwaité persits in  his\d®ermined search.

'He is not. however. naive enough tn::glook the .contradictions inherent

in h:s q sc partfcularly since Flaubert ainfully forbade posterity o take

any persona_l.- interest in hlm .16). Nevertheless. he toils ‘afters the truth even

.«
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while he questions his own “motives and comments on how easlly history

° can be counterfeited: "What makes us randy for ‘relics? Don't we believe

£

‘.the words encugh? Do we think the leavings of a life coptain some andlk

lary truth? When Robert Louis Stevenson died,, his business-minded Scottish
nanny quietly began selling h&I‘r whlchs)she claimed to have cut from the
writer's head forty years earller. The believers, the seekers, the pugsuers
bought enough of it to stuff a sofa” (12). Armed as he is with such exam-

ples, Braithwdite nevertheless visits Rouen, Croisset. and two collections of

Flaubert memorabilla, at each of which he finds the supposedly authentic

stuffed parrot which was Flauberts model for Loulou in Un coeur simple.
Flaubert. according to fhe letters which Braithwaite qudtes. did indeed bor-
row a stuffed parrot from the Rouen Museum of Natura History: ahd this

ghost of a “real” referert_gives Braithwaite hope qof establishing a -tangible

link with the writer. To this end. he writegﬁters “academics, ‘the French
Embassy. the editor of the Michelin guidebooks, and David Hockney on

the strength of his illustration for Un coeur simple, Feélicité Sleeping with

a Parrot. hoping for authenticaion of one of the birds. He also examines '

possible resemblances betwee writed and his story: “Felicité + Loulou
‘\ .

= Flaubert? Not gxactly; but your couli claim. that he is present in both

of them. Félicité endoses his character: Loulou encloses his voice™ (18), andB

‘carefully charts the “four princdpal encounters between the novelist and a

-

v
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és
mémber of the parrot family” (18). Even with a copy of Un coeur simple
in hand. Bralthwalte cannot be sure thlat either parrot matches H-auiaert’s
descrlption; Finally, he visits a Flaubert scholar, and yet the story he is
told in response to his question does not solve the mystery. The two com-
memorative museums, at their Ilrméepdons. sent their curators to retrieve t_he
parrot Flaubert borrowed from the Muse_um/ of Natural Hist'ory. Although
the two Flaubert collectioris were founded forty years apart. their curators
had the same shock: "They 'opened the door. and they saw in front of
- them .. fifty parrots. Une cinquantaine de perroquetst What did they do?
They did* the loglca'l thlng. the Int:elligen’: thing. They came back with a
copy of Un coeur simple, and.they read to themselves Flaubert's descrip-

ton of Loulou..And then they chose the parrot which looked most like

hfs description” (187).

" The revelatl_on that the “real” stuffed parrot might have been- gi\;en away,
might have rotted away. or might simply. have begn aqtho-rial inventi'ori both
pleaseﬁiand diéappolnts Braithwaite. His conf]adictory réaction i an appropriate -
one however, since, while as _a’character Braithwaite ig obsessed by con-
. cerns we might assodate with Realist read_irig--detai]. authority intenl:ion.;
reference—as a nénatnr. he constandy undermines his own obsessions. In
- this role he s selfconsciods and ihtrusM;, He offers ﬁhe ;'eader' advice on

-

-
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cheese, dl ctates types of novels whlch should and should not be written,
“There is to be a twenty-year ban on novels set In Oxford or Cambridge
and & tenyear ban on other unlverslty fiction., No ban on fiction set in
polytechnics (thougl'{ no subsidy to encourage It)" (98~99). and forbids the
reader to pursue him ('Besides, I1# going to the lavatory first. I can't Have
you fo]log.ring me ihere. peering round from the next smll‘"‘ 190]). He
offers parodic img;:ns of Flaubert's Dictionnaire des idées recues. of chro-
nologles of Flauberts life. a version ef their relatloaship from the point
of view of Louise Colet and even an examination paber.

Each of these is. tb some extent. a parrot, a way of imitating Flaubert
in the hope that the imitation will reflect the truth, Conversely that such
multiple ways of seeing exist provides an ad(nowledgement that there is
no s:qgle truth any more than there is a single parrot. The parrot be-
comes. in faci. a symbol for the novel's play with conflicting 'Viegs‘ of the
function of literature. A‘panot_ can do no more than reflect ex;e'mal reality.
‘This is what Braithwaite hopes for in seeking the model fof Loulou. whose. '
_very name gives credence to- his ‘quest Having fmind it. he ®Pinks, he wil
have found the w;tter However. a crucial conflict arises here. Flaubert’s par
rot is, perhaps. a tangible, ectual object. Braithweite tries to prove as much

, ]
by quoting the documentary evidence of Flaubert's letters.

»
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\
Both the story and the letters. however, are linguistic constructs which

exist In Flauberts Parrot, itself. a fiction. Gustave Flaubert Is a historically
: p

veriflable entity, but we can dnly know him through the written evidence

of‘n'ovels. letters and reminLc,cences As the harmtlve shows, there s no
single, direct correspondence between the written word and "reality.’ Lan-
guage creates “reality’ and laeguege is inescapably plural. It is not surpris-
ing. tfhen, that Braithwaite should dlscover'that a parot Is mot only a bird
but a type of soup: "bread dipped in rough red wine” (84) a house with
a single room on each stoff. “The French call such a house un baton
de perroquet, a ‘parrot's perch” (107); and a restaurant "It was called Le

~ Perroquet. Outside, on the pavement. a frbtworked wooden parrot with gar
ish green plumage was holding the lunch menu in its beak” (112). As a
narrator, he cannot but create an indeterminate Flaubert, Flaubert's parrot

and Flaubert's Psrmot,

e

& .
The ‘reader of historiographic metafiction is in a similarly contradictory
position. On the one hand. these novels maintain that there is a “parrot”

a historical subieéf which %an somehow be traced and which, when found,

will be found whole. On the other. they are irrevocably se{f-cons;tious. as -

-

' serdng ‘through structure and conﬂiétj_ng information that the “parrot” is a

discursive construct.

Rl
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%gjeoffrey Broithwaite, Tom Crick, the narrator of Gfaham Swift's Water
land, Ic;okt; to the past to e;cplaln. and ,assuage his fear of. the present.
HI® wife has been placed in an asylum after having kidnapped a baby,
he Is about to lose hls' fob as a high school history teacher because. as
his headmaster tells him, “"We're éutﬂng back history” (18). and his students
are in revolt at having to study thel Fren;_h Revoludpn which, they protes't.l
has no relevance to t’rhe "here and now” (6). Their complai;nt stems from
i:helr "collectivé nlghEnarqs" (6} of nuc}earl' war: "The only important thing -
about history. | think, sir. is that it's got to the point where it’s probably
about to'en‘d" (6). “1:0 quell the fears of his young students, Crick resorts
to a different kind of fairytale from that of the French Revolution; "Chi}-
dren, who will inherit the’ world. Children to whom, Jhroughout history, sto-
rles have been‘ told, chiefly but n;)t always at bedtime. in order to quell
restless thoughts; whose need of .smdés ‘is matched only by the need adults

have of children to tell stories to. of receptacles for their stock of fairy

~tales, of listening ears on which to unload, bequeath those most ﬁnbeliev-

able yet haunting of fairy-taies, their own lives” (6).. History'bf_-comes. there-

fore. histo{"y. told to his' students as part fact, part make-believe

That “story” is literally contained in “history” is clear from the first epr

graph where historia is defined by and as ‘narrative: “Historia. sae fl.
‘. K] J . . *

L
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2 %
Inquiry, Investigation, learning. 2. a) a narraﬂve' of past events, h!stbry.“' b)
any kind of narrative: account. tale, sfory" {ix). One of C;Ick's constant conr
cerns and frustrations is with the definition of history, which turns out to
be 55 varlous as the above list suggests. It Is at once th? 'ﬁrand Narra-
tve” (53). “fairytale” (6), a teacher of “reality” (94), the /s:;earch for cause
z;nd effect” (92), a way of ascertainl_ng the truth (227), and fact (74). Above
all. however, it is uncertainty: “history is that impossible thing: the attempt

to give an account, with incomplete knowledge. of actions themselves under

taken with incomplete knowledge” (94). It is interesting, then, that the first -

epigraph should be a dictionary definition since it, too, has a contradictory
status. The dictionary Is usually used as an authoritative repository of mean-
-ing. but t & also the uItifnate selfreferential text, E"ﬁ“ the most casual

that meaning i5 a construction as indeed is Ianguage_ .
. | )
As if to emphasze this point: the second epigraph is from an oven:iy

fictional text. Charles Dldcens Creat Expectations. "Ours was the marsh counr

W

try .. (ix). Here. too. there Is an appeal tO authority, but it is the authonty (

of both the “real” past (Great Expectations as a tangble object) and of
fiction. Great Expecations is dlearly an . intertext in Waterland. and there
are several points of comparison. Both begin and end in marsh country.

¢ . -
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Pip tries to escape his own past In the same way as )/rlc‘e tries to escape
history. and "in both novels there Is the double narrative  perspective of an
adult examining his childhood: lost ex.pectz_gtions lead both narrators to revisit
or re-examine the )ést Once there. howéver.. they w‘react In different -ways.
Pip learns ﬁom history. There is a clearly didactic formula imposed on the
past which Is primagj}y one of cause and effect. Plp sees the error of
his ways and tries to repair ther_n.

Tom Crick, however, even though he Is a history tea\gher, Is cgncerned ’
less with the didacticism of histofy than .he is with the ways in which
Hiséory can be structured as narrative. One of the tensions in the novel
between past and future, i In fact. alluded to in the epigraph’s play with
ltehse:. "Qurs was the marsh co-untry-..;" Crick describes h.isto:y in a way
which also descﬁl:;es the'no%l: “It goes in two directibns at once. It goes
backwards as it goes forwards: It loops. It takes. detours. Do not fall into |
the illusion that history is a well disciplined and unﬂaggiﬁg/ column: rr;arching‘
unswervingly i the futuré'-' _ (..‘Il‘f'). #He callls his adolescent self a "future_
history teacher” (101),“and while what he is narrating is his past. it‘-is
simultaneously the future which wil unfold for the reader. It is so cleverly
structured that the end of the novel is'bniy mi,d‘ way through the story.

We know by the end of the novel that what happens after the final
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chapter Is fontained in the first few chapters which means. if we read

circultously, going back to the past.

i
1

Unlike }nany metafictional texts, however. Waterland does not at first ap-

pear to foreground Its structure. .It preéénts itself as what Roland Barthes
' 5 ———

calls Inv S2Z a lisible (néadable) text rathef than a scriqule (writable) text
(4). The 4ﬂ;nory is so engaging and the manipulation of affect so ‘intense
that it” can cértalnly be read (if naively) on this lev#l. However. the process
of making{lmpoéing meanings on historical events is one of Crick's obses-
‘;slons: -‘;the more you try to dissect events, the more you lose hold of
what you took for granted In the ﬁrst place—the more it seems it never
actually occurned.- but occurs, .‘sorrféhow., only in’the imagination” (121); "His-
tory: a-lucky dip of meanings Events elude meaning but we look for @éan'
ings. Another definiion of Man: th.e animal who caves meaning—but knows—
(122). Crick then. tries to decide iusti what history is and how tc“> present

it The multiple ways in which he structures his\ narrative make. it. clear

-in his attempt to

that “a good story” Jis just one of thé p

'impose meaning. After all, the other “definition " he refers to above

5 as “the storytelling animal” #(53).
/

The novel as a whole plays with the notion that historyu is drcular.
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Not only does the .end direct us back to the beginning, but gvents recur.
throughout, fteaturing different actors. This point Is stressed by the novel's‘
fiftytwo chapters. as well as by Crldc's dog which Is. appropriately enough,
a retrlever. It is clear, however. that the nananor‘s choice of languege'a ) {
form is responsible for the clrcularity in a way that the events themseIC/:
could not be. In the following quotatlon he synthesizes events in such a
way that history itself does Indeed seem to repeat and foreshadow itself,
"But mean»yhiie that scene on the Lode bank which, like other scepes yet
to come.k Iodges in your"hlsnory teacher's memory . to be 'a(humed at later
dates. Mary in navy blue ‘knickers which she has shared brieﬂy with a/n
eel; a live fish in a woman’s lap: Dick: Freddie Parr; their stares, with
* his own.’ forming an invisible c::ts cradle. A bottle hurled Into the muddy ~
" Lode; Dick on the wooden bridge; Freddie in the water.. Now who says
history doesn't go in circles?” (180). Frequent references to the French

Revolution— draws parallels between this and his personal history—however,

point out that whi circularity‘Is one possible way to i'nterpret history. yet‘

another. equally appropfate one. might be that history “undergoes periodic
(J19), is a seties of ruptures the very word “revolution” in-

oth a return to and ra. break from the past:

oonvulsiolgg"'
cludes the

Children. do you remember when we did the French Revolu o
tion? That great watershed of history. How | explained to »

’H—\ !
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you the implicatons of that word ‘revolution? A tuming round,
a completing of a cyde. How 1 told you that though the
popular notion of a revoluton is that of categorical change
transformatign—a progressive leap into the future—yet almost
every revolution contains within it an opposite if less obvious
tendency: the Idea of a return. A redemption; a restoration.
A reaffirmation of what is pure and fundamental against what
* Is decadent and false A retum to a new beginning.. (i19).

1

just as the stmetﬁ)re of Watedagd suggests a circular reading of both the
T7novel and of history, so does it. paradoxically, suggest reading' for rupture.
Some ch.;pter breaks mark moments of change from past to present ,or
present to past. Yet what they point to is not return, but discontinuity, -

This is especlally so Iin that the afeanory movement of the novel -parallels

the erratic pattern of memory.

fire, nver;;—-—makes history (and story) sei‘?m as though it is movihg
L]
building on itself and giving us recognble signposts w1th which’ to,

its progress. For example. som chapte;s are -grammatically conti
the end of C'Epter*'l\‘v_o—(':“nck leads into the next chapter without punctua-
ton: “And since a fairytale mu shave a Setting. 3 sétting which, like the
setting of all good fairytales. must be both palpable and ‘unreal, let me.
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. Nelk you ... Abou; the Fens [title of Chapter Three] Which are~a lowlying

\5-_.

regjon ... [b\@hning of Chapter Three]” (6-7). A final method Crick uses to .

make sense @?/ the past Is what Michel Foucault has called; “archeologlcal.”

Crick takes , various of the items in the world arouncf Tm\ﬂd exgmines

-4 ' dm

their history. 'Fhls takes part in both the linear—-—these mini—histo les jre struc-

tured chnonologlcallyh-and discontinuous—his forays into natural history. scien- -

&
. tific discoveries geneaiogies Inten'upt the personal history he is trying to

narrate—modes of meaning production. '

~Cearly. 'meaning and structure are imposed on history by narrative devices.

. VS
Memory, too. plays a ‘large part here. not just because it magnifies and

effaces “real” events, but because it creates its own “truth!’ This is 'cfér

L N

in Waterland from two “mistakes” that ttla narrator makes which show -us

the very process of recreating the past When Thomas Atkinson, Crick's
great, great—grandfafher dies. his funeral takes place .on a day ab/c@which
Crick says: "History ‘does not recolrd'whether the day of T}(bmas's funeral
.was one of lthose dazzling .mid-winter Fenland days in which the ¢sky seems
to cdeanse every outline and make light of distances and the two towers

Al

of Ely cathedral can not only be seen but their wing -architecture

plainly described-.u,_Qut such things would_ha\-/‘e been appropriate” (70-71).

1
i

&

A
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Several pages later, the ‘weather Is no longer a matter for speculaton: “com-

pare the unbeﬂttjn?\shlne of old Tbms funeml day (84). When Freddle

Parr's body Is fouhd floating In his father's lock. Crick. as a young boy,
I shocked -because I realized [ was Iook'ing at a dedd- body. Something
| "had "never seen before. (F‘or I had seen mother'dying but not dead)”
?‘25). Later. when he describes- his mother's death, however, he says: “For

-

when, after making that fateful if IlI:iudged announcement, [that their mother

is dead] Dad lead us both across the upstairs pas'sage—becaase he wouldn't

“ deny or spare us thls' final pri’yilege-to take our last look ay Mother” (245).

et

. explanaﬁls_\for what cannot otherwse’ be explained As a boy Crick “pi

These two incidents are dear examples that narrating makes things real.
a ¥

There s no” way to. know “facts” ouiside the tellinglwnUng of them,

[

Jn the course of his narrative Tom Crick emphasizes the Fenlanders
: : “~
love. of story . telling in which fact and superstition' have only fluid bound-

aries. They spm yams in order to give_ shape to the "wide. em%ty spﬁace

(I5) of the iandscape to fill in gaps in a\allable knowledge and, to provid

ously . observed because others observed them too. a catechxsm of obsc

ntes When you, see the new moon, tum your money in your pocket: help

someone to salt and help. them to son'dww never put, Rew shoes on a

»
o

table or cut your nalls on a Sunday An eel—skm cures heumansm a. roast

2
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mouse cures whooping cough: and a live Ilsz in a woman's lap will make
her barren” 416). Story telling provides the link between public and private
history since, while all historical events are direct experlence to someone,

to everyone else, they are simply stories. The “echoes from the wide world"

(16) that reach the Fens. then, are as, "real” or as fictional to the Fen-

‘landers as are theic superstitions. Having heard of the rebellion of the clo- .

nies, Waterloo. or the Crimea, they listened and repeated what they heard

‘with - wld\eyed awe as if such things were not the stuff of fact but the

‘fabric of a wondrous tale” (I6) Not surpnslngly the threads of hlstory and

\

His wife Mary is ‘barren_ because when pregnant’ as a teenager. she at—_

-

by the Iocal “witch” Martha Clay. This scene is _graphl—r

cally described as the "real” reason behind Mary’s inability to have chil—r‘

 ren,

n. Equally important, however, is that when Mary w\;s a teenager. Fred-
) ‘ Q\v\‘s

die .Parr dropped a live eel into her "schbol 'regulation knickers™ (167) and,
as Crick repeats twice. “a live fish in a woman's lap will make her ba'rren"

(15, 180}. sarly bo.‘:h reasons are. necessafy to Cnd-c to expla:n Marys
o

-~
- hlstory and both are” co ctons,” because nanated. *'“

é

Both Flaubert’s Parrot and Waterfand thematize the. contradictory nature

superstidon also intertwine in Crick's explanadon of more domestic events.

tempts to lnduce a miscarriage which results in a crude abortion performed .
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of historiographlc metaflctlon On one hand they assure the reader of

indeterrnina..cy of such events because of how we come to know them.

Both refer to recognizably “real” entities: Flaubert, the French Revolution,

. Christopher Ricks, London., Rouen, etc. However. neither novel deals with

the“.pmblem of a fictonal character,” who, in the course of the novel, partic-

. ipdtes in "historical events or interacts with historical personages In order

to- hlgh!ighﬁ one of the most tenaclous of Realist doctrines: the binary op-
posttlon ;f fact and fiction. The Fenlanders absorb Both ﬁctxve and factual
.discourse stories fill the empty space of “reality _and "reality” becomes
the. stuff Of storles. Flaubert Parrot, however, raises the issue of what role
;"actual Inform;@/ plays” in fictional _diécourse. Braithwaite agrees u{ith ‘ /
"Christopher Ricks” In his lecture on “Mistakes in Literature and V\‘{héther
They Matter” whose theme is “that if the factual side of literature becomes
unreliablé. then pldys such as* irony and fantasy becﬁ?u; much harder to

" If you don't know what's trng o what's meant to be. true, r.hen the

value ‘of what isn't true or what _gn,t meant to be true becomes diminished”

(77). In "Ricks™ terms, then, the Ilteranness of the text can only “be recog o \,\

v . , 4

"nized in opposition toathe factual, and the fécmar would seem to be seen

here as extra-textual. Tﬁe presence of factual or- documentary informatio

}metaﬁcﬁonal texts often seems to validate fictionkevents, as it does in
S - |



78

Scott'’s novels. in | ]ohﬁ' Fowles' The French Lieutenant’s WDman'. for example.
Charles works In the same library as does Karl .Marx. and Sarah Woodruff
lives with the los:ettia Sirhilarly, in Timothy Hndley's Famous Last Words,
Hugh Selm Mauberfy meets Ezra Pound as well as the buke and Duchess
of Winds—or. These fictlonal characters, Vthen. are given the same ontéloglcal
status as th; “real” characters. Equally, however, the “real” characters who
exist or existed are fictlonalized: they both are and are not the entitics~/
who are designated by thelr names . Their ontology thus. Is called into
qugsﬁon. .as it Is even more radlbally in Midnight's - Childrt:;n by Salman®

Rushdie.
In “Historical * Discourse”” Roland Barthes argues that “the only feaiure
. . “

which-j distinguishes historical discourse from other kinds Is a paradox: the

fact can exist linguistically only as a termsuly a discourse. yet we behave

Tas if -it -were a simple reprod@ction of something o:(another plane of exis

- L tence altogether. some cektra-structural ‘reality; .H_i_stg;i ! discourse is presuma-
: _ ‘ .
bly the only kind which can aim at a referent 'outside’ itself that can in

: » 2
fact never g reached” (153). But. thessafie can be said of the historical

R ‘

discourse in historiographic metafiction. In Midnight's Children. as in Water

land. historical events and people are combined with magic and fantasy.
1 ] 4

| % These latter elements. it! is qsuggested. appear' o be the only ways to

;
[

%



79

L

approach an understanding of an Incomprehensible “reality’® The narrator
Saleem Sinal, Is born on the stroke of midnight August 15, 1947, the mo-
ment of India’s independence from Bridsh rule. As such, he (like the other
)f children born in the first hour/c;f the new country) -is the child “of the
time: fathereci. you understand., by history” (118). A letter from la_waharlal
Nehru,- .congmtulating him on the acddenf: of his blrth at such.' an auspk
clous moment, encourages Saleem to see himself as an integrai part of
Indla’s history: "You are the newest beaér of that andent face ef India
which is also etefnéily young. We shall be watching. over your life with
the closest attentlen: it will be. in & sense, the mirmor of our own” (122).
Saleem does become, I? a sense. the text upor{ which . India’s history ié
written. His face imitates the map of India (231). and his b!dy cracks in
sympathy with the ;;‘;rdtlon of Pakisan and other states from the ence
l’miﬁed ‘body of India. Mo.reover. he- places himself at the centre, as either
cause or effect. of greet upheavals in the history .of the new country: the
bwar between India and Pakistan (338); the death of Nehxu (279); the vio-
lence that resulted in the partiion of. the state "pf BOW
ot il . ®
N Y
If Saleem am’:{ India are handcuffed (9) together then the form of
Saleern's narrative is what prcwdes a structure for both! personal -and pn-_'

o
vate history: "As g{ people. we are obsessed with comespondendes. Similarities

-

3

~ S
S -,
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be?xgeh this and that, bemen appa(:antly unconnected things, make us
cdap our hahds delightedly when we find them out 1t Is a sort of national
longing for form—ok_pbrhaps simply an expression of our deep belief that
forms lie hidden within.' reality; that meaning reveals itself
only in flashes. Hence our vulnerability to omens.." (300). Saleem does,
in fact, wanf to explore all the correspondences, and through these to find
that history is whole: “And tﬁere are so many stories to tell, too many,
such an excess of intertwined lives events mirader places mm&@ so dense

a oorr?ng]ing of the improbable and the mundane! ! have been a swalloer

of lives; and to know me, just the one of me. youll have to swallow thé\

lot as well” {9). What he discovers. however, is that history will not com
to the traditional linear model Into which he tries to force it. Nor wilt
he ever be able to see it whole, or to make it whole for his readers.

Instead. l\'liStOl'Y isw discontinuous, aleatory. fragmented.

-

n

Saleem's grandfather, D%a?da Aziz, first saw his future bride as a °
‘ | j | .
pati?nt through a drcular hole cut in a bedsheet. As different parts of

his pﬁe:t needed a'tte"ntion. the-hole was strategically placed over the af

flicted area, hiding the rest This becomes a guiding metaphor for Saleem

and, evenma%y.j way of imposing a structure, hox\ er fragm nted and

incomplete. on his experience. Thus. when his memory of the chronology_

' | ﬁ
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of certain events fails, It Is because his perception, and the exigencies of

memory, point to multiple ways of seeing. Saleem points out that memory

has Its own truth: \f\'lt selects, eliminates, alters, exaggerates, minimizes, glort

fies, and vilifies also; but in the end It creates its own reality” (211). For

example, having reported the death of Candhi. Saleem discovers that °

assassination of Mal?atr% Gandhi occurs, in these pages. on the wrong date,

But [ cannot say. now., what the actual sequence of events might have

-

been; in my lndia Gandhi will continue to die at the wrong time (166)

He goes on to ask a+ very Rlclsian question “Does one error ipvalldate
"} .
the entlre fabric?” (|66). The answer. of course. miust be no, since the way

in - which. fﬁlstory is remembered or known .will vary from account to ac-

count. Gandhl did die at a predse moment. The event, however generates

other h.’énes S0 that for Saleem, as for others, the occasion is mextncablg

B

bound forever with a moment of his own private_ history.

T

In ;;ny ways, Midnfght's Chi!dreh\fjﬁlls Realist dlctates It is remarl-ably

detiled. incdudes ° lower class” characters, has “real” referen - spedﬂc dates,

and an individual "hero" who, if not hemic in the tricii}dn
ity sees himself as an influence on and even cause of imporsant events

‘ \ ]
around him. However. one of the issues raisec’i by the ér’ovel is” the inability

of Realism 0 communicate reality, particularly in its insistench a unified

P

sense, cer
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b}

individual isuble’ct as prime mover of eventg Saleem associates - hI;\seIf w;th
India, and tz%es to see meﬁ.ﬁom as fixed entitles, with himself as a major
e instigator qf the development of the naton's history. Yet, the central pgsi-
/‘ .tIon Saleem wishes to occupy in history is constantly undermined, ‘partlcu-‘
]Erly becazxse his very identity. the single. fixed identity which is apparently
causing h.lstory' to talle a certain course, Is, Ilker lndia. fluid and various.
There is no more a single Saleem than there ls;:_.':.a‘ single India. ¢
o /
The most obvious mamfestation of bopth Saleems -affinity with India and
ar h:s decentered identity is In his physical cracking and splitting: he loses
part of a finger, part of his scalp. and his body develops halrlme cracks.
ThlS minors the partition of Indla into different states as wellas the huge
gaping ﬁssuve{' (39} that appear in the land when the rains fail. He is
‘also, however, denied the constants .by_ which identty is mgasured. Naming,
for exarr{pie is a way of unifying and fixing identity. When Saleem’s grand-
rnotherf Reverend Mothe'r: beg}nf to bunctuate her sentences hwith the term

“whars"ra?}_;me" 41. he \intes "I like to think of it as an unconscious bcrj.r*"L

-~ 4
1
v

for help..as a seriouslymeant question. Reverend Mother wgs- giving us a
hint thag. for all her presence and bulk. she was adrift in the universe -
S)?e didn't know you see, what it was called” (41). By the same token.
the naming of several of the characters in the novel points oixt that identity -

A

\
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‘verbal Images visual ones because. as he says. “I'm bound to say that

- 8
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itself Is “adrift Re-namlﬁa Is re-Inventing (66), and chzﬂ .iers are constantly
being re-named by themselves or others: Nadir Khar becomes Lal Quasim,
Naseem Aziz becomes Reverend Mother. Mumtaz Aziz becomes Amina Sinal.
Saleem 'hlmself. is aItemate.ly "Snotnose, Stainface. Sniffer, Baldy, Piece-ofthe-
Moon” (118). I;ie believes that “"Our names contaln our fates” (304) but
when he tries to fix his identity and his fate through .the etymology of

v,

his name, he i faced_wlth multiplicity: "Sinai contains Ibn Sina. &ter ma
gidan, "Sufi adept; ;and also Sin the- moon.. But Sin Ik also

e ,léttgr
S, as sinuous as';" a snake... Sinal, when in Roman script. though .not in
Nastaliq, ?s alsb_ the narﬁe of the piaceoF-revelat:Ion it is the name of th
desert—of barrenness” (304~305). A further undercutting of his centrality is<
that thq parents whose name he bears are not his parenmEBom%in fact.
o Vanita and Wee Willie Winkie. not to %hmed and Amina Sinai, his real

father is an Engusm@m. Willam Methwold. ‘Saleems fuure ayah. in a pre

va&\yevolutionary act™" takes the son of the poor Vamta and Wlllie and

N
sw:tches him with that of the wealthy Ahmed and Amma Sinai. His name,

-

then. is not his name, and his parents are not his parents.

» : M - \
- Another comment on Realist techniques is made tiurough the novels
A
proliferation of film vocabulary and me}ac'ﬁ:rs Saleem attempts to make

1]



D, ’ ¥
4
/ ’

. f you think of me purely as a radio, youll only be grosping half the

o

truth. Thought Is as often pictorial or purely emblematic as verbal” (219).

In order. then, to make his narrative visual he' uses verbal versions of

M

representational techniques of fEI?) such as “close-ﬁp" (32).~llong-shot” (33),
]

" ing out” (237). and “fade out” (237), among others. As he Foints out,
“nobo y ‘from. Bombéii should be without a baslc film vocabulary” (33). As
AN
he tries to“communk:ate the® whole of history. so does he try to "do so

- - ———

| Y by making it sensﬁal and material. Film, then, become; one way ?f impos-
ing a metaphoric structure and_ a vo'cabulary on hi§ _\ story. | Howe'ver.. it is

¢« " again an attempt to com unicate the W ole of “reality” which. of course.

he cannot do. Despite hg cinematic technicrﬁes. the novel is written, gnot
filmed. and the attempts at sense-ationalism are made in words. notypic

tures. To some extent, thgugh. Saleém is .the‘ camera lthrough whose eye

W "sehé“'} the story. Reading. after all'. is a visual éctivity. But ‘t'he eye. like

} _ ;l1e.. camera, is seleci%e.' In the ‘séme way as Aadam Aziz saw only parts
' bf‘-’his futu-r‘e b;ide. so can Saleem see only a fragment of India's histories.

_ The camera eye's pro?éss’of selecion and of framing: implies a narrative

comment rather than an objective view.

v
S
r
RRERIY
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Intertextual refé—rences to THstram Shandy. A Thousand and One Nights. The
Tin Drum. and A" Passage to Indla make it ‘dear that his story is drawn
from other téxts. both historical and literary. He Siso describes himself, as
a developing fetus, in narrative terms: “What had been {at the begiﬁnlng)
no biéger than a full stop +had éxp;;lnqed into é comma, a sentence. a
) paragraph, - a chaptef; now it was burst;ng into }110re corﬁglex developments.
becbmlng. one ml' t éay..a bodk—perhaps an egcydopgédia—&en a whole

language"’(lOO) That typical metaficive~textual imagery of .bladdwhite oppo-

sitions reinforces this written status of Midnight's Children. Ahmed Sinal’s

change of plgmentado% gives Saleem “a “snowwhite father to set @;\ '

my ebony motl1er:" (178), just as his biological parents are black (Vanita)

and white. (Methwold). In this sense then he is the very child of print.

of those black letters ort white pagés. ’
N »

The strong and overt fantasy element in Midnight's Children is one indi .

~cation that objectivity -of narration i impossible. Saleem makes sense of
an incomprehensible and horrific ®jéality” by giving it a metaphoric form.
He creates .a inythology to explain what cannot be understood rationally.

This appears to be contrasted with the way his uncle Hanif Aziz, .deals

with “reality” in his flm scripts. Hanif dedicateb highself -"against everything
| “against. |

that smacks of the unreal” (243). He decides that his task must be to

L3
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write abcout “ordinary people and sodal problems” (242}, and to this end@

" he. writes a script about the "Ordinary Ufe of a Pickle Factory” (242), It

'Is about a pickle factory run entirely” by women, anﬁecﬂons of the «script

describe the formation of a trade union and the minlitiae of creating the |

perfect recipe for chutney (244). None of his scnipts is produced, however,
[ J . .

because, as his wife ‘puts it they are “boring-boring” (242). She begs him

h

"to add dances, exotic locations and drama. “ his studlo suggésts includ-

-ing a love scene  but Hanlf seeing these as part of the “temple of lu-

sions” (243) that is the Bombay. film lndusn'y.' refuses. Hanifs. atm is to
|
dispel illusion, although his ;'reality" is as dearly a construct as that of

the Bombay melodramas he so despises, He ffiooses to exclude dances,

. | ‘ N
love scenes and dmama, and In doing o) ates a fragment of ﬁity

when he thinks he is presenting a complete ‘view. Saleem, " too, creates a
.__/‘

pickle factory run entirely by women. and whnle;{e describes the factory

and its emvirons (209), a's well as the raw materials needed for chutney:
Ufruit.  vegetables, fish .. memories, dreams. ideas” {460). he too is making

a se% Like the camera e'y‘e. they are both “"Condemned .. to a life

\-

-

of fragments” (121). ., N -

-

_ /ﬁrhdmghts Children . raises two cJosely related issues  which are central

to hxstonog]aphlc metaficion: subjectivity and)l?ew.n&ology of “real” characters
¥ .

A

I
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. who appear in fictlonal works. in the nineteenth-century historical novel, “real”

¢
people, places and events were Indtﬂded or alluded to in order to convince

-the reader of the “truth” of the fictional ones. In historiographic metafiction,

however, the focus has shifted radically. Instead of historical charactersQnd
events pmvin( the truth of the fiction, theyhpoint to the indeterminancy

of historical Rnowledge! Yet that events are Indeterminate {in the sense of

o
L

not being always veriflable) is not as problematic as the suggee:ﬁon that
historical personages might be treated In the same way. In Midnight's Chit
dren, speciﬂc references are made to Indira Gandhi. the (then) Prime Mm—

ster of India. Some of these are histnricélly verifiable. such as: "Mrs. Indira -

- Gandht was bom in November 1917 to Kamala and jawaharlal Nehru. Her

middle name was Priyadarshinl. She was not related to 'Mahatma MXK.
Gandhi: her. sumame was the legacy of her marriage. in 1952, to\ene

Feroze Gandhi, who became known as ‘the nation’s sonrinlaw'" (421). Other

 references. however are dearly in the province of fiction. For exapfiple: “In-

L4

" than’ the other? .

7 N Q\

A

- R

dira 5. India and India is Indira . but mlght she not have read own

father's Ietter to a mldnight child. in - which her oW slogamzed centrahty

‘was denied: in which the role of mlrror—oﬁthenatibn was \bestowed on me?"

£ . i X .
(427) Both statements are made, however in the context of a¢novel. and

each i5 narrated by a ﬁcnonal character Is one then more or less "true”

v
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The Issue Is an important one. and is highllghted by the libel suit, agninsb ‘
Fa

the defamation of her son, Sanjay. that Mrs. Gandhi brought agalnst Saiman

Rushdie and his publlshers ]onathan Cape and Pan Mrs Gandhl was sald

by her counsel to have been “horrifled” by a ‘cruel attack” (TW

August 1. 1984, 2) made in the following passage: "It has often been- said _
tn%MAandhi's younger son Sanlay accused hls ‘;nother qf being resporrrr.r
sible, through her neglect, for his father's death (from a heart sélzurel and
that this gave him an ‘unbreakable hold over her so fhat she'bécame in-
capable of denying him anything” (421). In 1984 a London high court ruled'
in favour of Mrs, Gandhi Rushdie. was ordered to read out a public apolcr

gy in open court, and his publishers agreed to rremove the offendlng pas-

-sage “from all future edions over which they had control” (Guardian 2).

The cg:rrg\rulmg certainly echoes the humanist assumptlon (whnch the

novel itself ‘contradicts) dnat identity is constituted exu-a-llnguxstical?/ It as

.sumes theréfore that the “Indira Gandhi” who appears in the novel 5 I

dira Gandhi, and that the novel is thus a'u'ané&ription of a historical reality%-,-'

nmediated by _Jdnguage. In this sense it is a ;a’ﬁ% .judgeméqt beca_u'se"

it assumes a direct mimetic relationship between art and life Fictional refer

| . , . /
ence. however, is rather more .complex than the court ruling would seem _
. L v *

- . A .-
W suggest. As Patriia Waugh argues in Metaficion, fiction s “quasireferendal”
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in that It “can never imitate or reptesent the world, but always imitates
F sy

. or represents the discourses which. in turn construct that world. However.

bl

because_ the medium of’ all Iiterary‘ fiction is lan_g?age. the ‘alternative ’worlds"
of (fiction, as of any other univgrse of discourse ‘can never be totally' auwr
'_tonomous"’ 100). In light of this, we cannot say that “Indira ..Gandhi." s
categérical]s} _not Indira Gandhi. After all, despite the arbitrariness of the'
linguistic S|gn whose meaning is determlned by social consensus rather than
by innate ident_lty, wé have nonetheless agreed that the configuration of
o

letters FN-D-FRA  GAN-D-H-1 refers to the former -Prime Minister of Indias
" Or, more specifically, to the discourse withinlbyl which she is defined as
such értd contextualized, since we cannot know Mrs. Gandhi (especially to-
day) except throtxgh .th.e discourses of the tnedia or histor‘y texts. In Mfd—
nighfe Children, a novel which foregrounds the indeterminancy of both history
and_ identity. and ‘which selfconsciously flaunts its textu_ality, "lndira‘ Gandhi”
is a eonsu'uct'with the same ontological status as Saleem Sinai. There was
an lndlra Gan;ih: bom in November 1917 to Kamala and Jawaharlal Nehru.
. There is hlso an, “Indira Gandhl to whom S}ﬂay" made the statement
)

that predipitated the lawsuit.” Any historical event or person. then, is recon

textualized by the very act of writing, whether it is the ‘writing of history

or of fiction.
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For the Realists, neither reference nor subiecth{ity were complieated s

v o

 sues. The Realists, as well as many of their critical and litergry descéndants,

equated the presentatlon of \the "reai" with the revelation of the “true”
The transcription of the "reaI'_'.\ was technically ,L_mpfoblematic because Iaﬁ- .
guage was perceived ,éé transparent, aqei ideologfcally neutral- bec;use of
a belief in a shared r;btion f what. constituted both "reality" and “truth”
In that Realism was (and is)l humanist aesthetic, meaning was ben:eived
as 'erﬁéneﬁhg from Man prior to language. Man's function (like Adam's).was
to !abel_. or give a name ‘to, pre-existing essenEes In practice. we can see.
this In the Realist’s privileging of : ographical criticism as a means to 3
dearer understanding of art: ‘Cn‘tics sueh as ER. Leavis also placed greét

emphasis en the reader. but only on the reader who could apprehend

the author's already-formulated meaning. This readef would be one of what

Y

f‘somei%@ld see as a privileged élite’ who Would share with the author

g

a common sense of values, life, art and genlus In Critical Practice, Cather

e

ine Belsey summq,_rizes these shared tenets of “"common sense™
~Common sense proposes a humanism based on an empiricist-
idealist interpretauon of the world. In other words, common
sense urges that ‘man’ is the origin and source of meaning
of action. and of history (humanism). Our concepts and our
knowledge are held to be -the product of experience (empirF
asm), and thls expenence is preceded mtemreted by the
mmd reason or thought. the property of a tmnscendent

r



hufnan nature whose essence is the attribute  of éach in-
dividual (idealisrn). Tgeﬁe propositions, radicaliy called.,irw-ques—
ton by the implications.}gf post-Saussurec.n Iingukstics constitute
the basis of a, practice of reading which assumes, * whether - .
explicitly o¢ implicitly. the theory ~of expnessive realism ‘This -
is_the theory that literature reflects the realify o’f experience.
— as ..;t is percerved by one {especialiy gifted) lndzviduai who ,
- erpresses it in a discourse which enables other indiv:duals | v
to recognize it as true (7). - 3 S

. ' ._ 3 - ) ,-, . \. . ’

L} - ) . A . q‘ i y . “ R

One of the most serious challenges to the humanisf .conception of the
individual as the autonomous source of meaning.has -been in the structural

and post—structurai posxting of the indrvidual as sub[ect. As-we have seen

in Mic:(nights Children, the issues of individuality .and identity are vital for ‘

historiographic metafiction, which simultaneocusly creates and subverts the Reali§t

corvention of an unproblematically constituted, - individual "subject” who s

the prime mover of events. and from whom essential meaning \emanates.

*

‘The remainder of this chapter will focus on three historiographic metafic-

-

tions, . Peter Ackroyd's Hawksmoor, ngel Williams' Star 7urn and lan Wat- -

son's Chekhovs Journey, each of which challenges Reahst concepts of‘.
"subjectivity” as defined by humanism. The notion of sub;ectmty. is* both
difficult and complicated, and in order ‘to fully explore‘ it in the novels,
a théoretical digression . will follow here, not only as.an attempt to under—l
stand "s,ubjectivity.” but also as an 'a‘rtein;')t to darify the use'fliiness df the

concept - for the study of literature.




et

.. 92
- B g - \ -
Sublectivity” in ‘the sense that it is used by structural and poststructural

theorists su@__as Catherine Belsey, Emile Benvemste or Louis ‘Althusser does

™~ -
_not have the connotation, as it tends _to _In‘ trad:tional

| “'_ llterary studies, of personal® and pnvate mterpretation lmposed on.a text

Nor does it refer to -an mdwiduals se]f—knowledge in- the sense of posMng _'

-

a transparent non—contradlctory self . or ‘[ This last forrnulahon "has what '

—

Ka|a Snlverman- in The-Sibject of Semiotics calls its most “classic demdnstra-

i

(127) In Rene Descartes Dfscourse on Medvod R | beeame aWai-e

5l -

tion

—

that, whlle | decided thus o think that everythlng was, false it, followed .

necessarlly that [ who' thought thus must be somethlng and observing that

thls truth f t:hfnk therefoie I am, was so certain and S0 evndent that all

the most extrava.gantsupposntior‘i’s of the sceptics were not Capable of shake-

-

mg it ® iudged that | oould accept it without scruple as the first pnnople'

of the phllosophy [ was seekmg (53-—54). In this (idealist) first pnnople.

' Descartes sees the "I" of hi ISCOUI'SE as being formed by se]f-observat:on“.

i

- and self-exammatlon independent of historical or linguistic circumstances. Lan-

guage. here reflects a transcendental reality; ‘it does not’ medlate or create

that reallty In the works of the theorists mentloned above subjectmty is

not a fixed.- predinguistic essence, but an open proces:s wh:ch as Cathenne

Belsey .explalns. is perpetually in the process of construction; thrown into

crisis by - alteration in lafi.guaée and in the social formation” (65).

N
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In Problems ln’ General Unguba’cs Emile Benveniste discussed’ the

1

spec1ﬁcally linguistic basis of subjectivity,- drawing particularly on the struc- 3

turalist. formulations that language is a wstem of differences and that the

linguistic sign is arbltrary In "'Subjectivity in Language he argues that lan-
guage is the very basis of subjectiwty because only In ]anguage can the
B speaker designate himself or herself as " s not, however a term

whlch has a smgie referent in ]anguage. Any’ speaker can. be an "I" and

that “I" is a]so constantly shifting in ‘the sense that it can only exist in

S

relatlonshlp to "not I “1 use -l only when I am speaking to someone
who wnll be a you in my address. It is this condition of dialogue that
is constitutive of person, for it ?mplies that. reciprocally’ 7 -becomes you in

. . \
the address of the one who in his turn designates himself as ' (224-225),

-

In this sense, mesé-persoﬁal pronouns are more problematic than any other

linguistic articulation.” The “sign- "I for example, cannot refer to every in-
dividual ‘in the samem discourse, nor even to a static concept of “individual’:

Yo

" Then, what does / refer ©? B something' very peculiar which
is exclusively linguistic: / refers to the act of individual dis-.
wourse in which it is pronounced, and by this it designates
the speaker. It is a term that cannot be identfied except
in what we have called elsewhere an instance of discourse
and that has only a momentary reference. The reality to
which it refers is the-reality of the discourse. It is in the
instance of discourse in which 7 designates the speaker that
the speaker prodaims himself as the 'subject. And so it is



‘learn from the characters moral successes and failures. The reader becom
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literally true that the basis of subiectivlty Is In the exercise
of language. If one really thinks about it, one will see that

there is no other objective testimony to the Identity of the I
subject except that which he himself thus glves about him—
self’ {226). -

o
-

This clearly questlons the humanist assumption of individual human essence,
expressed in f(and thus prior to) Ianguage.

~— In discussing Lacanian psychoanalyéia Catherine Belsey explains that a
chilti will icienu'fy'wi_th the firstperson prohoun in order to distinguish itself
from others, and in.order to communicate its wants ‘and desires. Subse-
quently. "It leams tc;) recognize itself in a series of -subject-aositions (‘he’
or ‘she’ 'boy or I‘ ‘girl, and so on) which are the positions from which
dlscourse is Intelligrbie to itself and others ... Sub1ect]wty then, is linguisticalF
ly and discurswely constructed and displaced across the range of “discourses
in whlch the concrete individual parﬂc:pates (60—61). The humanist mterpre-
tation "of hterature encourages the reader to “identify” with the sub;ect-posMon‘

of the narraUve "I The purpose of this is usually didactic; reader and

character are put In the same ontological space so that the reader may

o

the subject of this dldactlcism and at the same time is subjected tofthe

ideclogy of the text. As we have seen in Mldnig‘wt’s Children. this posigion
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ks cor.'qpllcat—ed when the narrative "I' is constantly shiftiﬁé and changi;mg.
‘_One of the most _serious criticisms lodged against _' humanis'r;i Is that it
presents itsélf as 'Ideologica!ly_ néutml. Readin'g'and interpretation are seen
as nIatL‘mal responses to the- text. Lan-guage.‘ because nanSparént. is not in
itself a determining part ‘of this response except as 'a medium 01; ;vehicle
for meéning. However, as we" have seen, lahguag? can .ngver .be neutral.
Rather,_ “it s possible to arggé that_ in so far as larjguége' is ér-way of-
ﬂam'culating‘ exberiericg. it necessarily _participates in ideology. the sum of the ’
- ways in wﬁich;p'g_o;ile_— both live and represent to themselves their. relation
ship to rh:e. Eond'rtioné of thélr existence. Idéology is inscribed in signiﬂf!ﬁg ’
_ practices—in discourSes. myths, pfeséﬁ;atioﬁs and re-presentations of the way
A'ihih.gs are—and to this ektent is inscribéd in .the language” (Belsey 4.2).

[deology in this sense. tﬁen. is not an . “optional extra” {5). It is inscribed

oF

-

in the presuppositions which inform everything we do.

'- E‘ach “sodial formation,2 _including literary sfudies. has is own diss —
courses, “and therefore its own vocal_bulafy—_lwhat is often deprgcatinglil called
"jargoh" by those outside or unfamiliar with it. In that the individual J

is inscribed in language (in the same way as are, the ideas which inform

@ social formation), the individual becomes the subject of. as | well as
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suB]eCted to, those Ideas in the  very Ialnguage that c_r%étes them. :l‘hisr
is a pdsition ignored by both h_uman'ists and by Benveniste, Those same
subject-positions menﬁoned earller' (boy. girl. he, she, f_:tc). will in part de-

"termine the placée of the gubject within a signifying practice Sof social forma
tion.” When tI‘1e éubiect posits himself or herself as “r sfh_e is within an
ideology of which ‘she may not be aware. Indeed, ideo_}ggy is powerful
.pn;ec.Isely because of its invisibility, « . ’ ‘
For e.?aﬁ‘nple, a member of 3 capitalist economy must bz_e persuaded |

(in order_Afp.r_ the system to ﬁ.;ﬁcdon) that she has Ha free choice ,‘ofico‘n_'r:
modities on the market Even more important, s’he must be convinced that
hisher desire is under hishher control rather than created by the market.
/’Ln individual who says "I héve free choice” is therefore part of (the dis-
course of ;-1 capitalist ec;nomy. As ! ‘slﬁe is the suf)ject 'o\f. the aiscourse
to wl-;ié.h she specifically refers, but also is subjected o a 'hidden ideology‘
\“;hlch appears gih\p;y to be the neutral and natural way “things - are!” The
llusion of freedom is further plbpagated because the market seems to recog-
nize the subject’s autonomy. This shifts-i'.hisihey auehéon_ away :from_ the sub-.
ject's pértidpétioh in the 'rnafntenafnce of “the authority of the sodal formation
reperesented in ideology as the Absolute Subject (Cod. the king the boss,

Mari; co%e}" (Belsey 62). The consumer as subject does not see.

-
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himselffherself as subjected to the power of the ‘dominant ideclogy but in

stead, percéives himself!herseif as the very locus of free choice

Powe( 'stfuctures are clearly important in the “subjectification” of the In
dividual. In "Ideofog'y and Ideological State Apparatuses.". Louis Althusser de-
ﬁne&i‘.‘ ldeological State Api;aratuses (!.S.As) as those soclal forces (Church, -
School Famnly Culture, etc) which work covertly to ensur; 1this submission
of the subject to the ruling ideology  (132-133). Althusser cites education
(School) in particular as a "su_bjecﬁfying" Institution. It is dominant precisely

because “it is so silent” (I55) in that it pretends a position devoiql of

- Ideology. It teaches a kind of humanism which is sanctioned’ by the dominant
(bourgeois) powers: .. where teachers lespectful of the “consdence’ and 'free-

.dom’ of the children who arg entrusted to them (in complete cdnﬁdence)

by thelr 'parents’ (who are free too, ie. the owners of their ch:ldren) open
up “for them the 'path to the freedom, morallty and responsibility of adults
by their own example, by knowledge, literature and thelr liberating’ virtues”

(156-157). This .is also dearly the path to “subjectificaton’” Ideclogy “inter

_pellates” individuals as subjects (173), but this is not a function of individual

choice. In fact. Althusse;.'stresses that we are “always already subjecis” (172).

| Because [S.As efface their own ideological status and purport instead to

'reflect the worId as 1t is" in thelr processes, there are then. unquest:oned
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assumptions whi effectively label the subject’ e\;en befor;e birth. Evellil the
most basic label—whether a child is male or female, for example—will_ in
part determine-the way it is treated.- by the state, since there are apparent-
ly obvious and different’ _\;a;s to treat males and females. By presenting
their practices as obvic':us. tf'ien,. l.:°.u]°\5 contribute to the reproducti'on‘of
the relations of power |

-

Alﬂmséer's argument could, perhaps. be Interpretec-:i' as_.’ a case for detew
mlnism-.‘ After all if iaeology is Invisible, yet is inscribed in the ianguage' )
.which also creates sublectmty ‘then how can we communicate anything out—
side ideclogy? How can new ideas come about in a pre-determined lan- .
guage? Such .a critlcnsm oould only be made however. from a position which
believed that words can only have a single meaning, and th:s is dearly
not the case Sublectmty hke meaning. is ‘plural, and in the tensions and
differences betweefl subjectivities, social change can take place. The “I" which
refers to its own position in discourse. moreover, also implies the pessibiliry_
of sel_ffreﬂexivity about” that discourse. Feminism. for example, has challenged |
the related ways society referé to women, pointing out that there are ideo
!ogical assumptions Eehind using “he" as the universal. “neutral” gender, of

‘behind distinguishing married from unmarried women in our forms of ad-

] -dress MI'S. and Miss.- Structuralism and poststructuralism have snmilarly
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questioned our most- basic assumptions about what Is "natural” and “nor

mal” .and has a “"common sense’ to all.

In de-mystifying the *creative @nd critical processes, these theories have.
made it possible to look at literature and criticism as constructed in ideolo-

gy. Literature, because’ constmct}ed in language. is not a privileged form of

-

discourse, and therefore has no special cdaims as an emiésary of “truth!"

a

Looking at literature in terms of ideology, discourse and s:ub[ectivit} also

!

involves examining the artiﬁ‘cial_boundaries qeated by the academic. Institu-
tion between various _disciplines Having to draw on philosophy. sociology,
history and psychology (because postmodem fiction demands it) forces us
to consider what constitutes “literature” as well as our ideologxcal precon-
ceptions  of it Postmodem___n.ovels, .thén. are part of the reason that_‘. all
thesé ssues need ‘serious at'tentio.n.

" Star Turn, Hawksmoor, " and Chekhov’s Journey are all novels which

M

deal spéciﬁcally, with ideas of subjectivity, and particularly with the sﬁbject
in history. Yet they are also novels which comment on the |deolog|cal precon-‘
cepnons whzch create categories. All three play with Realist conventions, but
more lmportantly with convention in general. For example, Hawksmoor uses .

the conventions of the detecnve story. yet it is dearly not the popular
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| form -we _,usﬂally ~associate with Agatha Christie or Dorothy L. Sayers. The

mystery is never revealed; in fact it is cemplicated by the ending. The R
novel Is also vehemently antiempirical, which is to say it -Is -against the
classic detective’s primary means for sofviné a murder. Chekhov’s ]ot:mey
is a novel about a proposed telev_isi'on.-rendition of an incident «in Chekhov's

. . ' r's .
life. ‘Yet the researthers‘ attempts to recreate the past rely on ‘hypnotism

of the actor portraymg Chekhov rather than on documents Whlle trylng

to find the past, they are caught up in a §pace—scnence—ﬁctlon—fantasy future.

Of these three novels Nigel Wllllams Star um s the one which most

overtly thematizes the political and ideological theories of “subjectification.’
‘\ 1 .

. ' ' \ B
- Superfidally, the novel follows the pattern . of a Bidungsroman in theé-

. sense defined by MH. Abrams: “The sub]e@;gef these novels is the de-

ve]opment of the protagonlsts mind and character, as he passes from child-

hood through varied experiences—and usually through a spiritual - crisis—into

»

: maturity and the recognition of his identity and role in the world” (197,

112=113). This implies the development of control over and know!edge of

one's ndendty and a dear recognit:lon of the fon:es which formed 1t. One's

~

pensonal history. here, is seen in unprob]ematlc relatlonshlp to the static

self cne attains and maintains. The pattern of cause and effect is dear!y

”

delmeated: the past Is a knowable entty unmediated by “the caprices of

-~
+

Cd ' . ‘u\/
. 1
I



memory or the Iayerihg of - experience.

The story of Amos 'Barking and Isaac 'Rabinowitz appears to follow this
pattern. A.mos. the narrator., tells the stdry of his“ and’ his friends extrava-
gant adventures with _historical ﬁgures such as "llyich” Lenin, Ma:x:el Proust,
Slgmund Freud and General Haig among others. Amos _Writes the novel while

- working for the British government, as a propag\andist during - the Second.
World War, His cynic1sm and cavalier attitude towards -the |mportance of‘

-
his job anger his head of department who arranges for Amos to - witness
the bornb:ng of Dresden Thls lesson is de51gned to show Amos the “realk
ty" of war and, by extension, the ,unmediated “reality” of afl experience.
It is | intended o esid sincerity to. his character and to “his noyek and

‘propag.anda' writing. \Howev\er. the novel is also -the story of Isaac. and it
~is through his .story- that we see why this attempt to create an epiphlany‘ )
“\vhich will reveal ' Arhos_‘ true identit); o himself is highiy problematic.

~ T

L

Star Turn begins with a parody of the confident, Cartesian “I": ] am
what | rerhember. “Nothing else. Always -essuming. of course, that [ can
'remember what it is | am" (Il).‘.lt is memory, here, which creates the

mdwfdual and as we have seen in previously discussed. novels. both
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personal and collective memories are suspect Ih thetr ability to 're-create
the whole past. Agos’ .hremory re-lnvent; the past to an extent which _‘even '
he finds aﬂlerming: “Yesterday, for example, | became convinced, at about
ten in the' morning. that.I had had my appendix out” (11). His prbfeséion.
of course, adds a further corrrplication to his narrative, even though he tries
o _separate his propaganda from his art “I'm fa é skilled propagandist | can
make one German plane downed over the Channel sound like \the end
of the line for the Reich, but because of this artistic scruple of mine. be-
cause of this absurd and impractical desnre to remember correctly, [ am/
“"determined not to write propaganda ‘for,_myself. [ am going to rise above
~what | have become transform myself into a truth tel]er (17). The wilful

Y

distortion o\avens in h|s job is somethmg Amos ﬁnds increasmgly difficult:
b

only throu_gh memory can he come to the "truth." allthpugh' this is always

conditioned by his faulty memory and penchant for lying. i-{owever what

Amos as ﬂction writer points out, is that nothmg is impervious to ldeologr

cal mampulatlon and sub;ecnﬁcation partlcularlj in pohtlcs and war.

' R
Initially, we are told, the novel is to be Isaacs st‘ory and for this rea
son, the nan'ator tries o efface himself taking Tessas suggesuon that: When
you write about it .. you must write about - it and forget LLLI" (14). The

ﬁqvel's first-person narratiot attests to Amos'- difficulty with this, although
. " .
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the confident "“I" he tries to assert is constantly under erasure. The kind

of control over identity which is common Ir{ the Bi!duhgsmman then, Is
posited only to be subverted. The narrative draws attention o this pr(/ri-
ly through Isaac who even at the age of eight is presented as someone
with the ability to wield power: “"Some of us are born to be in charge

- . -
of other fellows and if we can make sure" that fairmess and good prevail,

in the house and on the field, there will be little to complain of as far.

as the School is concerned” (34). He behaves as though “his future was
a subject over which he hgd some control” (45), and his se[f-determination
fe;;s/hls _fahher to characterize him as’ someone who “wants to make
history. A]\.vays has. Tiny baby piays withl‘,'solidiers. yes? Bigger baby waiks
around telling other babies - what to do‘ A tyrant in the making, I.can
teIl you” (45). Isaac’s power . se%ms initially to bring hlrh success and self-
definition. Of the two boys he is the legder and he is.always -centered

out for attention by the various _historical characters “with whom the two

~ come into contact. However. Isaac's apparent centrality, gained by virtue of

his ‘self-control, is repeatedly called into question. Like Saleem Sinai in Mid-

nights Children. he is paradoxically decentered: he is at once the subject

S .
.. of the novel, yet he is shown to be subjected to forces which problematize .

his .jé'ntroi of his own identity.

-

-\./
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This is signalled to the reader through the novel's cgpcern with proper
names: ''people become their names dont you think? People called Wal
) purgisnacht acquire a stoop, cadaverous cheeks and hands as céid as

Ehe grave, while people called things like Weg-Prosser or Porteous-Smythe
tend to have a knack for hailing taxis or bullyin‘é- waiters. And such
things are not merel)f the result of heredity. They can be learnt” (37).
Although his friend's name Is sazc, Amos Icalls him Zak ,through.out most
of the novel. By effacing the "I in Isaac. the narrator draws attention
to the problems of a concrete indlvi@uai subject designaﬁed through nam-
ing. Part of Zaks power in the novel is precisely in his ability to shift
his identity in order to fit into others’ conceptions of him "who pre-
cisely Zak.was or where he was_ from was something‘ he liked to alter
io suit the néeds of the. moment” (37A)'. As a child in a Ch:_'.istian sch.c;ol.
“he for'salfes' his Jewish identity.' igndring his father when he speaks Yid~
dish. and adopting the name Thomas Shadboit and the appropriate man-
“ner;', of an English aristocrat. In adolescence Iie aspires to be ''one of
the boys," changing his manner and his accent to ihé point that he

becomes unrecognizable as Isaac, and indistinguishable from his models.-

The various roles that he adopts are part of Zak's attempt to partic-

ipate ‘in. and even create. history. He wants to act in history, no matter -
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whatk the role: "you must embrace the stuplé\ty of the times.... When
they are hysterlcal you must sobqand laugh with” them. when the time
comes to be serious—pu_tf on" your solemn-‘face. Act it out, Act it out.
This history of yours Is nothing but a performaﬁce" [248).'.Even as' a-
-self-.professed “star turn” in history, however, Zak is subject to history's
manipu]ation.\ His desire to perform leads himr from a passion for the
Communist . Party to a brief re-dlscovelly of his Jewish faith, to eventually
playing Oswald Mosely's double—a role whiah u.l'timataly causes his death.
Far from beiﬁé in control, either through the power of his personality

or the skill of performance. then, Zak'b-ecomes a pawn, subjected to

the. manipulation of the social forces he tries to master.

By the time Zak joins the British Union of Fascists,. Amos has .b&
aome Increaaingly disenchanted wi,th hi_s friend's life as a aocial and po-
litical chad:a}eon: "Are we hecklers? Are we for it? Are we socialists,_
these days? br are-l\.ve tories? Of are w‘e_.iust climbing on any wagon
that looks éood?" (263). While trying .to "escape ideology through his
involvement wnth pohtlcal extremes, Zak I;:as instead. acted out an
|deolog|cal agenda which asserts the pnmacy of an individual action in
the creation of history, It is interesting that his emphaszs on action causes

h?; to reject the textual representations of hastory which so involve both

-
>
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his father and Amos. Amos' cynicism about his friend’s behaviour is der-

ived In part, then. from his expefiences as journalist, propagandist and

novelist all of which rely on the-textualizing, and therefore re-inventing

- of events. Amos’ knowledge of history is mediated by representations

of it "from both books and films. Zak wants to. be an "Fwitness” to

“real” history, whereas for Amos, the telling of events relies on an “eye"

informed by perception, as well as by a certain self:consciousness about
his penchant for telling lies: Amos too sees his.tory. or more accurately,
the telli;rg of history, as a* E;erformance. Certainly the present acts on
the past. .and' in this way, ""We get the history we 'wanf" (lld). His

. . o '
emphatic selfreflexiveness in his role as novelist, then, is a manifestation

of his desire to be a “star’ turn” din history. \

Despite his awareness of perception, however, Amos presents himself

" as simply an observer of events. He is swept along by Zak's enthusiasms.

and the _implication of this is that he thinks ideology only affects other

‘people, He presents himself at once as a camera eye recording ‘‘reali-

i)

ty.” and-as a propagandist re-inventing “reality” for public coriéumption.

I

Interestingly, he relies on his memory of films to structure his memory
of other events, and’ is sometimes unable to distinguish between films

and his most personal recollections. At one point, for example. -he
' ) . .
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remembers his mother: “From time to tlme she would lift her head
and listen for something, the sound of approaching planes perhaps. and
then ‘address herself to her work again. She was wearing a headscarf,

It was not until | saw the headscarf that I realized that [ was recalling

not my mother, but a still from a film called Make the Dinner Go Round.

\
God - knows what .my mother Is doing” (189-19Q).

The image is more tyrannica!—ln that it is less open to multiplicity—
than the word. lt is the visual image more than the written one, after
all. which influences Amos’ narrative. Given this. the two methods tﬁat
Alan, his boss, uses to prompt Amos into patriotic action. and out of

—

his disrespect for the war, are especially interesting. Amos uses a pseu-

" donym, Henry Swansea, in his job at the Ministry of Information, and

when discovered, this arouses official suspicions about his politics. A sin-
“gle identity, it is assumed, denote_s a single loyalty. A double one indi

cates a spy—or at least someone who sees things, as Henry/Amos does.

from a view contrary to the dominant ideology. His aﬁtipathy to the -

- war, therefore, raises suspicions about his role as an ideologically cor-

rect Englishman.

To test this, Alan takes him to a movie set where a propaganda

rd
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film, Swastika Dreams, Is being. shot. Amos is interpolated into the 'film‘
as an extra. and his reactlon to the actors playing Nazis is supposed
to be an Indication of his attitude towards the “real” war. It will make
him see. what A]an calls “the lie of the land” (234). But the expression
has a contradictory meaning The film is meant to be a true repregen—
tation. and thus_promote a sincere reaction from Amos, but it is also
a "lie” In the sense that it can only ever be a part of a perception
within a frame created by wartime propaganda} The real test is for Amos
to witness the bombing of Dresden Like Swastlka Dreams, this attack,
as it is explained to Amos, Is an exercise in prooa-ganda intended to
demoralize the enemy and to “whip up ... _support- from the “Creat British
Public” (255). The sight of th'el burning city does make Amos realize
that “The shadows ! saw were real to others. It's only tonight that
I have seen' history in action" (289). But Amos is ‘nonetheless in the_

contradictory position of all ‘history writers—he has seen one moment

in history which cannot be generalized to include all historical moments:

You can't spell away the world out there, the world of
-~ politics where ideas become reality. Looking back at what
t have written I can see that that is what | have tried
to do with Isaac's life. to cast it in a secret. private form.,
to confuse lies with truth untl there seems no reality. no
objective standard of truth. possible. That is. of course,
a fashionable line -of esca‘pe. Things happen. Whether they
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happened or not can be tested and discovered. To aban-
' don that hope is to abandon hope In any kind of justice
or decency.: What happened last night happened. About
.thé rest l.can't say. | can plead in my defence that very
often what 1 have writtén is not half so monstrously ab-

surd as' what occurred over Dresden (307).
o

Alan wants Amos to take a stand (a particular stand) on the war,
and to come to ‘terms with his Identity-—_in'..shprt, to mature through
spiritual crisis. Yet Amos’ dilemma is oneﬁ which is shared by the read-
er’ the ‘'real” experiences :”o'f both Swasrika Dreams and of Dresden
can only be known textually by the reader. Left in his office to éprain
away; Drésden and to come to terms with his réa'crloh' to it, A‘mo.s finds
Himself in a :quandary. He tries to create an active role for himself,
to accept thg "actuality of an individuadl. a nation” t31 ). But the iaeolo—
gy'wﬁi‘ch created Zak, the primacy of‘individual. ai:tion. is not one hé
'ca'n accept, particularly since the action over Drésden caused so much
suffering. All he can do is textualize himself {as he ‘has .done with the
- "'shadows" of previous events) as a writer of absurd\ propaganda: “We
‘wen‘t' in over that. Nﬁag.i stronghold, the_city of Dresdeﬁ. and really gave

. o
it what for. Nazi cats and dogs suffered too as—" (313). Unable to -
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make a t:omtnlttment either to action or. concrete identity, his final line
Is a plea to the reader: “"Make it all go away, somégod . can’'t you?”
(314). It is the reat:ierl. then, who has, to make the_final decision about
Amoe' identity in taking action to close the Book.

o4

'

The problems of ideology and subjectivity are highlighted in Star Turn
because of the “omnipresence of war. Against the background of crude
polarities {us/thern. good/evil. German destruction/British liberalism). iden-
tity is supposed to be easily determined through_ ideological commit -
ment. However, this would assume precisely the klnd of "obiective
standard of truth” whlch Amos ﬁnds 50 ,dlfﬂcult to concede, and whxch,
the novel points out is so problematic. Although it uses the Blldungsro--
man structure superﬁcially Star Turn undermmes the humanlst ideology
behind the genre. The characters are subjected to the manifestations of
history and politics rather than belng in control of them. Hlstory here,
does not build to a crescendo which leads to spmtual _awareness, but

is Instead fragmented and ruptured. Similarly, Peter Ackroyd's Hawks-

moor is concerned with the way in which genre defines subjectivity.

Soon after the Mdiscbverj( of the theft ‘in \’Vilkie" Collins’ The Moon-

stone, the investigating sergeant teaches his associate one of the rules
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of the game. In referring to a ‘prevlous case he notes: "At one end
of the inquiry ithere‘ was a murder. ~and—at the other end there was
a spot of ink on a tablecloth that nobody could account for. In all
my experience_aleng the dirtiest ways of this ldirty little world, 1 have
hever met with such ‘a thing as a trifle yet” (136). In the classic Engl_lsh
detective novel, the impetus for . detection lies in the mystery ‘behind
the_"triﬂe” Who Indeed can account for this slgnifier wrenched from
its signified? What is seen as the usual transparency of human comrnuni~
cation, in these storles, is criminally ruptured, resulting in a chaos of |
"'s_emantic ambiguity”” (Moretti 147). The detective's job is to heal the
rupture by tracing back through history for its origins which when dis-
covered will aid in re—establishmg the harmomous condltions of causality
and legality which existed prior to the crime. ‘The crime, then. is not
just a crime against an individual. but against a whole social order of
corhmunicéﬁon and signification. Through reason and empirical research,
of course. the univocal truth will be told and order restored: if Sherlock
Holmes looks at the ink epot long enough., after all, he will eventually

reconstruct the whole novel.

Rupture. in detective fiction is clearly a social evil. BRecause it is

~
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out in The Poetics of Prose, the hlstory of the crime is an absent text
(44—-46). The story of detection Is the story of the book itself—it is a
‘promfse of closure, linearity and a return to common sense. All of this
is achieved Mt‘hrough a process of sub]ect-'fc;rmatipn: through fill;:1g in the
. gap with the name of the offender. This naminé interpellates the criminal

Y

back Into the ideology he'.or she has sought to transgress. The detec-

-

tive, then, becomes a guardian of ideclogy, and his or her considerable

power lies In being able to turn the traces of the crime into monu-

ments to Indivlduallty and teleological history.

The ‘detective story's highly stylized and strictly monitored conven-
« .
tions " attest to -the'conservatism of ‘the geﬁre. The Detection Club of
Loridon enforced this through.‘ a sort of Hippocratic oath —s_worn by its
"'7myster‘y writer members. The purpose of this was to ensure that“ the
s

detective novel_,“play‘ fair with"* its reader, and thus members of the
clubﬂ agreed to “seemiy moderation” in the use of "Gangs, Conseiracies.
Death Rays. Ghdsts. Hypnotism and Chinamen" (Holquist 142), and to
“utterly and forever forswear Mysterlous Poisons Unknown to Science"
(Haycraft 198). "Divine Revelation, Feminine Intuition, Mumbo Iumbe. Jig-

gery Pokery or the Act of God" (Symons 13). Since the reader of de-

tective fiction generally. is well aware of the conventions. she is also

Fr
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implicated as a co-producer of the return to order, and as a member
of the club which is able to write sexism and racism into its very con-

stitution. In this way it reproduces the conditions of its production. What

e

happens then, in the antidetective novel—what William Spanos h'as'called
“the paradigmatic archetype of postmodern literary imagination’ . (54)—

when it appropriates a genre which is a ‘model not only of ideological

&

hegemony, but of literary conservatism?

r

, s .

The iaresence!abs_ence duality that Todorov sees .at the _heart of the
classic detective novel is one which lis equally essential in a postrﬁodern
historipgraphlcf metaﬁt:tioh su@{ Peter Ackroyd's Hawksmoor. The nov-
el has a double plot composed of a series of parallel elghteenth- and
twentieth—century murders Those in the eighteenth century are commit-
ted by Sir Chrlstopher Wrens colleague. Nicholas Dyer. Dyer is an ar-
chitect responsible for building‘ se\’/en n;ew churches in London and. as
) par.f of a __Séfénic and Faustian pact. he consecrates his ‘churches with
'sacriﬁ'c':i'al victims. The twen_tigth cgnfury murders are almost identical to
‘the ones committed by Dyer. Mosti of the victims Have the éame names

as their eighteenth century counterparts, they die at the same churches

and in the same sequence. Yet these are, ultimately. crimes without a

subject; no traces are left of the murderer. and not even the time of
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death ‘can be verified in any Individual case. Llke his classic counter-

—

parts, the novel's médern detective, Nicholas Hawksmoor, tries to solve
the crimes by ratiocination. Assuming the murders to be committed by
an_Individual, he looks for what the received knowledge of his experience
tells him: “no human being could rest or move in any -area without
leaving some trace of his or her ‘identity" —(Hd).ll-le' sbends his time
searching for pa‘tter.ns. _an&- structures, - but - what patterns he finds, which
seem to be traces of identification, and recurrence, lead nowhere, and
eventua]ly Hawksmoor begins to lose his reason—to- hear strange voices
and to see visiors. Finally, he reaiizesl that the structure he has been
looking for has an architextual syrnmetry'which fs completed. by his own

death at the ‘end of the novel.

4

The absence at the heart of this text is of - prec15ely the kind of

identity secured through naming and througl'r'whlch the illusion of in-

dividual, essential _meaning is created. The. question “who’ dunnit?"” cannot

be answered here because there is no solution and it is solution thal:

u

presupposes a subject. Hawksmoor sets up the conventions of a classnc

detective novel whose certainties it then subverts. and in domg so, it
questions the apparently unproblematlc way in which the detectlve comes

to re-construct history and his story through trifles. One of the common-

~ .
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places ef c'ietec'tlve""‘-"’?f‘i'ctien Is its backward construction, ‘The author has
to formul‘ate the solution before he or she‘ can strategically place the
nclues. The reader’s assumption, then, has to be that the an‘rasstng of
‘ei/idence Is actualll"y Ieadl'ﬁg somewhere, and that the past and the‘ present
are in unproblematic corrl.espondence.‘ In Hawksmoor, the compilation of
apperent clues s overwhelmlng. .Even apart from the -murders. ‘hardly
a gesture or conversatlon occurs without” being repeated. Yet thlS dou-
bling, which in a detectlve novel would lead to accumulatxon and closure,
leads in Hawksmoor to .ambiguity and differenc:e This is most obvious
w:th respect to Dyer and Hawksmoor themselves. They live -In. th_'e same.
area of London, Dyer has his ofﬁces' in Sco_t]énd Yard as does. Hawks-
moor, Dyers assistant is Walter Pyne, Hawksmoors Walter Paype, and'
when Dyer Ioses the notebook in which he keeps the tenets of his
creed, Hawksmoor finds it. Clearly, the  initial impuse is to- équ:;e the
two characters. especidlly since, historically, t'he' real Nicholas Hawksmoor
occupied a similar position tcl)‘ the one Dyer oceutJiee in the novel. It
is no wonder then, that the modern Detectwe Chlef Inspector Hawks-
moor feels both himself and his investigation to be out of time. in the
wrong time'. timeless. In fact, ‘ot only time but language problematizes
his identity. He listens‘.to the 'conver_sa‘tiorns of his colfeegues; but can

make no .sense of them since the sequences of phrases seem to bear
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no relationship to one another. He repeats overheard words and phrases
. . ‘

. : /

s : , :

to himself and tries them out hesitantly on his assistant. It is a tactic,

however, that Is Interpreted as parody, and thus is treated as senseless

Nevertheless, Hawk'smoor feels subiectéd to and manipylated by Ianguage:_ |

1

“he saw no reason for the words he hlmself\used. “which came out

¥
of him like vomit, which carrled him for“gd without rhyme or mean- . f
ing™ (1'18). Like h!s‘ historical namesake. then, he is a discursive con-_
struct, and can only be known textually. even by hxmself “The operation ) é

Be asked, 'is it going accordmg to the book?” 'Yes. to the book' ‘But

""'perhaps there is no bocy in this caie9/ He Wwas playing a part he

knew this, and believed it to be his strength Others did not rgallze v

marked like chalk Iines- updn a stage (118).

Because the ‘agenda of postmodern texts is a paradox;cal one in y

their simultaneous pres.entatlon and subverslon of Realist conventions, there B

Y / e
is a %onstant tension. here, between past and present, presence and
absence., construction and destruction. This is thematized in the novel ..

as Hawksmoor himself Is torn between precisely these differences. Clear-

ly. Hawksmoor recognizes semantic ambiguity. as well as the inevitability

. ,. . N \ /\’ ¢ .
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of rupture. Yet in this case, he is the one constrained by a social struc-

ture. one that employs him to maintain it. Thus, when he begins to
iy . . ; _

look beyond the recent, twentieth-eentury past. to what the reader recog-

" nizes as the elghteenth-century text. but his colleagues see as madness

he becomes a danger t{l@ the mamtenance of order. After one of the

rch of St. Mary Woolnoth, Hawksmoor sees a tramp

drawing on the\pa ment in chalk: “the ﬁgure of a man who had put

a tircular ob]ect up\to his rfght eye and was peering through it as

if it were a spyglass” (162) A few pages later, the same drawmg is

sent to him in"a Ie er with the message “Don't Forget the Universal

Architect™ (166). ' herlock Ho]rggs. to- whgm the drawing refers. is. of

course, de tive fiction's trariscendental‘slgnifier._ and it is implied here
. ‘ . ' s
that/if Hawksmoor can only understand this‘reference to conventlon—

. afd its lesson that the past is causally and rationally constructed—-that

‘h will soive th\%ase However, the convention undercuts itself: the

chalk drawmg of Holmes is equally the ‘outline of a dead body- a dead

convention. The Unwersal Al:chltect here, can 3?“{ be the reader. since

.

_ it is- s/he who is in possession of all the histories: the hlstorlcally verifia-

e

"ble past the elghteenth-century text and the text accumulated ‘through

reading. ThlS is sxgnalled by the—repetition of the sign M_'SE___M,{muse—

um) -engraved on a building at one of the murder sites. The missing
' , : s
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letter Is” "U,” ("'you") the reader, who is doubly iImplicated not only
as a repos;tory_ of the past, b_ut also as.a co-creator of artifact and
artifice. , .' ™

Hawksmoor eventually cc;mes to see that his only solution has to
be a creative one. The eighteenth-century text has already eqaated ar-
chitecture and the building of a (specifically this) novel: "and so let us(D
beginne; and,,' as the.Fabrick takes its Shape in front of* you, alwaies
keep the St iptirely in mind as you ln_Scribe it ... thus a book be-
'gins with a'frontlspiece‘?rthen its Dedication, and therl its Preface.or
Advertisemept," (5). The repeated engravinés that Hawksmoor sees on
the churches: "Foundéd in the Saxon Age and Last Rebuilt by Nicholas.

Dyer,”" encourage hlm to a similarly textual solutlon-an attempt at in-

terpretation rather than recuperatlon of the past:

A\
‘The event of the boy's death was not simple because . it
was not’ ‘unique and. if he traced it backwards runnmg the-
L time slowly in the opposite diréction ... it might become
no clearer. The chain of gausality might extend as far back

e as the boy's birth d7orﬁ|nt0 the darkness beyond that. And

what of the murderer, for what sequence of events had™
caused him

wander by this old .church? All these events

- werg random a d vet connected, part' of a pattern so
large that 1t remained inexplicable. He m:ght then, have
to invent a past from the evidence ava:lablej-and, in that
-~

w
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case, would not the future also be an invention? It was
as if he were staring at one of those puzzle drawings
In which foreground and background create entirely differ-

ent images: you could not lock ‘at such a thing for long
(157}

The plurality here is one which underlies Hawksmoor's discovery of him-

self as textual construct. Thé foreground and background, once ac

knowledged as such, can. never again be seen as a unified whole, but

only as a “constant play of differences. In this sense, naming ‘doesn’t

iz
fix Hawksmoor's identity, but only points out his - dlfference both from

Dyer. and from architect Nicholas Hawksmoor. [n the novel. neither
Hawksmoor nor Dyer is even given a chance to recognize himself: the
~ mirrors that both own are convex. and thus distort the reflections, and

Al

Hawksmoor seelng himself reflected in a shop wmdow cries out "Do

| know you?” (2|l) Towards the ‘end of the novel. Hawksmoor looks
Dyer up in an encydop'edia;' and the citation gives him a direction towalrd
his own. end in tﬁe _cHufch of Little St. Hugh, what the_ encyclopedia
calls Dyef'o finest builoing. Of all the, churches in the novel, this is the

-

one with no historical referent. It 45 pure narrative, and is described
o

as such by Dyer as he looks at-his finished plans: “the Elevation ... is

like the Symbol of Theme of a Narrative ... _the‘ Ugright of th_e Front ... is

. \/ .
like to the main part of a Stogy ...the many and irregular Doors. Stair-
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ways and Passages are like so many ambiguous expressions, T'ropes. Di-
alogues{\and Metaphoricall speeches” (205). It is in this church. eppropri—
ately enough, that Dyer and Hawksmoor meet their ends; Dyer, because
he has -fulfilled the conditions of his Satanic pact, Havﬁksmoor. because
he has fulfilled the obllgatlohs of his literary one. The lyricism of the
ending, in a sort of Druid dance. fosters a deliberate evasivene;'.s ahd

[4
contradk;tion:

and | must have slept. for all these figures greeted me
as if they were in a -dream. The light behind them ef’
faced their features and I could,’see only the way they
turned their heads. both to left and to right. The dust
covered their feet and I could see only the direction of
“their dance. both backwards and forwards. And when |
went among them, they touched fingers andh formed a cir-
cle around me; and, as we came closer, all the while
we moved further apart. Their wqrds were my. own but
not my own. and [ found myself on a winding path of

ipg one another silently (217) ' '

\\ (smooth stones. And when [ ]ooked back, they were watch-

It could be a reference to the supernatural—the novel+ in ' fact, plays

‘ _w:th thlS as a possxblllty especially since the pattern formed by drawmg

a ]ine between all these churches IS a pentangle (186). The reference

itself is contradictory, though, because a foray into the spirit world would

imply a human essence. ‘and' Hawksmoor disputes’ this as either a spiritual
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or a literary possibility. Out of the dance comes a repetition of several
of'thé novel's images, especlally those of douf:llng. identity and dreams,
but there is no pattern here except for tﬁe very play of frolicking signi- |
fiers. Instead, the mystery is maintained, if not comp_licated. by the nov-

el's self reference, naming itself as the ultimate culprit.

In Signs Taken for Wonders, Franco Moretti ‘calls detective fiction
a hymn to coercive culture: “This culture knows, orders and defines all -
the significant data of individual existence as part of social exlsteﬁce.
Every storylrei'terates Benthém's Péndp;l\c.on ideal: the model prison thit
signifies the metamorphosis‘ of liberalism I‘nto totai scrutaﬁility" (143}, Thel
claséic detectiv.e novel does indeed enforce a k_ind of ldiscipline. one which
prefers "and enacts the literar‘y and social order ideology demands. The
djscipline .of the detective is mind ovér matter, the disc.ipline of the
te;(t is exercised in power over the reader—all thé clues are ap{(e.ntly .

available, as Ellery Queen's stories remind us, even if they make no

~ sense until the detective's authority collects them into rr:e?ningful patterns.

In postmodern texts, the very structure echoes what Hawksmoor refers )
to as the foreground/background puzzie. The conventions are: inscribed,

. 3 E
the reader is expected to know them. and yet they are undercut, But

- )
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Is this a radical undercutting or is the postmodern text a!so_a kind of
prlser-m?- Whlle tﬁe two images in the puzzle play against one another,
they also inform one ano’tl'.!er. Similarly, the conventions, both literary
and ideological, are.re-membered by the reader: they are. open to view,
— but not with a view to liberation from them. In this double play, there-
fore, the reader is in a paradoxical position: imprisoned precisely be-

cause s/he recuperates, rather than murders, ink.-

As Hawksmoor uses conve‘ntions of‘ the detective story. so does Ian
Watson's Chekhov's ]ourney'ruse the techniques of_ science fiction. This
is berhaps why its questioning of the genre pl;oyoked such a cfismissive
review from Kelvin johnston. In the.London Observer he commentls that
the novel is "a good quick read but it's toe inéenfous fer its own good"
(83). and that it “sfszers. from the common illpsion ... that to be obscure
is to be mature” (83). These tomments are interesting considzz-ring that'
the novel is reviewed as science fiction, and vet uses the conventlons
of the genre only to subvert them lee Hawksmoor and Star Turn, Chek- N
hovs Journey plays with the very notion of genre as a subjectifying
process. Not only is the reader subjected to the use and abuse of familiar

conventions, but the text itself becomes .the subject of and subject to

the normative rules of generic identity. As is thé case with the previous,
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two novels, the use of genre in this novel is contradictory If‘nc.)t para-
.
doxical. On one hand, genre theory presupposes a textual ldent/ty whlch
is fixed and unchanging—the text Is named as a specific type or sub-
type. and this is a_ determining factor in how the text is read\. Thls
is not unlike the kind of reading described as Realist in Chapter One:
"the reader reads the‘ text as tnough charting the differences from and
. similarities. to an ideal designation of the genre. On the other hand.
historical knowledge in these texts ie filtered through the genre and its
particular structures. How .we know I:istory is dependent upon th: form
in which it Is.communlcated. This _accounts for some of the textualized
confusion experienced by the cha;"ecters in these texts, as we have seen
\‘in Hawksmoor. The detectwes 1dent|ty as well as his method of crime

solvmg is problematlzed because as much as he tries to behave hke

a cIassnc detectlve the novel undercufs this kind of empirical reasoning

, He is mstead bound by his nommal relationshlp with h1stor|cal archltect ..

‘Nicholas Hawksmoor as ‘'well as by his textual relatlonshjp to Nicholas

SR

Dyer.

Al
¥

#ﬁ‘hekﬁov's ']our%zey." there is 'aq sirhilar confusion becduse of a play
J ! "
with time and its relation to ‘subjectivity. In both of the other novels,

time has been an issue. Both the Bildungsroman and the detective novel

'\
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assume a world of cause and effect in which all events have a place

on a linear, temporal continuum, Characters in a Bfldungsroman are ex-

pected to learn from experience over time, and similarly, crimes in a:

detective story are solved through a timely accumuloatlon of clues. In

science fictlon the lssue‘ is somewhat different, partly because it. is a
difficult genre to deflne. We usually associate it with a type of fiction
that uses science--and technology ‘and the marvels of discovery and
‘achievement that may result from scientific development (Abrams 1971,

178). ].A. Cudden defines it more soberly as a form that “deals wholly
. . 4

or in part with exotic, supernatural or speculative topics': (608), but recog-

nizes that this would include texts  not genera_lly considered as science
fictlon such as Homer's Odyssey or Dante’s Divine Comedy. For the most

part, science fiction. like detective ficion, posits a norm ‘which is- under

L4

siege. Whether it is attacked by a criminal or c;}eatures' from another -

planet the essential order, havmg been disturbed, needs to be restored

This is not always the case with "science ﬁction since endmgs may well

be apocalyptic or estranglng fas in The Tmhght Zone). but there is

5
"nonetheless a sense of the norm which s lost. Equally, as Tzvetan

Todorov argues in The Fantastic. the strange may be seen as being

at least analogous to what is considered “normal”: "The initial data are

supernatural: robots, extraterrestrial beings, ‘the whole interplanetary

iy -
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_context. The narrative movement consists in obliging us to see how close

these apparently marvelous elements are to us, to what degree they
are present In our life” (172). Again, there Is the assumption here of

a shared sense of what the normal is in comparison. to the marvelous.

!

In Chekhov’s journey. the sense of wonder is initially directed toward

apparently extraordinary events, but becomes a’ metaphor for the dis-

covery .of a changing- conception of how we know history. While tl;e
novel uses conventions of time travel -and future worlds, it is also con-
cerned with how we knov\; and rewrlte thd past. and what effact this
has on the present, The dlscovery of the’ past, in fact, is theﬂlmpetus
for the plot‘ in which a Russian film crew gathers at a country retreat
to write a script about Anton Chekh‘ov's- journey across Siberia to visit

L

a convict colony in 1888. - R TR

'The plot- of Chekhov's' ]ou[rn.ey is la complex- one. The film crew, try-

- -
‘-

ing to bring objective reallty to. thelr docu-drama of Chekhovs life. hires
a psychlatnst who has developed a method of hypnosns WhICh henghtens

.perCEpuon. Dr. Kxnlenko is to hypnotize Mikail. the actor who is to play

Chekhov in the film, so that he will be able to re-create the playwright.

The implication of this is that there exists a supernatural, eternal human

]
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essence to which Mikail can “tune In,” and which will add "realism"

- to; both the script and his pe{'formance of it. Mikail's hypnotic trances,
\ .

however, belie the "single ¢hain of cause and effect” (124) the film crew,
_e'xpects. He experiences, in fact. several Chekhovs, not one of whom

- . 3
conforms to the accepted historico-biographical notions ofﬂbim. The first

hypnosis revealsl that Chekhov knew about the mysterious Tunguska ex-

o

plosion which, according Fo' the film crev-v. occurred in Siberia in 1908,
four yeérs after (':hekhov's‘ death, and was the result, it is’?chulated.
of a falling lcomet. Mikall, ‘however. reveals tﬁat Chekhov read about
the incident’in a newspaper 'in 1888, and that ‘the site of the disaster,
not the convict colony, was thé aim of hfs"iourney.lS‘ubsequent hyp-

noses reveal yet another . Chekhov, a futuristic, - almost

1

comic book character. Here, he is Commander Anton Astrov. pilot of

_the spaceship K.E. Tsiolkovsky whose mission is the_ colonization . of a
* ‘i .

. ' | , | . e
suitable {star in the Galaxy. When the spaceship tries to set off, though.

. S ‘ .
disaster strikes and it'is trapped in a time warp- whose effect is to

drive it backwards through time on a collision course with Siberia. ‘The

spaceship. caught between two versions of historical .eventsr. becomes both

Tunguska explosions. crashing in 1908 dnd 1888.

N

Because his film is to be a way of fixing the” truth. these several

it =
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Chekhovs enrage Felix. the film's director, whose overwhelmlng deslre

for mimesis has le.d him to ‘sponsor the “natlon-wide Chekhov Look—

Alike contest” (14) which Mikail won. Indeed. both- Felix and Sergey,

address his fllm Y& adopted a ’mode\m sc.fentiﬁc approach in your

. plays. You belleved ln evidence Life was your Iaboratory So you wrote

sclentific drama and scientlfic fiction. Damn it, T mean he did. Chekhov
\did (24) [ronically, however, the rewnting of history began even before

Mikail's hypnosis. Chekhov's iourney. whatever its aim. s to fit within

a specific ideology., and to this end Felix and Sergey plan to show it |

as_"brought about by 'an ‘act of social ‘corfmmitment” (13). Not only Chek-

hov, but the Tocus of his journey has to be refashioned.. Far from being

P

merely "seas of 'mud and bitter frosts™ (I l).'althou.gh' it is precisely this

in Mikail's version of history, Siberia becomes a land of opportunity:
-
“Look. an underlying theme of the film has to be Row Siberia spelled

4

space for development. Though. this didn't oceur in a properly* planned
way til later ‘on ... And as a sub-theme, there could well be a hint
. ' ~

that the Siberia of to'morurow's world will literally be space. Outer spate—

the asteroid beIt the moons of jupiter! Where a socxahst att:tudes the

-
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associate space with |punishment” (12).

This mention of Siberia as "outer space’’ thematizes the " science-fiction .

«

VJ“ aspect of the novel that Is created bsl the distance ‘between what the
film crew perceives as “"nyrmal.”” and MIkaius questioning of the norm

in his perforriiance under hypnos:s Mlkails readmg of the past, however,
ﬂis as viable as the film crew § His performance is a formﬁ of. indeed
a‘ parody of. method acting. To :-ict.Chekhov. it is implied. he must -*
be Chekhov, an illusion which is fostered by the ecriptjwriter's and direc-'_
tor's confusion of actor and role. Mikail takes his cues from the’ com-

ments made by various members of the crew, such as those about: the

film's toncern with outer space, in order to properly play the part. His
'quailﬁcation for the roie besides that of his physical resemblance. is

\bIS knowledge of Chekhovs life. - As the psychiatnst pomts out:
J .
point in persuading somebody that they're
or Levitan if they don't know a'-scrap “about
M. Whereas you, ‘Kirilenko fixed unerringly on Mikail."
n you know a good deal about Chekhov: eh?' The , actor
toyed with his moustache. ‘That's as maybe .. When you
o come down to brass tacks. we really haven't the foggiest
about old Anton.”
‘In which case, it'll be up to you to select the true in-
terpretation. And itll be the true one because it'll be
based on your unconscious perceptions ...." (25).
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S (4 'iiﬁlear].. here, that historical knowledge nlg not perceived as problemat-
ic; noa; is‘ its interpretation seen to be the result of the medlation of
“téxts or cultural factors. -Since the method of uncovering Chekhov ha;
been chosen becatxse of .Chekhov's interest in science, tt;e film crew im-
aéines that\its‘results will have a- scientific accuracy., or, that through
'something dear to Chekhov, they will have .a better tl:hance of; re-creating
‘him. This" is not unlike Geoffrey Braithwaite's pllorimagé to Flaubert's
haunts hoping to (get closer to his famous writer Ir} Flauberts Parrot.
This naive notion of both science and history is subverte(—:l/by the hyp-
nosis itself (iust as the parrot eventually subverts Bralthwaltes search A_
for truth) Mikail's knowledge 'of Chekhov can onIy have been gamed
textually lt is not surprising, then. when characters similar to those in

-

'Cheghov's plays appear as “real’ in Mikail's hYpnotic trafices.

LA ’ Y

>
-

In Theory of the Text“ Roland Barthes 'argues that the notion of
the text"“ tends to abohsh the separan;n of genres and arts”’ {42),
because texts are no longer SImply messages, but - perpetual produc-
'-tions. enunciations through which the subject continues o struggle’’ (42)..
| The aboﬁtién df strictly defined boundgrries_ extends. to “infinity the freé- -'
doms of reading (authorizing us to read works of the past with an en-

tirely modern gaze, 'so that it is legitimate. for example. to' read
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Sophocles’ 'Oedipus’ by pourlng‘Fredd's Oedipus back Into it or to read
Flaubert on the basis of Proust” (42). Since History has been discussed -

here as a text. Barthes’ commeﬁts can also be applied to the reading

Y

of -history In genera'l. and'-MIkaiI's reading of history in particular.
' : ~ . Y

~ Through his tranc‘es. we can see Mikail actually re-creating history_.
t-)o't.h past and futuré, imbulhg it 'wlth conscious and "unconscious per-
ceptions’’ from his present. [f sclence is to be a sub:text of the film.
it is appropriate (considering,- too. the genre of the novel) that- Mikail
should ﬂrid, one of his trances, K.E. Tsiolkovsky, the in\l/ent_or of a'
new schog of literamre—“‘éclencé Fantasy” (53). Tsiolkovsky's scientific
hypdtheses try to ~éxplam the Tunguska explosion as oné caused by a
"'ship of space’ such as | envisagé ought to bz poweréd by a principle
of ‘jet propulsion’ empﬂiying liquid fuel as the prope!laht" (54). Mikail's
futdre faqtasy of Anton Astrov, pilot o'f Ithe spacesl;ip K.E. Tsiolkovsky.

& based on his 'reading of the past which is in turn promp]ted by his

. ¢ : _
perceptions of the present. In response to the film crew's confusion about

i e . .
these unfou;seen Chekhovs, the psychiatrist explains that under hypnosis
Mikail has to fantasize “accurately. just as 1 instructed him to. He can

only invent around the known facts. He doesn't have free rei_n to make

up whatever he chooses”” (46). mhowéver. an actor, and from

J

..-/
\'\_.//—

§



the “script” of the available Information of Chekhov's life and works
he develops a performance which .is the .essence of multiplicity. The

"known" facts, after all. are themselves textual and thus sulpTé‘c)t to in-~

- (4 terpretations. '.\

Mikail's reading of history with a “'modern é_azﬂot unexpectedly,
. .
changes the present. As the re-interpreter and perf.ormer of history,

8

’

Mikail is h_imself the sd{ject of and subjected to this new interpretation.
| Chekhov’s multiplicity. as created by Mikail, continués even a'fter'the hyp-
nosis is Q"e";, A 'volume. of Chekho?'s plays |
discovgred'in' the retreat’s I}Brary. includes The Apple Orchard, Uncle (\
Ivan, and Three .Ckousins. The Soviet éncydopedia is found to list the |
.po'ssible events from Mikail's hypnosfs ;s facts, én a science—ff.ction level
thIS mltlally seems a kind of Tw:lfght Zone mghtmare espeCIally since
the crew suspects that not only the plays but - the whole social structure
rd cg}ght, wellr have been altered by ‘Mikail's re-invention of the -past.
' I-Lt;)_wever,qif we read the text as a- m.etaxlphor for. reading history. then
*\Qe change in thg pl;ys.- is a c'han'gg' in the film crew's {and the reaf-
er's) ;;ercept:ions of the present brougﬁt _a}:zout by a differenf interpret} 7

‘tion 'oF the past: "Past events dww. Histog gets rewritten.

[ B

Well.ﬁ"ve just found out that this applies to the real world too ...
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N

Maybe ‘the history of the w6"r?zi/ls changing constantly!k\(l?d}.

Each of the novels ‘ih this chapter deals with Realist conventions and
| J | o
their subversion through the representation’ of history. They question . tradi-

-

‘tional assumptions -about history and, in doing so. consider history's re-

lation to concepts such as “truth,” meaning, and subjectivity. History,

however, is not the only mode where Realism Is challenged. In the fol-

~

lowing chapteré we will consider the mediation of Realist fec{nniques',

through performance, visual ‘art, and film: indeed.- through the represen-

tation of representation itself.
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Notes

' Barbara Foley makes this point in reference to what she calls the “"meta-
historical” novel: “Where the realistic historical novel introduced empiri-
cal data to corroborate its thematic statements, the metahistorical novel
brings in historical documentation to highlight the provisional and Indeter—
minate nature of historical knowledge" (Telh'ng the Truth 230).
, .

11 am using the term “soclal formation” in the sense that It is pro-
posed in Belsey's Critical Practice: “ldeology ... works in conjunction with

. political practice and economic practice to constitute a social formation.,

a formation which promotes a more complex and radical analysis -of so-
cial relations than the familiar term. 'society’, which often evokes either
a single homogenous mass,- or aiternatively a loosely connected group

of autonomous individuals, and thus offers no challenge to the assump-
tions of common sense” (5).

Vg



CHAPTER THREE

| THE ROVING I:
POSTMODERN PERFORMANCE

Come, 'children. let us shut up the box and the puppets,
for our play is played out. '
- Willlam Thackeray. Wanity Fair

All the world is not. of course, a stage, but the crucial
ways in which. it isn't. are not easy to specify.

Erving” Goffman.

The Presentat:on of Self. in Everyda y Life

The previous chapter. discussed how Realist concerns in tﬁe postmodern
novel are mediated by representations of history. This‘ chaptér will ‘look
at how three posgmodern nov'ee]s—Haﬁrksmoor by Peter Ackroyd. The Ma-
gus by John Fowles, and The White Hotel by D.M. Thomas—use as.pects'
of theatrical representéﬁon. The whole aspect of faostmodern perfc.trmance
as analogous to dramatic performénce is. indeed. part of the postmodern

134
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~ view that identity /is coherent or that there is a definable human es

. 137
& o .

de:batel While drama per se will not be the focus here. three aspects

of performance will be examined in relatlon to. the novel First: the nov-

els in this chapter use both textual and textualized performance. That

is to say that in sgme cases the narrative form actually changes to
look Iike,a-p]ay text (textual). and in others there is a .concern with

aspects of performance such as role-playing, spectacle, staging, etc., as

“well as plays which are acted out within the narrative (textualized). A

good example of the latter is in The Magus where several dramatic per-

formances are undertaken. These are described, however, not presented
in the form of a play text. Second: the self-consciousness of these nov-
els and t‘heir delight in ﬂéunting'their own a’rtiﬁcé means that the very'
act of fepresentation (och{rama. of history, of art} is in itself a perfor—

mance of represeéntation. Third: the se]f-conscnousness of the characters

in these novels, also indicates a concern with character (sub;ect) forma-

tion. Indeed, the creation of roles (reader, author novel}l is also exa

mined, as is its relation to ideology. These texts. 'then. question the Realist

-

sence, through their play with the creation and acting out of roles.
: ‘
Several more detailed comparisons might be made between theatre and

the postmodern novel.
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The play;fulness of these texig'l;l readily apparent. Not only are they
conscious of both the existence of an audlence_e and the vicissitudes of
reception, and thus their own manipulative powers. but manipulation is
clearly conceived of as a kind of piay. Recéll. fo'r exa;nple, Geoffrey

Braithwaite’s admonishment of a reader he feels wants to follow him

into the lavatory in Flaubert's Parrot, or Saleem’s confession that he

lied about Shiva’s death in Midnight's Children: “‘my first out. and out

lie—although my presentation of the Emergency in the guise of a six-
hundred‘and-thirty-five-day-lor'lg midnight was perhaps excessively roman-
tic, and certam]y contradicted the available meteorologlcal data (443).

Also in this novel, an audience is textuallzed Padma. ‘as narratee, Iistens

L

(she cannot read) as Saleem reads {performs} his story to her, and we.

“see' her performance. as audience. In the theatre of - Midnight's Chil-

dren. then, the reader "watches” both actor and audience, and is, be-
_ : ra.
cause of histher co-creation of the text. both actor and audience.

v e

Play-fulness is also a questioning of authority on both the level of

\ .
. textual process and that of textual reception. Richard Palmer points out

that performance “in drama and in music generally refers to ths fact
that a script or score must be ‘realized’ in performance in order to

'be’ at all. Of course. a play can be read silently, and a piece of fiction

[
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can be 'performeo -orally’. Performance in both cases Is also the
Interpretive articulation of a script or score (I9) The Indetermlnacy of
the play text is shared by the novel The multiplicity of Ianguage and
‘therefore of Interpretation, means that every reading Is a new, mise-en-
scene. Poetmodeén noyels thus textualize their own indetermipacy. Hawko-
moor's commeot ithat "perhaps there is no book in fhis case’ ('!I8).
| .
and his -subsequleht Invention of an interpretation which is outside his
usual roie as retional detective. is a mise en abyme? of reading the
v g :

nerl. We- see this muitiplicity as well in Star Turn where Amos’ rewrit-

Se——
mg of the past, culled from films, lies, and fragments of memory makes
hlstory itself a performance. He inverts traditional. serious notlons of histor-
ical ﬁgures turning them into wlld parodies His re-creation of Goebbels
as a sohizophrenic who acts out the conflicting personalities of both the
Nazi minister of propaganda and Jewish Ne‘QJ){ork taxi- driver, Abe Solo-

mons, is a good example of Amos' play with, and performance of, hls-
tory Chekhov's ]ourney is perhaps the clearest example of a pergormance
- which actually changes history. Mikail's interpretation of Chekhov, influenced
in' part oy Chekhov's plays. ensures th(at neither the play texts nor the

history texts will éver be the same.

The creation of roles is important here: especially since characters

]
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In -these novels often have moments of hesitation wherein they distance ¢ ~
themsehre's from their previous performances In drder to evaluate and .
examlne them These_. moments of analysis also implicate the reader in
that. if a character changes roles, the reader is also asked to evaluate
how s!he perceives the very Idea of character (subject) formation For
" .
Instance, the narrator in John Fowles The French Lleutenants Woman
plays numerous p.arts. He not only addresses the reader on the subject
’ of hislhe;//\owrg self-creation: ';You do. not even think of your own past
as quite real; you dress it up, you gild if or blacken it, cehsor it. tinker
with it ... ﬁctlona_lize it. in a word, and put it away on -a shelf—your
book, your remanced autobiography" (97), he also moves. freely f.’rom
the twentieth to the nineteenth century. He appears as both a pas-
senger In Charles Smithson’s Victorian train'compa;ftment and as the
“lmpresario” (462) who leans against the Rossett:s gate and evndenhy
regards the. world ad hIS to” possess and use as he likes” ‘(462). Such
! a tactic raises issues about the function of both narrator and character.
By extension,- it also problematizes the reader's'conceptlon about what
constitutes a novel in the first place. As we have seen in Midnighrt‘s'
Children, Star Turn. Hawksmoor, and Chekhov's Journey,~. cbaracfer .(sub-'
. N ,

ject) formation is not, as the Realists would have it. unscripted. Ideolo-

gy. indeed, plays the role of dramatist. The self-conscious manipulaZioﬁ\
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»

of roley/ In these novels, then, reminds us; that characters as well as
readers are constructed in Iideology. |

Postmodern texts are ‘Interrogative in the sense epraIned by Cather-
ine Belsey in Critical’ Pract]ce They disrupt ‘'the” unlty of the reader
by dlscouraglng identification with a unified subject of the enunciation”
(91). Play and drama are appropriate vehicles for this disruption be-
cause they.fprground tl';e dlscdntinuify_ -between what Bélsey describes
as “the ‘I' who speaks and .the ‘I’ whb is repres‘ented in discourse”
(85). Richard Schechner examines this tension in view'gf theatrical’ ‘per-
formance in “News, Sex, and Performance Theory': "All effective perfor-
mances share this '.not—not not’ quality: Olivier is not'Hamlet. but also
he is not r;ot: Hamlet: his .performance is betwéen .a denial of being

another (= [ am me) and a denial of not 'being another (= I am Ham-

let). Perforrner- training focuses lts.techniques not on .making one person
. )

into another, but on permitting the perfdrme;' to act inbetween identi-

ties: in thiSQSense performing is a p?raaigm of liminality” (189~190)., In

the sense that Iimiﬁélity is a threshold and highlights what Schee¢hner

calls “inbetweenness” (190). postmodern- fiction is essentiallg-/ lirﬁinal. even

meta-liminal. The- postmodern itself is defined in terms of “‘otherness,”

even of '‘notness.” As Linda Hutcheon points out in *'Begj ning to
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Theorize Postmodernism.” definitions of the postmodern are "usuaily ac-
companied by a grand flourish of negativized ‘rhetoric: we hear 'of dis-
continuity., disruption disfoeatlon decentring indetermi?&ncy and anti-
totalization, What« all of these, words literally do (by their disavowlng
prefixes, dfs- de- in- anti-) Is incorporate that which " they' aim to

1

( contest—as does, arguably, the term post-modernism itself” (1. We ‘car'r
see this, for ’example. In Hawksmoor. It is not a detective novel becafise
lt deese't 15ubscribe unquestionlngly to the wiles of the genre However
it Is not not a detective novel because it inscribes a superf|c1al Iayer
of recognizable conventions These” movels. then, “act inbetween ident}-
ties” themselves, and also textualize this in the performances of their

characters and examinations -of subijectivity. | en |

» In Hawksmoor characters’ identitiesfare confused lfrom the outset.l Both.
Dyer and Hawksmoor think of th‘emselves .as disteneed from their as-
si{;nef!-- social_ roles. and both are aware of creating ;iersenae in order.
to hide_ from social censure, Dyer has to eenceal his religion and his
sa(criﬁces. ‘and Hawksmoor must "be seen to be taking some action”
(195}, ’despite his inability to solve Ifhe case Narhing here. further

-

prol;lematizes idenfity. Hawksmoor's historical namesake was in fact an

architect. a role which in the novel is ass:gned to Dyer. Dyer builds
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what are recognizably ""Hawksmoor churches," yet he is not Hawksmoor.
" Detective Hawksmoor is not an architect, although his use of architectur-
al metaphors and his search for the “Universal Architect” creates
tension between himself, tha “real” Hawksmoor, and Dyer. We can, of '

course, only” know _the real Hawksmoor through written sources which
make him as fictional a creation as Dyer This flctionalizing Is made dou-
bly apparent because of the novels title. which glves the ‘real” Hawks-
moor a presence in the novel by his very absence from it Sub]ectlvlty
can only be deﬂned. here.J infas the tensions between the characters
and between the characters'q various performances. The- novel plays with
the Realist notion of unchanging human essence in using. paradoxlcally.

supernatural elements to explain the murders and the relationships be-

‘tween architect Hawksmoor, Dyer, | and detective Hawksmoor.

lt is interesting that reviewers of the novel commentf on how ‘sinister
and morby:h it is. Jonathan Keates rev!g in The Observer. is entitled

Creakmg Floorboards (27). Geoff Dyer in Th'e New- Statesman likens

'l

it fo Nicolas _Rdeg's film Don't Look Now (34}, and Alan Hollinghurst,

-

in 7.L.S.. explains that Hawksmoor is "possessed by the spirit of the

architect” (1049). Comments like these reproduced on the dust jacket .
F.

‘ : v .
clearly make terror one of the novel's selling points. It is possible that
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tﬁhe percelved terror, though, Is not'simply the result of the nameless
murderer. or the web of Isuggestlons that the spirit of the archltect; (Dyer
or Hawksmoor)' is haunting twentleth-century London.' The supernatural
wduld oresuppose an eternal human essence, but through its concern
with pe:j_formance.. Hawksmoor discounts the superhatural as a possibil.ity.
The :construetfon of Identity which .'can only be perceived in terms of
negatives and aosen‘ces Iﬁ perhaps the cause of the reviewers' fear .and
dlscomfort In a sense, it would be reassunng if the supernatural were
to blame, but this would provide a solutlon (a name) and thus closure,

) and ‘as we have seen in its abuse of detective story conventions Hawks-

" moor also subverts ideas of either solution or closure. Perhaps this, for

the reviewers, is the most super-natural element of all\

‘Hawksmoor addresses the notion of essential human essence in its

-~

play ﬁvvith ‘the supernatural.‘ ljyer and Hawksmoor eppear to be in a
mirror’ relationshlp to one another—repetltions of phrases and xmages
as welI as Hawksmoors discovery of Dyer's notebook seem to enforce
thls However as in the (convex) m:rrors they both own this reflection
s a dis_tortion. The mirroring, in fact, points out their differences from

one another, the separation between the *[" perceiving and the “other”

figured in the- mirror. Subjectivity is created in the space between these
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two "I"s, not as a fixed essence, but as a co%tantly changing process.
The two textual dramas In Hawksmoor further exemplify this. Both charac-
ters are aware of the distance between their performances and \the scripts

that society has written for them. lt is appropriate then, that both cre—\

ate themseives as characters in dramas wherem they are forced’ to be-:

have In socially suitable ways, Both of these dramas are wrrtten scripts
rather than descriptlons of performances. This is important because they
thus implicate the reader both as audlence and as co—dlrector As writ-

ten scripts they act out their own- limmality since only through the read—

1

er can the " be’ realized.

Nicholas‘ Dyer's play takes place after he has been to the theatre
Here, he sees the audience as part of a masquerade s:rm.lar to the
one appearmg on stag.e "So.. Jt/ﬂas .that | settled my self dowrr to
watch this Ass"emhly .With- its Amorous Smirks. its A la Mode CGrins, its
Antick Bows—the world'heing'but a Masquerade, yet one in which the

Characters do not know their Parts - and must\?éme to the Play-House

in order to studdy them™ (173-174). For a while he is drawn into the

spectacle. like a child watci'ﬁng “the” bright World™. {174), uhti] "some
Gallants" (174) iurrrp from the pit onto the 'stage and reduce the play

to chaqgs. This intrusion of "life"" into art serves to ‘excite Dyer's ridicule

)
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+ not agalnst. the gallants, but against the play which seems to him after
the dis-tUrbaece to be composed of "painted Fictions, wlcked H pocrisles .
and vlllalnous Customs'’ (l74) He forgets the play immediately, dismiss-
Ing it as trite. but his pleasure in making “Merry among the Fallen”
(174), leads him‘ fo see- his subsequent visit to a raucous taverh with

. Jobn' Vanbrugghe (sic) as a play in itself. He calls it Hospiraflforl' Fools.
Here, Dyer.mocks the pldy he hds just seen for ite play-fulness: “the
Sunne was a‘_Round flat shining Disc and the Thender vzras a Neise
from_a Dru;'n or Pan” (175). The conversation that fallows revolves around
the topic of imitation with Dyer arguing that art should imitate t}le an-
cients and Vanbrugghe counteﬁng that jart should not- merely plagiarize
but instead should ,follow' nature and "tﬁe preSent Age” (177). This Is
interesting since the play itself both is and is not an imitation (};oth
of eighteenth -century drama and of the play Dyer has just seen) and
in -this it imltates_the ‘not—not not” consgucnon of the novel.:

L]

lnl the following chapter-of the novel, Hawksmoor too participates
in_% brief -textual piay whilehe is interviewing a tramp about/)?e murd-
ers. This performance is in the line- of his duty as a pollice Qfﬁcer.
althou'gh the exchange ‘between Hewksmoor and the tramp does little

to further the investigation. The dialogue is brief and disjointed, and
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the setting Is a small white room behind which "Walter took notes and”

watched this sj?ne" (194). As the pr,e:-vlous play followed the form of
. . ‘
elghteenth-century drama. this one s ms) modelled on televjslon; Walter,
the audie.nce, is watching timrough .thédieen of a tw'o-way mirror, and
the performan‘ce he sees is a simulacrum of an interview since Hawké—
moor Is. by this point. lasing his reason. It is interesting that in both
these é:hapters the textu\'a/ljplays highlight the notion of the performing
self even though more elaborate performances take place elsewhere in
the chépters. Dyer, prior to his going to the theatre. has to attend
the funeral of Yorick Hayes. one of his co-workers and his Iatgsf Satanic
_ sacrifice. Hawksmoor. after .hi‘s' interview with the “tramp, is‘_désmisse'd

] . . N
from the case. and has to maintain a semblance of dignity in front of

his- fellow officers. Under stress, howeyel:, he tries'to 'sepa!:ate hfs charac-
ter frpm ths:SJ:ript: “he tried to look at hirnse_lf as if he wére a stranger.
so that he might be able to predict his next step;' (202).
4
The performatiye a_spect.of Hawksmoor is clearly an undermining of
any stable notion of self. Thﬂ ap;Iigs not only to the clearly fictional

characters, but a!so to the “feal” historical figure of N:cholas Hawks-

moor. It is,interesting to ncy/'hough that the illusion of a transcery
/
dent essence of self is maintained not only by the injection of the super-

y; - -,
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natural elements but by an even more famlliar ploy. The author's dis

clfimep=<Any relatlon to real people. either llv]ngF or dead, is entirely

coincldentaly 1 have employed many sources In the preparation of
Hawksmoor, but this version of hlsfory is. my own invention" (218). ap-
pears at the end of the novel not, as is usual, at the beginning. This

ensures that the Hlusion of the ‘‘real’ Nicholas Hawksmoor: is a viable

one until he -is finally exorcised at the end.

ln John Fowles' The Magus, there is a simlilar tension between the

search for a "real” self and the underlying notion that{ self is a series
of-performances. The Magus itself has a performanee history as é text.
Fowles rewrofeé the 1966 text, and in I9:f7 published a revised versien
with an explanatory forward. In ;his,' he acknowledgee some of his‘“int
fluences.”” both literary and biographieal_. and discusses his dissatisfagtio_p
with #e "haphazard and ‘naively‘ instinctive” (6) original. In what amounts

to an apology. he confesses that even the second version is* most at-

tractive to the adolescent mind. %"that it must ilways substantiallyﬁ

remain a novel of adolescence writfén by a retarded adolescent’” (9).

[}

Nevertheless. he counters. the novel has an important mission ‘which J;e
describes -as an. exploration of the antipathy between Go@ and)freedOm

~\
At the heart of his story. he explains, 1s the notion that ‘true freedom

J - )

265

)
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lies between each two. never in one alone, and therefore: it can never
be absolute. freedom. All. freedom. even the maost relative, may .be a
fiction: but mine, and still today, prefers the other hypothesis™ (10).
;he author’s 'preface) is Important here, nof for thematic concordance
.« .
with the text proper, nor for reasons.of “Influence.” Indeed. the preface
is, by virtue of its inclusion between the covers, not a separate critical
comment, but a part of the text itself. What is Interesting about It is
what it does with the liminal space it represents. The preface itself is
what “lies between each two" editions ofA The Magus. Is it then “true
freedom” or is it an assertion of author-ity that denies the reader a
similar right to perform in rewriting the text. yet again? The preface
is a performance of both authorial hfihty and control.'i and the subject
is clearly more the rewritten author than the revised text. There are
several co_ntraciictorY impulses here. Onl -one hand., Fowles asserts that
the “meaning” of- The Magus is “whatever reaction it provokes in the
reader, and so far as [ am coocemed there _i?mno‘_‘given ‘right’ reaction”
(9). On the other, his reading of the inﬂuer\ces Qn his text, biographical

or hterary is not a neutral ore. It cannot help but condition the read-_

. er's response to the novel.

The performance of the rewritten author (Fowles draws the reader's

. . ’ e
[
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attention to the d{f@ence between this self and the one who wrote
, .

the first version) Is one which hides the nature of author-ity that the

existence of such a preface must necessarily addsess. Fowles creates

himself as subject to the whims of a (not very mature or intelliéent)
audience. This nove; he says, which pleases his readers the most pleases
him .least. [In a sense, the preface is a performance that denies
performance—or at least those aspects of it which highlight muitiplicity.
Paradéxically, Fowles-tacit‘ly'acknowl_edges in writing it. that the :econd
version of The Magus is in Itself a performance of “tTTe_\ script of the
first one. The preface i§ a curious beginning to a novel whose major
conce;n is with meta-theatre and the variety of roles within it. The
preface's concerns gre. th.ose of Realist reading, and this is" encouraged
through the authority of biographical detail, "inﬂuen'ce.”‘ and the voice
‘ of the author who is penitent for his past "flux.” It is an odd be.gmmng‘
. to a novel "which undermmes all of these. Yet in a sense, it is one
- more layer of the meta-theatre because it presents one kind of -

_readerlauthor relationship among the many the novel explores. In this,

Fowles, like Coﬁchis.. is playing a “"Godgame."

The godgame played in The Magus consists of a series of frémes

-which are repeatedly established and broken. This frame-breaking. . as
» _

S
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Brilan McHale points oﬁt. presents us with a series of illusions of '‘real+
ty”: "Intended to establish an absolute.level of reality, it paradoxically
relativizes reality; Infendec_i to provide an ontologically stable foothold,
it only destabilizes ontology further” (197). This is a more than apt
description of the effects of Maurice Conchis’ “meta-theatre”’ in the nov-
el, a ‘theatre designed “to "allow participants to see thmugh their first
roles in it” .(408-409')-. The narrator, Nicholas Urfe, is the subject of ‘ .'

a bizarre experiment. the object of which appears to be to make Nicho—U

-

A

las accept responsibility for his "frue self. As Conchis explains: '‘There
comes a time in each life like a point of fulcrum. At that time you
must accept yourself. It is not any more what you wnll become. It is
what you are and always will be. You are too young to knowl this.
You are still becoming. Not being"‘ (109). At ﬁrsf glance. this speech