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Madeleine Danova. THE JAMESIAD. BETWEEN FACT AND FICTION: THE POSTMOD-
ERN LIVES OF HENRY JAMES

The present study, which is part of a larger book, focuses on a curious fact from the recent
history of postmodern literature, the merging of the biographical and the fictional to produce a new
genre, biofiction, which embodies all the characteristics of postmodern writing. The emphasis is
on the use of the life and works of one of the icons of Anglo-American writing, Henry James, as
a fictional character in a series of novels published in the last decade or so. The study explores the
interaction between fact and fiction in these postmodern novels and the problematizing of the bio-
graphical subject by the postmodern writers.

Maonen Jlanosa. JDKEMCHAIA. MEXIY ®AKTUTE U ®PUKLIMOHAJIHOCTTA: IIOCT-
MOJEPHUTE )XUBOTHU HA XEHPU JDKEMMC

Hacrosmara cTyausi, KOsTO € 4acT OT MO-TOJIIMO HM3CJ€/IBaHe, pasmiex/]a eAUH HHTepPeceH
¢akT oT chBpeMeHHAaTa IIOCTMO/IEpHA JINTeparypa, a UMEHHO CJIMBaHETO Ha GHOrpaduIHOTO U PHUK-
LHOHAIHOTO B HOB JKaHpP, OMO(UKI[MOHAIHATA JIUTEPATypa, KONTO OJNUIETBOPSIBA BCHUKH Hal-Xa-
paKkTepHM YepTH Ha MOCTMOAEPHOTO MHcaHe. BHMMaHNETO € HaCOYeHO KbM HM3IOI3BaHETO Ha JKH-
BOTA M IIPOU3BE/ICHUATA HA €JHA OT eMOJIeMaTHYHUTE (PUTYPH B aHIIIO-aMEpUKaHCKaTa JIMTepaTypa,
Xenpu Jlxeiimc, kato GUKIMOHATICH Tepoi B OPEAUIIa OT POMaHU, ITyOIMKyBaHH IIPe3 MOCISAHOTO
JeceTuiietre. M3cnenBaneTo aHaM31upa B3aUMOZICHCTBHETO MEXK Ly (HakT ¥ QUKL B T€3H TOCTMO-
JIEpHU POMaHU U MpobieMaTH3upaHeTo Ha OuorpaduyHus CyOeKkT B TBOPOUTE Ha MOCTMOACPHUTE
MHCaTeln.



INTRODUCTION

Fifteen years ago, Kenneth Warren used the question, “Still reading Henry
James?” as a title to an article published in Henry James s Review, while Jonathan
Freedman in his “Introduction” to the Cambridge Companion to Henry James
observed that in comparison to Henry James and his works,

[flew writers would seem /ess likely to survive than one thoroughly embedded
in the highest of high literary culture [...] and few bodies of work would seem
less likely to thrive in our MTV-mediated age of instantaneous apprehension.
(Freedman 1998: 1)

On the other hand, every Jamesian scholar seems to believe in Robert Louis
Stevenson’s prediction that in Heaven there will be nothing bur harp songs and
reading Henry James. So, if we try to step out of our enchantment with Henry
James, what then could be his place in the twenty-first century?

In the last few years there has been an unusual crop of novels that either rec-
reate Henry James’s life as a fictionalized narrative or use him as a character in a
totally invented story. In 2004 alone David Lodge published Author, Author, Colm
Toéibin The Master, and Emma Tennant’s Felony, although first published in 2002,
appeared in paperback. Another of the novels published in April 2004 and the one
to win the Man Booker Prize for 2004 against Téibin’s work, Alan Hollinghurst’s
The Line of Beauty, also involves Henry James in part of its narrative. Also in
2004, the South African writer Michiel Heyns offered to London publishers an-
other book on Henry James entitled 7he Typewriter’s Tale. The novel was refused
by a lot of publishers as the last one in this 2004 succession of Jamesian novels and
was published in 2005. Again in 2004, Michiel Heyns wrote an article in Prospect
Magazine “The Curse of Henry James” in an attempt to explain this extraordinary
sequence as did David Lodge, whose lengthy essay “The Year of Henry James; or
Timing is All: The Story of a Novel”, written in 2005, was included in his book
of the same title published in 2007, while Cynthia Ozick published her “An (Un-
fortunate) Interview with Henry James” to appear later in her 2006 collection of
essays The Din in the Head.

The year 2004 does seem exceptional in respect to the attention Henry James
received from writers and critics alike. But it is in fact one in a succession of
moments in literary history, which have been marked by a heightened interest in
Henry James and his life as an individual and as a writer. The early 1990s saw
two other such writings, Joan Aiken’s The Haunting of Lamb House (1993), and
Susan Sontag’s play Alice in Bed, also published in 1993, based on the tragic
life of Alice James, the sister of William and Henry James, in which she merges
imaginatively with Lewis Carroll’s Alice and receives advice by Emily Dickinson



and Margaret Fuller at a tea-party. It should be also mentioned that in 1970 David
Plante published the novel The Ghost of Henry James, which in its indirect use of
Henry James’s style and haunting presence resembles very much Hollinghurst’s
The Line of Beauty. To this list we have to add three more books from the end of
the twentieth century: Kathryn Kramer’s Sweet Water (1998), Carol de Chellis
Hill’s Henry James's Midnight Song, published in 1999 and Timothy Findley’s
Pilgrim, published in 1999, employing either a fictional character based on Henry
James or Henry James himself as a fictional character along with a cast of famous
people such as Sigmund Freud, Carl Jung, and their spouses.

After 2004, despite the warning of Heyns, the attention of the writers has
not for a moment wavered away from Henry James. In 2007, there appeared two
other novels, Edmund White’s Hotel de Dream, artfully recreating the last days
of Stephen Crane who was part of Henry James’s “ring of conspirators”, to use
Miranda Seymour’s phrase and Edwin Yoder’s, a former columnist at Washington
Post, Lions at Lamb House, which again put together Henry James and Sigmund
Freud, but this time with the assistance of William James, to create another parody
of the fin-de-siucle obsession with psychoanalysis.

The following year, 2008, marked the publication of Cynthia Ozick’s Dicta-
tion, in the title story of which Henry James becomes a character in a comic melo-
drama and of Joyce Carol Oates’ Wild Nights!, a collection of “stories about the
last days of Poe, Dickinson, Twain, James, and Hemingway.” It includes the story
“The Master at St. Bartholomew’s,” based on the last days of Henry James spent
among the wounded in the First World War.

It was in the same, year that still another novel using Henry James and his
brother William as central characters was published, The James Boys: A Novel
Account of Four Desperate Brothers by Richard Liebmann-Smith. The plot takes
its lead from the quite coincidental fact that two of the most influential nineteenth-
century families in the USA shared a common name and puts Henry and William
in direct relation to Jesse and Frank to produce a hilarious burlesque of adventures
in the Wild West.

This obsession with Henry James saw its latest manifestation in 2010 with
two books, one by Paula Merantz Cohen entitled What Alice Knew: A Most Curi-
ous Tale of Henry James and Jack the Ripper and another by Cynthia Ozick, For-
eign Bodies. The former brings together William, Henry, and Alice in an attempt
to solve the mystery surrounding the gruesome murders in Whitechapel, London,
from the end of the nineteenth century attributed to the infamous Jack the Ripper.
The latter re-writes one of James’s masterpieces, The Ambassadors, following a
tradition that started in the first half of the twentieth century of using his texts as a
background for the creation of new fictional worlds.

The re-writing of some of the most famous of Henry James’s novels has been
a continuous trend in the last two decades with another outstanding example from
the very beginning of the twenty-first century, lan McEwan’s novel Afonement



(2001), which draws heavily on What Maisie Knew and Wendy Lesser’s rewriting
of the Golden Bowl, The Pagoda in the Garden, published in 2005.

Another aspect of this ever growing popularity of Henry James is his influ-
ence on Latin American writers. He has been a definite inspiration for such im-
portant authors as the Chilean José Donoso, the Argentinean Jose Bianco and the
Mexican Carlos Fuentes and Sergio Pitol. As early as 1945, Borges wrote a pre-
face to the translation of James’s short story, “The Abasement of the Northmores”
in which he states:

I do not know of a stranger work than that of James [...] The writers I have
mentioned are, from the very beginning, astonishing; the worlds they introduce
in their works are almost professionally unreal; James, before revealing what
he is, a benevolent and resigned inhabitant of Hell, dares to present himself
as a mundane novelist, slightly less colourful than the majority. (in Monegal
1979: 270)

As Monegal observes:

The whole of James’s art — a certain way of presenting the real, of obliquely
introducing a glimpse of the world’s most perverse sides, of improving through
craft and style on reality’s ambiguities — left an enduring mark on some of the
most original Argentine writers of today. (Monegal 1979: 271)

He discusses at length two novels, José Donoso’s Coronacion, 1957 (Corona-
tion, 1965) and Carlos Fuentes’s, Aura, 1962, (English, 1965) in which he discov-
ers the recognizable presence of Henry James’s The Aspern Papers. He claims
that, “the same close, claustrophobic, decadent world built around the immortal,
malevolent idol in James’ novel can be recognized in the[se] Latin American ver-
sions” (Monegal 1979: 271).

From the more recent Latin American novels focusing on Henry James and
his art, it is worth mentioning Guillermo Martinez’s The Book of Murder (2008),
in which, although Henry James does not play a role as a character, he is constant-
ly quoted by the unnamed narrator who becomes entangled in a story of mysteri-
ous murders, which, to the belief of his once-hired amanuensis and the gone-mad
secretary of the famous writer Kloster, have been engineered by Kloster himself.

This literary obsession with Henry James seems to have acquired epic dimen-
sions, a twenty-first-century ‘Jamesiad,’ that needs closer critical attention and
more devoted efforts to understand how fact and fiction have come together to
create a new postmodern genre.

“The moment of Henry James,” a term borrowed from Freedman (1998: 1),
as the last two decades can be called!, is characterized also by a proliferation of

' Max Saunders even talks about “the Century of Henry James” (Saunders 2008: 122).
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critical studies on Henry James and the publication of whole issues of some of the
important scholarly journals entirely devoted to the Master. Such an example is
the first issue of the Cambridge Quarterly from 2008. Moreover, there have been
several very significant attempts to re-define Henry James’s scholarly biography
that started with Fred Kaplan’s Henry James: The Imagination of Genius, A Biog-
raphy (1992) and continued with the two volumes of Sheldon M. Novick’s Henry
James: The Young Master (1996), and Henry James: The Mature Master (2007),
Susan Gunter’s biography of Alice Gibbens James, the wife of Henry James’s
brother William, entitled Alice in Jamesland (2009), and the epic endeavor to have
all letters of James collected and published by the University of Nebraska Center
for the Study of Henry James, to mention just a few?.

The critical studies, however, of the novels using Henry James’s life and
work have not been that numerous. One of the few critical papers is Max Saun-
ders’ “Master Narratives” published in the 2008 issue of the Cambridge Quarterly
devoted to Henry James in which he discusses Lodge’s and Téibin’s novels. He
is one of the first to suggest that there should be an explanation why Henry James
has become so popular with novelists, not only postmodernists but also modern-
ists, as he claims. His answer to this vexing question is:

James is the supreme example in English of the novelist’s novelist. To be able
to represent the interiority of such a fierce literary intelligence and complex
sensibility is a supreme challenge for a writer. James’s biographers cannot
escape working under the shadow of his pre-emptive condemnations, evasions,
and confusions of their efforts. (Saunders 2008: 127)

Saunders makes a good case for why Lodge’s book never achieved the
success of Toibin’s by making a differentiation between lecturing about the writ-
er’s style in Lodge’s case and showing in depth how art and life intermingle in
Téibin’s one. Saunders, however, does not dwell on the problem of the generic
hybridity of these novels at length, stating only that biography has always been
a hybrid genre. The subtleties of this hybrid genre will be what the present study
undertakes to reveal. It is also a continuation of Saunders’s investigations since
he himself'is sure that “the year of Henry James won’t die quietly. Whether or not
it began before 2003, it looks set to continue well beyond 2007, along with the
controversies and fictionalizations” (Saunders 2008: 131). That is what I will try
to analyze in more detail in the chapters to come.

2 The bibliography of Henry James studies in the last two decades is really staggering and impos-
sible to list here but for a more comprehensive view see the issues of American Literary Scholar-
ship from the 1990s and 2000s where the chapters written by Sarah Daugherty give an excellent
overview of it.



The other important work is Cora Kaplan’s Victoriana which explores the
obsession of postmodern writers with “things Victorian” and which includes a
chapter on Lodge’s, Téibin’s, and Hollinghurst’s novels. Kaplan reaches the con-
clusion that “James’s malleability as an exemplary writer for different conjunc-
tures may be one key to his present popularity” (Kaplan 2007: 64).

The same issues were discussed by Julie Rivkin in her talk at Jamesian Strands
Conference at Newport in 2008, which was published under the title “Henry James,
c’est moi: Jamesian Afterlives” in The Henry James Review. She briefly discusses
Toéibin’s novel in an attempt to find an answer to the extraordinary popularity of
the Jamesian bio-novels. In her opinion there are two explanations, which overlap,
the psychoanalytic and the cultural-historical (Rivkin 2010: 2).

As a whole, however, there has been no systematic attempt to explain the
emergence of this whole cycle of fictional works on Henry James that I have
called a Jamesiad, and to interpret it against the backdrop of the postmodern de-
velopment of the genre of the literary biography. To provide a more comprehen-
sive view of how the prevailing ideas of hybridity, fluidity, and “creolization” that
have shaped the contemporary world view (Hannerz 1997: 5) have influenced
the generic characteristics of literary biography, is the major task of the present
study.

Another interesting aspect that is part of the study of this Jamesiad is the dif-
ferent status Henry James has as the fictional character in the novels under discus-
sion. He is the central character of The Master and Author, Author, while Felony
and The Typewriter’s Tale use him as one of a cast of characters engaged in a tan-
gled drama of relations. The first two are usually seen as fictionalized biographies,
while the latter are interpreted rather as biographical fictions or bio(gra)fictions.
On the other hand, we have Henry James s Midnight Song and The James Boys:
A Novel Account of Four Desperate Brothers, entirely fictional narratives which
follow the cannons of the classical detective/mystery story. None of these fall
within the field of a very well established genre, i.e. the genre of the literary bi-
ography, the biography of famous men and women of letters. All these works in
fact become a very good example of the postmodern tendency of breaking genre
boundaries — as George Walden writes, “genre-bending seems back in fashion,
in the shape of biography more or less artfully bent into novel form” (48), while
Gunnthorunn Gudmundsdottir concludes:

[Fliction is used [...] as a vehicle for telling of a life, as a tool for making
memories come alive, and for fashioning some sort of self-image. When used
effectively, successful negotiation between the [auto]biographical and fictional
strands of life-writing can open up the past, by acknowledging the impossibility
of giving a definite version of a life. (Gudmundsdottir 2003: 73)
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All that poses a lot of questions concerning the ratio between fact and fiction
any such work should observe. That is even further complicated by the fact that
the writers themselves have always been evasive about the distinction between
biography and fiction. We only have to recall that the very first novels in English
written by Daniel Defoe were disguised as autobiographies — suggesting that an
entirely fictional story would not have deserved the attention and the time of his
reading public. Moreover, writers have quite often defined biography as “a form
of history,” i.e. a realm that by definition should stand apart from the field of the
fictional.

In her now famous essay from 1939 “The Art of Biography” Virginia Woolf
writes:

It seems, then, that when the biographer complained that he was tied by friends,
letters, and documents he was laying his finger upon a necessary element in
biography; and that it is also a necessary limitation. For the invented character
lives in a free world where the facts are verified by one person only — the artist
himself. Their authenticity lies in the truth of his own vision. The world created
by that vision is rarer, intenser, and more wholly of a piece than the world that is
largely made of authentic information supplied by other people. And because of
this difference the two kinds of fact will not mix; if they touch they destroy each
other. No one, the conclusion seems to be, can make the best of both worlds; you
must choose, and you must abide by your choice. (Woolf 1974: 188)

It is strange to find such a claim ten years after the same writer had published
Orlando, in which fact and fiction not only do not destroy each other but pro-
duce a synergy chartering new trajectories to be explored by postmodern literature
later in the century. Thus, the blending of fact and fiction has for quite some time
been seen as the characteristic not so much of the age of modernism but of the
postmodern age, of what Marta Dvorak has called “the postmodern converging
of autobiography, biography, and documentary within a single fictional space”
(Dvorak 2001: 99).

Critics have coined different names for this hybrid generic form, literary/
fictionalized biography, biographical fiction, auto/biografiction, biofiction. Lio-
nell Trilling, for example, has claimed that the life of poets is “paradigmatic for
biography” (Trilling, 39), while others would see the specific attraction of the
fictionalized biography in the combination of “the psychological novel and the
confessional lyrics” (Altick, xi). The present study will look at the state of the
art within postmodern life-writing in the first decade of the twenty-first century
and trace the way the traditional battle between history and fiction, i.e. between
fact and fiction, in which biography has been called upon to play the role of a

3 See A. S. Byatt’s The Biographer s Tale as quoted in Mariadele Boccardi, p. 149.
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mediator, has changed under the influence of the postmodern worldview and has
thus turned biography into one of the most destabilized fields within postmodern
writing.

One of the fundamental questions of the contemporary debate on biography is
whether this genre, which has its roots in ancient times, much earlier than the great
works of Classical Antiquity, Plato’s Dialogues (4 BC) and Plutarch’s Parallel
Lives (1 AD), in the third millennium BC in Egypt, Babylonia and Assyria (Parke
2002: xxi), could still be seen as stable, untouched by the postmodern hybridiza-
tion. If we look closer at the real essence of literary biography, we will see that
even at the very beginning, it was part of a border zone, a kind of a “third space”
which shares the characteristics of both the historical and the fictional narratives.

It seems to have started with Plutarch, the writer who, as Bogdan Bogdanov
claims, despite all the early examples, has exercised the greatest influence on the
development of this genre in European literature. Before him there was the eulo-
gistic biography, which praised the lives of the great men in history, closely linked
to the panegyric and the biography which described the lives of famous poets and
writers and was meant for a close circle of connoisseurs (borgasos: 5).

There is no doubt that Plutarch was well acquainted with both of these forms
but he is the first to have used purposefully the hybridity of the genre.

Led by practical philosophy, he is interested not in the masses of people and the
great events in history but in the single personality. His intuitive ambition is to
present this personality full of life, through the telling of both the insignificant
and the great events in the person’s life, to connect the great and the small, or
in Rousseau’s words, ‘he has this extraordinary gift to describe the greatness
in people in their trivial deeds’. Too practically moralistic in his attitude, the
historian ends up in fiction. His shortcomings as a historian triumph in his skills
as a writer*. (bormaHos: 5)

This generic ‘in-betweenness’ of biography, a word coined by one of the last
Neoplatonists, Damascius (458-538 AD), would be preserved in the next centu-
ries encompassing such diverse forms as the gospel writing, the lives of saints,
Boccaccio’s Life of Dante and Vasari’s Lives of the Most Excellent Italian Paint-
ers, Sculptors, and Architects, from Cimabue to Our Times, to come to Dryden’s
Life of Plutarch (1683), where the term ‘biography’ is used for the first time in its
contemporary meaning as ‘the story of one’s life.” The most famous biographer
of the eighteenth century was of course James Boswell, the life-long biographer
of Samuel Johnson. The greatest blossoming of this genre, however, was during
Romanticism but it has preserved its pull over the public and the writers alike ever
since that age.

4 Translation mine, M.D.
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The borderline character of biography has made it one of the preferred genres
for the postmodern writer, who is forever tempted by what Linda Hutcheon has
called “the postmodern historiographic metafiction,” a way of writing that erases
the division between historiography, which tells us what people do, and biogra-
phy, which tells us what people are, to use Plutarch’s definition.

In his book Self Impression: Life-Writing, Autobiografiction, and the Forms
of Modern Literature Max Saunders writes:

There is life-writing after modernism, of course, and postmodernism becomes
ever more playful in its fictionalizing games with it. The body of my story must
expire around 1930s; when the New Biography had been identified, and had
shown itself to be at the same time auto/biography, biografiction, and auto/
biografiction. The story of what this multiple personality did next would be
another book. (Saunders 2010: 484)

The present study takes up the difficult task of beginning to write this other
book and to see how postmodern literature has faced the ambiguities of writing
about the biographical self from a changed perspective of history and fiction. This
changed perspective has been much dependent on the “ambivalent” struggle of
postmodernism with psychoanalysis to paraphrase Saunders’ claim (2010: 485).
In my understanding, this struggle to come to terms with the subconscious and the
ways in which the self is shaped by sexuality and repression, with the “discord
and desire” of life that the critic/biographer has to face each day, as Cynthia Ozick
defines it in her essay on Susan Sontag’s life and work (2006: 5), is intricately
connected to the two powerful dichotomous myths concerning understanding that
Western culture has been shaped by defined by Lakoff and Johnson in their now
classical study Metaphors We Live by. These are the myth of objectivism and
the myth of subjectivism. They have alternatively shaped Western philosophical,
social, and scientific research without paying much attention to a third possible
way of understanding the world around us, which Lakoff and Johnson call the
experientialist myth.

Unlike objectivism, experientialism believes that there is no absolute truth
and it is possible to achieve knowledge, fairness, and impartiality without search-
ing for such an absolute truth. Such a view can make it possible to see what a
scientific theory may hide as well as what it might reveal and thus give us an op-
portunity to find out what is important for an individual.

Experientialism, however, differs from subjectivism as well since it denies
the Romantic belief in the absolute subjectivity of understanding. Just the oppo-
site, it emphasizes, as Lakoff and Johnson say,

13



... the construction of coherence via experiential gestalts provid[ing] an account
of what it means for something to be significant to an individual. Moreover,
it gives an account of how understanding uses the primary resources of the
imagination via metaphor and how it is possible to give experience new meaning
and to create new realities. (Lakoff 2003: 228)

The experientialism Lakoff and Johnson talk about seems quite close to
William James’s “pluralistic universe.” William James insisted that the practice
of radically separating the “higher” rational faculties from the “lower” instinctual
ones, a practice that underpins respectively both objectivism and subjectivism,
made no sense. He believed that the mind must be conceived of as functionally
integrated. Once the mind, guided by its passions, had chosen which perceptions
to bring to consciousness, it might proceed to formulate abstract concepts based
on them, but in doing so, it necessarily introduced further distortions. Thus the
initial raw sensory experience, he believed, was the closest we could come to
knowing reality; each application of the intellect, however valuable it might be for
practical purposes, took us further from the “truth.” For this reason, James con-
cluded, human beings were doomed forever to epistemological uncertainty. For
the great majority of his contemporaries this was a horrible revelation, but to him
it was infinitely exciting, precisely because it banished the closed, deterministic
universe of the nineteenth-century positivism in favor of an “open” (pluralistic)
universe governed by change and chance where the process of discovery would
be continuous.

The present study will take its cue from exactly such theories about the world
we live in?, in order to see how the lives of famous writers have become the
subject of postmodern fictional narratives and how that has transformed the very
genre of life writing.

THE POSTMODERN BIOGRAPHY AND THE HENRY JAMES MOMENT

Whenever we approach the life of a person, we instinctively believe that we
have to find solid reference in documents, memoirs, and other evidence left for
posterity in order to be able to explain the events and the deeds of the biographical
subject. The biographer becomes a detective who has to produce enough proof for
every claim that would be made concerning the life of the object under ‘investi-
gation.” The letters, the autobiographies, the diaries, and the notebooks turn into
treasured trophies in this quest for the ‘truth’ of one’s life. But what if all these
documents are as invented as any of the fictional narratives of literature? And

3> For another way of connecting such theories to postmodern Native American writing see Danova
(2007).
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what could guarantee the ‘truthfulness’ of all these documents, especially when
they have been left by writers of fiction?

As early as 1992 Touching the World: Reference in Autobiography by John
Paul Eakin discussed the fictional nature of some of the most important moments
in Henry James’s early life as described in his autobiographical works 4 Small
Boy and Others and Notes of a Son and Brother, which together with the post-
humously published The Middle Years were later issued by Frederick W. Dupee
as Henry James: Autobiography. It is a well-known fact that James never called
these works autobiographical, all the time he insisted that he was writing them as
a tribute to the lives of his late father and beloved brother. But although meant as
‘documents’ of the life of his closest people, the very first lines of 4 Small Boy
and Others reveal the ambiguous attitude of Henry James himself towards the
biographical past, which becomes ‘composed’ as any of the fictional worlds of his
own novels and stories:

In the attempt to place together some particulars of the early life of William
James and present him in his setting, his immediate native and domestic air, so
that any future gathered memorials of him might become the more intelligible
and interesting, I found one of the consequences of my interrogation of the past
assert itself a good deal at the expense of some of the others. For it was to
memory in the first place that my main appeal for particulars had to be made [...]
To knock at the door of the past was in a word to see it open to me quite wide
— to see the world within begin to “compose” with a grace of its own round the
primary figure, see it people itself vividly and insistently. (James 1913: 1-2)

Eakin is one of the first to note that this ‘peopling’ of the past on the pages
of the autobiographical writings is in fact another act of creating an imaginary
world that is as much the product of the writer’s imagination as any of the fic-
tional worlds they create. As he points out, we have to agree with Peter Brooks
who postulates a very different kind of referentiality, one that serves as a kind of
supplement for the original search for the roots of the self, often to be found in
psychoanalysis, that “has been the traditional concern of the biographer and the
historian” (Eakin 1992: 63). What Brooks claims is that, “All tales may lead back
not so much to events as to other tales, to man as a structure of the fictions he tells
about himself” (Brooks 1992: 277).

Eakin is quite aware that such a claim puts the biographer in a very peril-
ous situation but he insists that, “the making of fictions about the self, indeed the
making of a fictive self, is a fact and likely to be a principal fact of experience
not merely in the creation of an autobiography but in the making of a life” (Eakin
1992: 64). All the novels under discussion here seem to have become part of this
story-telling, this creation of fictive selves that inhabit both the world of the facts
and the world of the imagination. For many of the contemporary critics this has
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become one of the features of postmodern fiction and they have tried to define it
in different ways.

In the next pages I will follow some of the most important trends in postmod-
ern criticism that have grappled with this question and will offer a working defini-
tion of the hybrid genre that has emerged out of the writings of all these writers.
The characteristic features that will be identified will help us in the analysis of the
works under discussion. As Albert E. Stone claims:

Whether intended or taken as imaginative creation or historical reconstruction,
an [auto]biography is part and parcel of cultural history. At publication, it is
embedded in one situation; then each reader re-embeds the story in her or his
own private and social context. Whether as bestseller or unnoticed work, the
[auto]biography then begins its unique history. Culturally important American
life-stories have often become re-embedded in later moments and different sets
of circumstances, with new or renewed meanings. (Stone 1991: 101)

In my understanding this is exactly what has happened to Henry James’s bi-
ography and its fictionalized examples. One of the terms that has often been used
in the last years to describe these works is auto/biografiction. It comes from an
essay published surprisingly early, in 1906, by Stephen Reynolds in an attempt to
define a new trend within modernist writing. He tries to define this elusive genre
as somewhere between autobiography, fiction, and the essay:

The phrase autobiographical fiction is mainly reserved for fiction with a good
deal of the writer’s own life in it, or for those lapses from fact which occur in most
autobiographies. Hence the need for coining a rather dreadful portmanteau-word
like autobiografiction in order to connote shortly a minor literary form which
stands between those two extremes; which is of late growth and of a nature at
once very indefinite and very definite. [...] It is so indefinite, and shades off so
gradually into better marked, well-known forms, that its existence as a distinct
literary genre appears disputable. At the same time it is the outcome of definite
tendencies and has a very definite position on the literary chart. Where the three
converging lines — autobiography, fiction, and the essay — meet, at that point lies
autobiografiction. (Reynolds 1906: 28)

Reynolds provides three examples, which, in his understanding, illustrate the
characteristics of this ‘minor’ genre well. “In each of them,” Reynolds writes,
“the author strings what we may believe to be genuine spiritual experiences on a
more or less fictitious but very credible autobiography” (Reynolds 1906: 28). He
is aware that “spiritual experiences” is a very tricky term and elucidates this new
genre in terms of the writer availing himself of both the realm of solid facts and
spiritual or imaginary worlds:
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He invents a certain amount of autobiographical detail, or (which comes to
much the same) he selects from his life the requisite amount of autobiographical
material, adding perhaps a quantity of pure fiction, and on that he builds the
spiritual experience, with that he dilutes it, and makes it coherent and readable.
The result is autobiografiction, a literary form more direct and intimate probably
than any to be found outside poetry. (Reynolds 1906: 28)

Out of this new form that Reynolds ‘discovers,’ there emerges a genre that
would become the part and parcel of modernist writing — it is enough to mention
only two of the numerous examples in English and American literature, Virginia
Woolf’s Orlando and Gertrude Stein’s The Autobiography of Alice B. Toklas. The
genre would outgrow significantly the boundaries of the essay to occupy a major
part of the field of the novel and, as mentioned above, to be picked up by post-
modern critics, very often without any reference to modernism, as Max Saunders
has observed.

The question then becomes whether this term should be reserved exclusively
for the writings of the modernists or whether it can be safely applied to the works
of contemporary authors. Max Saunders devotes a whole chapter, “After-Lives:
Postmodern Experiments in Meta-Auto/biografiction: Sartre, Nabokov, Lessing,
Byatt” (Saunders 2010: 484-500) to postmodernist writers and proclaims Byatt’s
Possession one of the best examples of what he calls “biographic metafiction”
(Saunders 2010: 494). Byatt’s ‘ventriloquism’ in writing the poems, the biogra-
phies, the critical pieces of her characters becomes for him a paragon of the preoc-
cupation of the postmodern writers with life-writing and he insists that although
the whole book represents a marvelous example of the use of the pastiche with
the embedded poems and biographies, it is the literary works that turn the atten-
tion of the protagonists toward the biographies. “It is the literary works that have
‘possessed’ the scholars, and made them care about the biographies. These liter-
ary works are then found to ‘contain’ the stories that contain them” (Saunders
2010: 498). This building of overarching narratives which resemble very much
the famous Chinese boxes turns out to be quite suitable for the ‘genre-bending’
that occurs within auto/biografiction in which the postmodern play with different
styles and life-stories from previous ages becomes one of the most characteristic
features.

This postmodern pre-occupation with the past, as a verifiable document and a
fictive narrative, has made some critics such as Cora Kaplan talk about the “gro-
tesque and even dangerous side of the historical imagination” of postmodernism
as exemplified in what she calls “Victoriana”, the interest in Victorian ‘collect-
ibles,” which in her definition include not just the material culture of the Victorian
Age but histories, stories, adaptations, pastiches, and parodies that signal both
a nostalgia for and a transformation of the whole concept of history. History, in
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Kaplan’s understanding, has become not only lost, or “a one-dimensional figure
in the carpet, a thematic element in the syncretic pattern of a perpetual present”
as such theorists as Frederic Jameson have called it (Jameson 1984) but also “a
conceptual nomad [...] permanently restless and unsettled” (Kaplan 2007: 1-3).
As a kind of analogy, in her second chapter “Biographilia”, she coins another
term, ‘Jamesiana,’ to refer to the 2004 boom in James’s fictionalized biographies
(Kaplan 2007: 40). My preference for another neologism, ‘Jamesiad,” comes from
the understanding that all these stories together with the facts from James’s life
form a metanarrative, a metahistory of his life which is very close to the idea of a
conceptual nomad since it is always in flux, forever changing and being redefined
with every new book to be published. Kaplan’s ‘Jamesiana’ seems to invoke more
the obsession with everything Jamesian, a nostalgia for a world of the imagina-
tion to which we cannot have access anymore. The ‘Jamesiad’ allows for a change
with every new story, with every new bard who comes to sing to the glory of times
bygone.

In the beginning of her second chapter, Kaplan makes another important
distinction concerning the present-day preoccupation with life-writing and its
connection to literary biography. She sees the “revaluation of narrated literary
lives [...] as the return of the repressed subject/author” on the one hand and as
“respond[ing] to new ways of thinking about subjectivity, agency and history”
(Kaplan 2007: 40), on the other. This, however, as she points out, makes us ques-
tion the status of this restored subject and the place it might occupy. In this sense,
it seems possible to interpret all the attempts to re-define James’s life as one way
of negotiating a new place for the queer subject James, for ‘de-mastering’ the im-
age of the Master and redefining the power hierarchies he seemed to be solidified
into for such a long time.

In the next part of the chapter Kaplan analyses several examples of literary
biographies, which she calls “biofictions,” especially the extremely successful Pe-
ter Ackryod’s Dickens (1990) which can be seen as one of the books that opened
the field of the literary biography to fictionalizing. Peter Ackroyd, however, is
also acknowledged as one of the masters of what could be seen as the conserva-
tive version of literary biography (literary here signifying the fact that these are
biographies of writers and not referring to the fictionalizing of the biographical
subject). All that, in my understanding, suggests how thin the dividing line be-
tween the two is.

In Kaplan’s understanding biofiction “can be interpreted in various ways, as
highlighting the tension between biography and fiction, as well as making the
overlap between them” (Kaplan 2007: 65). She also makes a good distinction
between the autobiographical and biographical subjectivity:
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It is now an almost clichéd assumption that autobiography and memoir inevitably
construct and invent their authors as quasi-fictional characters. Biography,
although it may seek to modify and correct self representation, takes the same
liberties. The novelization of biography represents only the next logical stage of
that process. But the ‘bio’ in biofiction also references a more essentialised and
embodied element of identity, a subject less than transcendent but more than
merely discourse. It implies that there is something stubbornly insoluble in what
separates the two genres and that prevents them from being invisibly sutured;
the join will always show. (Kaplan 2007: 65)

Gudmundsdottir also takes up this question but from a rather different per-
spective, in view of what she calls “the presence of biography in autobiography”
(Gudmundsdottir 2003: 183). In her attempt to give a clearer definition of the dif-
ference between the two genres, she sees autobiography as the hybrid genre that
has used many types of narratives:

Itincludes in its folds aspects of history, fiction, confession, conversion narrative,
poetry, and the novel. [...] For some time now autobiography has been a space
for experimentation and new voices, whereas biography has largely remained
outside that field of experimentation. (Gudmundsdottir 2003: 185)

She points out only a few examples of this kind of experimentation, “notable
exceptions” as she calls them, such as Peter Ackryod’s Dickens (1990) and Blake
(1995), Michael Ondaatje’s The Collected Works of Billy the Kid (1981), Julian
Barnes’ Flaubert’s Parrot (1984) and A. S. Byatt’s Possession (1990). She also
draws a parallel between history as the other more stable genre and biography, but
as it is more or less a well-accepted view now that validity of history in the post-
modern age has been strongly problematized, I think that Gudmundsdottir’s claim
overtly suggests a destabilizing of biography rather than the opposite.

It is in this line that all the fictionalized biographies of James after 2004 seem
to confirm that such a view as Gudmundsdottir’s one cannot be taken as valid
anymore and it is exactly this turn of postmodern writing towards its last frontier,
the biography (Boccardi 2001) where fact and fiction meet, that the present study
tries to analyze. It is also in this sense that [ make a distinction within the term
‘auto/bio(gra)fiction’ itself. I retain the term ‘autografiction’ as closely related to
the invention of autobiographical subjects while the drop of the ‘gra’ particle in
‘biofiction’ I use in order to indicate exactly this new space of merging of facts
and fiction opened within postmodern biography and the consequent destabilizing
of the biographical subject.

The gradual opening of biography to postmodern thought has been discussed
in several other critical studies starting with William H. Epstein’s collection Con-
testing the Subject: Essays in the Postmodern Theory and Practice of Biography
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and Biographical Criticism. Epstein was among the first to claim that the conser-
vatism of biography and biographical criticism in fact turns them in one of the
crucial sites of contestation in postmodern theory (Epstein 1991: 3).

The same issue has been picked up by Martin Middeke in his Introduction
to Biofictions: The Rewriting of Romantic Lives in Contemporary Fiction and
Drama (1999) where he claims that “a new revisionist historical consciousness
would therefore have to accentuate that fiction and historiographic/biographical
discourse are not mutually exclusive” (Middeke 1999: 3). He does not give a rea-
son for choosing ‘biofiction’ as his working term but makes a broad definition of it
as belonging to what Linda Hutcheon very convincingly has interpreted as a new
hybrid form, “historiographic metafiction,” that moves “beyond the traditional
representational forms of both fictional and historical narration” (Hutcheon 1992:
234). In other words, Middeke very firmly situates this new genre, biofiction,
within the field of the postmodern, seeing it as one of the expressions of what he
calls “the postmodern Zeitgeist”, which

... approves of uncertainty, ambiguity, and fragmentation; it distrusts the ideas of
totality, synthesis, or binary oppositions. Instead, the collage is preferred to the
unifying whole, the paradox to the logical, subjectivity to objectivity, relativity
to truth, difference to identity, duration to origin, metonymies to metaphors, the
signifier to the signified. (Middeke 1999: 1)

I believe that exactly these features of the postmodern narrative have been
among the major reasons for choosing Henry James and his life and work as the
canvas on which to create stories that would express a twenty-first-century sensi-
bility, stories that in many cases become what James in The Tragic Muse has de-
scribed as “an embroidery without a canvas” (James 1921: 182). But before we fo-
cus on the features of Henry James’s oeuvre, it is necessary to look for precedents
to this attempt to see what lies behind a choice, which might seem arbitrary.

Middeke is one of the first to pose the question of why the lives of a particular
group of writers, such as the Romantic poets, have attracted the attention of so
many writers of fiction. He claims that although this could be interpreted as an
interest provoked by the unusual, erratic, strange, and adventurous lives of these
writers, it should be noted that “turning back to the Romantics as the historical foil
of contemporary biofictions is far from an arbitrary gesture” (Middeke 1999: 6).
One of the possible explanations could be the fact that they were also the first
modern artist-figures.

Taking a cue from this early attempt to analyze the use of the biographies
of the Romantic artists as the basis for postmodern novels, the present study
searches for an interpretation of the ample use of Henry James’s life and work
as a favorite medium for the twenty-first-century biofictions. Starting from the
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premise that, in the words of Ira B. Nadel, one of the main attractions of biog-
raphy is that it is seen as a “veritable fiction” which has become the heir of the
nineteenth-century realist novel in a world of “disharmony, dishonor and strife”
(in Middeke 1993: 5), it will argue that Henry James’s inheritance has provided
one of the best intertextual materials for this attempt to relieve the anxieties of
the postmodern age and at the same time, to subvert the dominant hierarchies and
undermine the existing order.

More than ten years ago, in 1998, after having explored the museum and the
cosmopolitan world of Henry James and before concentrating on his twentieth-
century works, Adeline Tintner published her Henry James s Legacy: The After-
life of his Figure and Fiction, which starts with a quote from his essay “Is There
a Life after Death?”. In this essay published in 1910 in Harpers Bazaar, Henry
James claims that our life after death is pre-conditioned not only by the art we
produce but by the traces we have left in the conscious memory others have pre-
served of us. Tintner rightly observes that, “so absorbed is Henry James eighty
years after his death that it is possible to find countless instances fitting his own
definition of ‘a life after death’” (Tintner 1998: 1). Tintner collects a formidable
evidence of Henry James’s haunting of both twenty-century fiction and literary
biography listing more than 30 writers and books that use Henry James as one of
their characters and more than 20 novels and short stories that have taken a cue
from his fiction. She uses the words of one of the characters in David Plante’s
The Ghost of Henry James (1970), Charlotte, who says, “I have a feeling Henry
will come back” as a sub-title of her chapter on “The Return of James the Figure”
(Tintner 1998: 125). Although it seems that in the last decades of the twentieth
century there was a definite revival of interest in Henry James’s life, Tintner has
probably never imagined what a revival the interest in him as a fictional figure
would undergo in the first decade of the twenty-first century. Unlike Tintner, [ am
interested not so much in the actual plots and entanglements this fictional figure
will find itself involved in but rather in the strategies used by the writers to write
the questions of the present into the life of the past, to subvert and transform the
well-established notions, norms and hierarchies about art and the figure of the
artist and thus to destroy the grand narratives of modernity and challenge the
stability of the biographical subject.

The preoccupation of the contemporary age with such issues is well ex-
pressed in the renewed interest in Henry James’s idea of the self. As Renée Tursi
suggests,

The tremendous influence of psychology and philosophy on literary studies has
opened a different, perhaps even wider breach for the author and his works — one
within the Jamesian self itself. (Tursi 2002: 177)
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And if the scholars from the last decade of the twentieth century have reached
the troubling conclusion that there is no real Jamesian self but a hollow Jamesian
hall of mirrors reflecting cultural and psychological “otherness” which “empties
him of subjectivity” in Ross Posnock’s words (Posnock 1991: 182), the twenty-
first century has moved even further ahead in positing the existence of another
type of subjectivity tied to the ‘queer selves’ critics and biographers have discov-
ered in his writings and in his own life. As Victoria Coulson observes,

Today there is a fruitful absence of consensus as to what, exactly, it means to
read James ‘as’ a ‘homosexual’ with claims ranging from positivist biographical
assertions of physically enacted same-sex desire [...] to the most subtle
arguments about cultural modality and imaginative alliances. These various
works represent a salutary turn in Jamesian studies from an unexamined
orthodoxy of presumptive heterosexuality [...] to the current climate of critical
debate in which the only point of agreement is that when we think of James and
sexuality we can, often, profitably chercher I’homme. (Coulson 2007: 5-6)

Although queerness cannot be associated with Henry James alone, as Eric
Haralson has shown in his readings of queerness in five modern writers, Henry
James, Gertrude Stein, Willa Cather, Ernest Hemingway, and Sherwood Ander-
son, the queer selves of James have often been associated with a specific type of
performativity connected to a change in the ontological status of the self and writ-
ing, which Hugh Stevens calls “queer performativity:”

Rather than expressing the prior identity of its creator, it might be seen as a site
where, within given historical constraints, identity itself is constituted: hence
identity might be performed rather than expressed in a literary text. (Stevens
1998: 122)

Stevens borrowed this idea from Eve Kosovsky Sedgwick’s claim that
James’s prefaces to the New York Edition can be seen “as a kind of prototype
of — not ‘homosexuality’ — but gueerness, or queer performativity.” Sedgwick
understands queerness as “a strategy for the production of meaning and being, in
relation to the affect shame and to the later and related fact of stigma” (Sedgwick
1993: 11), which has become the strategy of most of the novels under discussion
here. Further elucidation of this term comes from Halperin’s Saint Foucault: To-
wards a Gay Hagiography, where he defines queer as “whatever is at odds with
the normal, the legitimate, the dominant. There is nothing in particular to which
it necessarily refers. It is an identity without an essence” (Halperin 1995: 62,
original emphasis).

Hugh Stevens’s was the first, but certainly not the last, study to employ queer
theory in the analysis of James’s writings and life experiences. It seems to have
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opened the door to a proliferation of such studies which have tried to explore ev-
ery single facet of the complicated self Henry James has left to posterity both in
his fictional and autobiographical writings.

One of the significant attempts in this respect is Wendy Graham’s Henry
James's Thwarted Love published one year after Stevens’s book. Graham de-
scribes her goals in the following way:

My book signals a new direction in James studies, since it parts company with
the old-guard assessment of James as sexless and complements more recent
appraisals of James, such as Eve Kosofsky Sedgwick’s The Epistemology of the
Closet [...] Although these books ably address James’s fantasies and anxieties,
they fail to treat his personal renunciation of sexual activity or to place the
evidence for his putative homosexuality in context. (Graham 1999: 6)

In her endeavor to contextualize James’s homosexuality, to give shape to his
“homosexual identity,” she inevitably destabilizes the existing biographic subject,
especially as it has been defined by the New Critics. The complex self that emerg-
es out of this analysis is much more attached to the nineteenth-century attitudes
to homosexuality than the first James’s biographers would have liked to admit. As
Peggy McCormack writes in her Introduction to the 1999 volume of essays Ques-
tioning the Master: Gender and Sexuality in Henry James s Writings:

From the earliest biographies until relatively recently, James’s sexuality was not
discussed or was understood to operate subliminally according to a Freudian
model or ‘repressed homosexuality,” an admittedly nebulous psychoanalytical
construct. However, in the last ten years, critics from cultural studies,
deconstruction, feminist, gender, and queer theory perspectives have reconsidered
James’s sexuality and gender identification and his writing’s sexual imagery as
well as his depiction of gender relationships. (McCormack 2000: 12)

In these revisions and contestations, however, one can still find what Eric Sa-
voy calls the “biographical imperative,” “the overarching project of establishing a
coherent argument” (Savoy 2006: 251) for this “homosexual identity.” Savoy ar-
gues that this kind of gay historiography has shaped such biographies as Sheldon
M. Novick’s Henry James: The Young Master in much the same way in which the
biographical imperative has shaped Leon Edel’s biography, through the use of a
primal scene, interpreted in Freudian terms (Savoy 2006: 253). He insists that it
is better to look at Henry James’s life from the perspective of queer theory along
an axis which is not necessarily “subsumed under gender and sexuality” (Savoy
2006: 255) but “redirect[s] attention to the manifestation of the unconscious in a
model of the superficial that is not understood primarily as the symptom” (Savoy
2006: 254).
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Thus it becomes extremely important to “trace the queer something”, a phrase
that comes from James’s novel What Maisie Knew. This “tracing,” however, should
not be understood in the sense in which David Lodge understands Queer theory
as referring only to the “repressed homosexuality” of James (Lodge 2007: 7), but
more in the sense in which Thomas A. Laughlin understands it:

The tracing of the queer something is not so much the excavation of a distinct
and intrinsic subjectivity from a homogenizing milieu, but rather the return of
the repressed and aberrant, which decenters and splinters the very notion of a
contained and normalized subjectivity. (Laughlin 2010: 159)

This contesting of the biographical subject has acquired different aspects,
as William H. Epstein observes, “thus abduct[ing] it, lead[ing] it away from
its historical alliance with dominant structures of authority” (Epstein 1991: 6).
One such instance is the idea that has been developed by Gert Buelens in his
study of The American Scene who argues that without understanding “the queer”
effect the American scene exercises on Henry James, it is impossible to explain
the complete subjection to the ethnic Other that we witness in the narrative (Bu-
elens 2002: 20)°.

It seems that some of the biographies published in the last two decades have
started exactly from such a premise. A good example is Lyndall Gordon’s 4 Pri-
vate Life of Henry James: Two Women and His Art (1998) which, in Saunders’s
words, has greatly influenced both Lodge and Tdibin in the writing of their novels
(Saunders 2008: 124). It is no coincidence that Gordon’s biography begins with
“A Biographic Mystery” (Gordon 1998: 1) in which she states:

James is the most elusive and unwilling of subjects. He rejected the prospect of
biography, not only to protect his privacy, but also, we might guess, because he
was so much a biographer himself — he well knew the excitements and dangers of
biographic power. He drew out others with intent curiosity. In his attaching way,
he ‘preyed [...] upon living beings’, as T. S. Eliot recognised. His experiments
in human chemistry, ‘those curious precipitates and explosive gases which are
suddenly formed by the contact of mind with mind,” have in them ‘something
terrible, as disconcerting as quicksand,” which make the character he comes to
know, ‘uneasily the victim of a merciless clairvoyance.’ His awareness of buried
possibilities, the gifts of the obscure, and gaps between the facts, invites the
infinite challenge of his own life. (Gordon 1998: 5)

Gordon also points to the fact that, “researchers are increasingly aware ‘that
interpretation has already been built into the documents allowed to survive.’ Yet

¢ For a different view of this ‘queer’ effect, see Danova, Madeleine. The Ethnic Occult in Twen-
tieth-Century North American Literature. Sofia University “St. Kliment Ohridski” Press, forth-

coming.
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some residue of an alternative story does remain” (Gordon 1998: 4). In the last two
decades, the publication of several collections of Henry James’s surviving letters
(the point of departure for all “biographical mysteries” concerning Henry James
has always been the fact that he and other members of the James family consis-
tently burned the letters that had accumulated throughout the years) such as Philip
Horne’s Henry James: A Life in Letters, Susan Gunter’s Dear Munificent Friends:
Henry James's Letters to Four Women (2000) and Dear Beloved Friends: Henry
James's Letters to Younger Men (2004) and the four issued by now volumes of The
Complete Letters of Henry James (2006, 2009) edited by Pierre Walker and Greg
Zacharias, have inevitably served as a rich source for such “alternative stories.”
This has also come as a reaction to the fact that for more than fifty years, Henry
James’s private life was kept under the tight control of such biographers as Leon
Edel, whose controversial part in the creation of the legend around the “Master”
has only now started to be assessed.

The new possibilities opened by these alternative stories, however, have also
led to biographies which stress too much the deviant, the strange, and ‘queer’ in
James’s life without bringing to the surface any really new possibilities for un-
derstanding his writings. A particular case in point is the much debated biography
of Paul Fisher House of Wits: The Intimate Portrait of the James Family (2008),
which, in the words of its own writer, is about “the conflicts that defined one
of American’s greatest families — homosexuality, depression, alcoholism, female
oppression — [...] only now [...] thoroughly investigated and discussed with can-
dor and understanding” (Fisher 2008: back cover).

In her New York Times review of the book, Hermione Lee is right when she
claims that, “in fact, much of the work Fisher draws on for his “new” treatment
[...] is now very well established in James studies, and has a rather familiar look
to it” (Lee 2008). But despite the many shortcomings and controversies surround-
ing this biography, it exemplifies once again the urge to ‘de-master’ the Master
figure, to make it closer to the contemporary mindset, to make it ‘human’ at the
expense, unfortunately, in this case, of the artist:

Fisher presumably wants us to feel intimate not with the famous, celebrated,
public “Master,” but with ‘the vulnerable, struggling Harry James.” This is
why, I suppose, there is rather little in the book about Henry’s (or William’s)
writings. Fisher wants to show, not the author but the child, the son and brother,
persisting as the essential self. So he pictures Henry James, after the deaths of
his parents and all his siblings, as a profoundly lonely figure, playing down his
adult friendships and professional relationships. (Lee 2008)

Despite such ill-managed attempts, it is possible to claim that exactly these
possibilities opened by contemporary Jamesian scholarship, the emphasis on the
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queerness of James’s life and work, the “return of the repressed and aberrant,
which decenters and splinters the very notion of a contained and normalized sub-
jectivity,” have made so many writers turn to Henry James as the protagonist of
their biofictions, while scholars continue to be challenged by the insurmountable
task of writing the definite biography of the Master. Sarah Daugherty observes:

Uncannily, James anticipates our present theories while also exposing their
limitations. Future critics, considering both the private man and the public author,
may develop more subtle syntheses. Yet, as Susan Griffin memorably writes, the
inscrutable James will continue to present us with ‘a mirror, a model — and a
turned back.” (Daugherty 1999: 123)

These attempts are also very much in vein with what has happened to the
postmodern biography as a genre. It seems no coincidence that the last book of
one of the iconic figures in postmodern philosophy, Jean-Francois Lyotard, is a
literary biography. In Signe Malraux, the biography of the French writer Andre
Malraux, Lyotard creates, “the coincidence of the desires of two artists in a single
mosaic,” that “melds the arts of film, theatre, painting, and sculpture to provide
semiotic frameworks for organizing what is identified as “postmodern biography,”
as Roland Champagne asserts (Champagne 2002: 43). He discusses the complex
relation between the biographer and his subject whose lives appear to be inter-
twined into one timeline.

Something similar seems to have happened in Henry James’s own attempt
to become a biographer. As Willie Tolliver suggests, in James’s two attempts to
write a biography, Hawthorne (1878) and William Wetmore Story and his Friends
(1903), he goes against his own artistic credo expressed in the numerous reviews,
criticism, letters, and fiction, in which we can find an informal poetics of bio-
graphical writing and fails to achieve the unity of effect he is after in his other
works. Tolliver claims that these two biographies although “rife with innovations,
chief among them his great experimentation with narrative point of view [...] vio-
late one of his own essential biographical tenets. He usurps his subject and places
himself at the center of what should be a narrative of his subject’s life” (Tolliver
2000: iii).

In Lyotard’s biography, however, there is a more subtle merging of the two
subjectivities to the point when the whole becomes an example of one of Mal-
raux’s favorite words, restored from oblivion by the poet himself, farfel/u, which
means whimsical, eccentric, bizarre. Thus the narrative moves from episode to
episode in Malraux’s life without much logic, in an impressionistic way that sug-
gests the subverting of biographical narrative and the destruction of the unified
biographical subject, leaving the reader with no recourse to know who the object
of description is and who the agent of the narration is.
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This particular model of merging of biographical and authorial selves, un-
successfully experimented by Henry James, seems to have become the new form
biography has donned in the postmodern age. That is what the next pages analyze
in conjunction with the postmodern subversion of hierarchies and opening of gaps
in the narrative that destroy the normative nature of history, merging fact and fic-
tion into one inseparable whole.

FICTIONALIZED BIOGRAPHY VS. BIOGRAPHICAL FICTION:
DAVID LODGE’S AUTHOR, AUTHOR! AND COLM TOIBIN’S
THE MASTER

The previous chapter theorizes the different types of postmodern biography,
and in particular the different approaches to the lives of famous writers and their
fictional representation in contemporary literature that we can delineate as well
as the way the new approaches to Henry James’s life and work have modeled
the biographical narratives, fictional and factual, created in the last two decades.
Probably the two most often discussed novels based on the writer’s life and liter-
ary career are David Lodge’s Author, Author! and Colm Téibin’s The Master. This
is not only because they were published almost simultaneously, in 2004, becom-
ing unwilling rivals for both the readers’ and the critics’ attention’ and appraisal,
but also because they seem to have illuminated in a very telling way the different
attitudes of the postmodern writer to the genre of biography and the fate of the
biographical subject in the postmodern age.

Both novels choose to center on a particular moment in Henry James’s life,
the failure he experienced in his attempt to conquer the stage in the nineteenth-
century fin-de-siecle London, a search for popular success which led him to the
humiliating experience of being booed by the audience at the opening of his play
Guy Domville in 1895. In a letter to his brother William, Henry describes this mo-
ment in a vivid language:

The delicate, picturesque, extremely human & extremely artistic little play, was
taken profanely by a brutal & ill-disposed gallery which had shown signs of
malice prepense from the 15 & which, held in hand till the end, kicked up an
infernal row at the fall of the curtain. There followed an abominable % of an hour
during wh. all the forces of civilization in the house waged a battle of the most
gallant, prolonged & sustained applause with the hoots & jeers & catcalls of the
roughs, whose roars (like those of a cage of beasts at some infernal “Z00”’) were
only exacerbated (as it were!) by the conflict. It was a char[m]ing scene, as you
may imagine, for a nervous, sensitive, exhausted author to face. (Skrupselis &
Berkeley 1993: 337)

7 They have already accumulated a certain plethora of critical studies — besides the already discussed
works see also Daniel K. Hannah, Benjamin Hedin, Jay Parini, and Sarah Harrison Smith.
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This traumatic experience, which for many critics played a decisive role in
James’s literary career, helping him concentrate on his novels and produce his
three masterpieces from the beginning of the twentieth century, The Wings of the
Dove, The Ambassadors, and The Golden Bowl, although not unexpected as a
choice for a dramatic entanglement, seems an interesting coincidence for a life
and career that were long enough to yield more than one moment of interest. A
possible explanation seems to lie in the fierce refusal of Henry James himself to
speak about this grave defeat in the scramble for popularity. In a letter to Lady
Lewis from Monday 7, 1895, two days after the disastrous opening of his play, he
wrote about “the unspeakable theatre™: “I feel as if [ mean to let it so much alone
forever that abysses of silence will but poorly represent my detachment” (Horne
1999: 274).

In another letter to Henrietta Reubell from January 10, 1985, James contin-
ues to insist that it was a kind of conspiracy against the producer that led to this
disastrous first night (the play had thirty-one performances before it closed down)
and cites the favorable reviews of the critics who were there, among them Herbert
George Wells, George Bernard Shaw, and Arnold Bennett:

I encountered on Saturday evening the most horrible hours of my life — but
the demonstration didn’t come from the audience in any real sense of the
term — infinite members of whom have deluged me — even when complete
strangers — with letters & visits to tell they have been delighted with the play.
An ill-disposed, vicious, brutish gallery was in the house, & bent, for particular
& backstairs reasons, on mischief. (Horne 1999: 275)

From this biographical event, however, the two novels take a different turn.
David Lodge concentrates on the rivalry between Henry James and his very good
friend George du Maurier, while Téibin uses this event as a point of departure for
the investigation of the consciousness of the writer which opens the door to the
past through memories and reminiscences that build for us, the readers, the subtle
subjectivity of one of the greatest artistic imaginations in world literature.

At the very beginning of his book, Lodge very explicitly states in a brief
authorial note:

Nearly everything that happens in this story is based on factual sources. With
one significant exception, all the named characters were real people. Quotations
from books, plays, articles, letters, journals, etc. are their own words. But I have
used a novelist’s license in representing what they thought, felt, and said to
each other; and I have imagined some events and personal details which history
omitted to record. (Lodge 2004: 0)

He even considers it important to continue this explanation in his five-page
Acknowledgements, etc. at the end of the novel where he lists his sources and
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some further detail about the subsequent lives of the real people who have be-
come the characters in his novel (Lodge 2004: 385-389). In contrast, Téibin does
not seem to feel any particular need to ‘justify’ the events in his book with any
biographical evidence or any pretense of being the meticulous biographer Lodge
appears to be. He does put a one-page Acknowledgements part at the end of the
novel only to give a brief list of biographical and critical works he has found
useful in conceptualizing the novel and to acknowledge the fact that he has used
phrases and quotes from James’s writings. But nowhere does he say that all the
events and characters are real.

The result is a masterful biographical novel by Téibin and a somewhat failed
fictionalized biography by Lodge. In the already mentioned essay “The Year of
Henry James,” however, Lodge insists that he is writing a biographical novel but
he strictly separates this type of novel from the biography per se:

The biographical novel —the novel which takes a real person and their real history
as the subject matter for imaginative exploration, using the novel’s techniques
for representing subjectivity rather than the objective, evidence-based discourse
of biography — has become a very fashionable form of literary fiction. (Lodge
2006: 8)

It seems that despite Lodge’s attempt to keep the novel and the biography
apart, most of the critics would see the two novels as a sign of our postmodern age
because of their hybrid nature (Saunders 2008: 124). In Saunders’s understanding,
both Lodge and Téibin create “a four-part hybrid fusing biography, autobiogra-
phy, fiction, and criticism” (Saunders 2008: 125). In this sense, it is only natural
to presuppose that the success of such a hybrid will very much depend on the ratio
among its ingredients.

Before we go into this, however, it is essential to look into one more feature
of the postmodern fiction, its problematized relation to the history or the past. In
her book A Poetics of Postmodernism, Linda Hutcheon explains:

The view that postmodernism relegates history to the ‘dustbin of an obsolete
episteme, arguing gleefully that history does not exist except as text’ (Huyssen
1981: 35) is simply wrong. History is not made obsolete: it is, however, being
rethought — as a human construct. And in arguing that history does not exist
except as text, it does not stupidly and ‘gleefully’ deny that the past existed,
but only that its accessibility to us now is entirely conditioned by textuality.
(Hutcheon 1988: 16)

If textuality is what matters in any attempt to understand history or the past,
then the textual evidence on which the story of one’s life is usually based such as

letters, diaries, eyewitness accounts, autobiographies, becomes of utmost impor-
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tance and the figure of the ‘collector,” whether the historian or the biographer, of
such evidence, acquires almost mythic dimensions. Henry James is well-known
for his distrust, even disdain, of biographers, both in his fictional works and in
his private life. One of the expressions of his deep hatred towards any kind of
meddling into his private life is the burning of his letters in 1906. In his works
he would repeatedly use the figure of the biographer for scorn and mockery. The
most conspicuous example is his novella The Aspern Papers, which became the
basis of Emma Tennent’s Felony. The other important works are “The Figure in
the Carpet” and “The Private Life.” Both stories ridicule the abortive efforts of
famous writers’ biographers to find the essence of their writing. In the former
one, the biographer goes crazy in his quest for the ‘figure in the carpet,” while the
reader is left to contemplate whether anything like that exists or is the product of
the deranged mind of the biographer.

In postmodern writing there are numerous examples of this interest in the
problematic bond between author and biographer. Although proclaimed dead by
some of the postmodern critics, the author continues to attract the attention of
both biographers and readers alike. In Julian Barnes’s Flauberts Parrot, the role
of the biographer as an impartial explorer of the ‘grand’ truths about the lives of
the ‘grand’ writers is parodied and made to depend on chance and eccentricity.
Moreover, as Boccardi points out, the story of Flaubert’s life that his fictional bi-
ographer Geoffrey Braithwaite tries to reconstruct on the basis of the known facts,
turns out to be ‘unframable’ within the boundaries of the traditional life-narrative
and puts the biographer in a situation in which he could offer at least three differ-
ent biographical narratives. At the end, it turns out that this whole collecting of
material and pondering what direction the story should take is just an attempt to
postpone the telling of another story, much more ‘real’ than the imagined life of
Flaubert, the story about the suicide of Braithwaite’s own wife. “Flaubert s Parrot
thus proposes an original path linking history and biography in their relation to
factual reality” (Boccardi 2001: 151). All that turns the novel into one of the best
examples of the relativization and demythologizing of history through parody and
self-irony.

The same happens in another of the postmodern tales about the relation be-
tween an author and a biographer, A. S. Bayatt’s The Biographer's Tale, in which
after losing hope in the ‘truthfulness’ of history, the protagonist ironically turns to
biography as the last resort for finding facts not abused by the postmodern decon-
struction of history.

In Lodge’s and Toibin’s novels parody plays little role, though. As Alan Hol-
linghurst observes:

Stylistically, Lodge, the sharp comic novelist, has put on the slippers of a
comfortable semi-historical manner, neither James’s nor his own: James’s
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avoidance of the commonplace could be comically fastidious, but it is odd that
Lodge himself should be happy with so many fine views, elegant fagades, and
cheerfully glowing fires. (Hollinghurst 2004)

In Lodge’s novel, there is parody only as far as the plot is concerned, to
mark the greatest paradox in Henry James’s life: he as a professional writer fails
as a playwright while his friend, the Punch cartoonist George du Maurier gains
incredible popularity with his amateur novel 7ri/by, the idea for which he offered
first to his friend but James refused to take. The whole attention in Lodge’s novel,
however, is not centered on the possible irony of dismantling the myth about high,
elite literature versus mass, popular one but on the indefatigable and scrupulous
work of the biographer. A good example of this are the opening pages of his novel,
where in a few paragraphs we are made to ‘swallow’ enormous amount of bio-
graphical and historical information. It starts with an exact place and date, “Lon-
don, December 15” resembling a diary entry. Then we are introduced to the dying
writer and the members of his household with the exact details of his ownership
of the London apartment and the house in Rye:

The author is seventy-two. He has had an interesting and varied life, written
many books, travelled widely, enjoyed the arts, moved in society (one winter he
dined out 107 times), and owns a charming old house in Rye as well as the lease
of this spacious London flat with its fine view of the Thames. He has had deeply
rewarding friendships with both men and women. If he has never experienced
sexual intercourse, that was by his own choice... (Lodge 2004: 3)

Along with the careful summary of James’s long life, in this opening para-
graph there is already the first sign of turning one’s back to the new insights into
the biographical subject’s queerness, and to the questioning of the established in
the 1950s paradigm of James sacrificing his sexual life for the life of an artist. This
seems to be an attempt to preserve a stability that has already been undermined by
most of the recent biographies, an attempt which marks most of Lodge’s text. It
seems that the same criticism that Tdibin voices parenthetically towards Sheldon
Novick’s reticence to name the intimacy with younger men Henry James writes
about in his later letters can be made towards the deliberate blindness of Lodge:

Come on, Sheldon, you can spell it out! There is only one direction in which we
are being nudged, and its final destination is that the intimacy you are writing
about was sexual intimacy. You can say it, come on, don’t be afraid! (T6ibin
2009: 270)

In the next paragraphs of Lodge’s novel’s opening there are more details
about James’s attitude towards the Great War, his own war-time activities and his
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final gesture of loyalty to the cause of the Allied Forces, the adoption of British
citizenship.

Not that he has been a passive, or pacifist, observer of the conflict. On the
contrary, he is convinced in the iniquity of German aggression. And has done as
much as a portly, valetudinarian, expatriate American of his years could possibly
do to help the Allied cause. He has visited wounded soldiers in hospital [...] and
been active in charitable work assisting Belgian refugees in Rye. He became
Honorary President of the American Volunteer Motor Ambulance Corps. He has
urged American participation in the war on his compatriots by every means,
even to the extent of granting an interview to a journalist from The New York
Times to promote the cause, in spite of a lifetime’s aversion to this form of
publicity [...] And in the summer of 1915 he made the biggest commitment of
all, taking British nationality in a gesture of solidarity with his adoptive country.
(Lodge 2004: 5)

This careful reconstruction of the biographical subject as we know him from
the letters, diaries, notebooks, and biographies concerned with these final months
in James’s life is as if strengthened further by the intermingling of the narrative
with the broader historical picture of the young soldiers dying on the fronts of the
Great War:

If he has never experienced sexual intercourse, that was by his own choice,
unlike the many young men in Flanders who died virgins either for lack of
opportunity or because they hoped to marry and were keeping themselves chaste
on principle.

The author is dying propped up in bed among starched sheets and plump pillows,
attended by three servants and two professional nurses working in rotation, while
the young men are dying in the mud of No Man’s Land, or in squalid trenches, or
on jolting stretchers, or on camp beds in field hospitals amid the groans of their
wounded comrades. (Lodge 2004: 3)

The attempt to blend the personal history of a man of letters with the history
of all the anonymous soldiers who made public history, although not on such a
grand scale as the heads of states did (Lodge could not resist but mention James’s
friendship with the British Prime Minister of that time, Mr. Asquith), is a good
example of one of the ways in which postmodern writers try to problematize the
stability of historiography, but in Lodge’s case this remains rather superficial.
Even in the paragraph that follows, in which the biographical subject, as if, drifts
into his memories of another war, the Civil War, the narrative does not step aside
even for a second from the well-researched facts of Henry James’s “obscure back
injury” that prevented him from participating in the war.
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Thus the repressed guilt and the tormented self that will find artistic expres-
sion in several of James’s works such as the tales written right after the Civil
War, “A Tragedy of Error” (1864), “The Story of a Year” (1865), “Poor Richard”
(1867) and “A Most Extraordinary Case” (1868), the novel The Bostonians (1886)
and the ghost story “Owen Wingrave” (1893) and that will become the focus of
many critical studies®, are almost entirely left out from Lodge’s representation,
fleetingly touched only in the description of Henry as “an anxious and uneasy
spectator” (Lodge 2004: 4). Even the not so recent scholarly findings such as
Charles and Tess Hoffman’s revealing of a little known fact from Henry James’s
biography that before being exempted from military duty as physically disable the
young James was conscripted in Newport by lottery under federal law (Hoffman
1989: 529), cannot darken the heroic image of Lodge’s protagonist. What is more,
this heroization of James is further strengthened by the attempt to represent him
through the eyes of his manservant, Burgess Noakes, who admires all that his
master has done to become part of the heroic war effort.

In Téibin’s novel there is no such heroization and the Civil War is used as a
frame for the most intense homoerotic moment in James’s remembrance of the
past, the summer of 1865 that he spent with his orphaned Temple cousins and
the two Civil War veterans, Oliver Wendell Holmes and John Gray. The War has
shaped the two young men and Henry, who exclaims, “Not all can be soldiers!”
(T6ibin 2004: 98), is unable to resist the powerful attraction of Holmes when
forced to share a bed with him in a rented house. Despite To6ibin’s insistence that
one should “spell things out” whenever trying to reconstruct the life of a person,
i.e. whenever one has stepped in the shoes of the biographer, as a writer he choos-
es to remain as elusive as Henry James himself was about his sexual orientation:

He was not surprised then when Holmes turned and cupped him with his body
and placed one hand against his back and the other on his shoulder. He knew
not to turn or move, but he sought to make clear at the same time that this did
not imply resistance. He remained still as he had done all along, but subtly he
eased himself more comfortably into the shape of Holmes, closing his eyes and
allowing his breath to come as freely as it would. (T6ibin 2004: 94)

This moment is presented as a memory of the older James, when he desper-
ately tries to come to terms with his failure as a playwright but still has his most
productive years ahead. Thus against the backdrop of the disastrous outcome of
the Civil War that took the lives of their cousin Gus Barker and one of the Temple
boys and left Henry’s brother Wilky severely wounded, the mind of the young

8 See R. W. B. Lewis, The Jameses, pp. 154-161; Fred Kaplan, The Imagination of Genius, pp. 65—
70; Charles and Tess Hoffman, “Henry James and the Civil War”, pp. 529-611 ; John Halperin
“Henry James’s Civil War,” pp. 22-29.
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writer keeps coming back either to the moment of seeing Gus posing naked as a
model for the art students in Newport, where his brother William studied briefly,
or trying to come to terms with the night in the arms of Holmes. But being much
more experienced and mature thirty years later makes him realize that “he had
been thinking something which he could not tell Gray or Holmes or even Minny,”
that all of them had access to “an entirely private world to which they could return
at the sound of a name, or for no reason at all” (T6ibin 2004: 99—100).

Thus Téibin’s descriptions of James’s homoeroticism become part of a very
deliberate destabilization of the biographical subject, whose private world re-
mains inaccessible even to the closest of his friends, not to mention the outsiders,
biographers and sensation seekers. It is obvious that one can detect a much more
ambivalent interplay with the idea of historiography within the biographical dis-
course in Tdibin’s novel than what can be found in Lodge’s one.

What is more, the major episodes around which the biographical narrative
is constructed recreate a spirituality, or consciousness, that strikingly resembles
the one in Henry James’s autobiographical books 4 Small Boy and Others and
Notes of a Son and Brother, thus blending the auto/biographical subject with the
fictional character. One such instance is Henry’s recollection of his beloved cousin
Minny Temple and her family in 4 Small Boy and Others:

The confusion clears, however, though the softness remains, when, ceasing to
press too far backward, I meet the ampler light of conscious and educated little
returns to the place; for the education of New York, enjoyed up to my twelfth year,
failed to blight its romantic appeal. The images I really distinguish flush through
the maturer medium, but with the sense of them only the more wondrous. The
other house, [...] becomes that of those of our cousins, numerous at that time,
who pre-eminently figured for us [...] six in number [...] were very markedly to
people our preliminary scene; this being true in particular of three of them, the
sharply differing brothers and the second sister, Mary Temple, radiant and rare,
extinguished in her first youth, but after having made an impression on many
persons [...]. It sounds cold-blooded, but part of the charm of our grandmother’s
house for us [...] was in its being so much and so sociably a nurseried and
playroomed orphanage. [...] Parentally bereft cousins were somehow more
thrilling than parentally provided ones [...] my first childish conception of the
enviable lot, formed amid these associations, was to be so little fathered or
mothered, so little sunk in the short range, that the romance of life seemed to
lie in some constant improvisation, by vague overhovering authorities, of new
situations and horizons. (James 1913: 14-15)

This famous passage describing the enchantment Henry James felt for his

orphaned cousins that he would turn in masterfully wrought characters such as
Isabel Archer and Milly Theale seems to have inspired the way Téibin describes
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James’s reminiscences of his cousin. Much shorter, the passage conveys the same
feeling of wonderment at the free and unattached lives of his orphaned cousins:

She was Henry’s cousin, one of six Temple children, left as orphans when their
parents died. For Henry and for William, the idea of the Temples not having
parents made their cousins interesting and romantic. Their position seemed
enviable, as all authority over them was vague and provisional. It made them
appear free and loose, and it was only later, as each of them struggled in various
ways, and indeed suffered, that he understood the unrecoverable nature and the
deep sadness of their loss. (T6ibin 2004: 86)

The description of the lives of his orphaned cousins is as if an echo not only
of the reminiscences of the older James but of the fictional world of his early
novel, The Portrait of a Lady and the life of its protagonist Isabel Archer in the
house of her grandmother in Albany where she lived as an orphan before being
“take up” by her wealthy English aunt:

It was in an old house at Albany, a large, square, double house [...] On the
third floor there was a sort of arched passage, connecting the two sides of the
house, which Isabel and her sisters used in their childhood to call the tunnel
and which, though it was short and well lighted, always seemed to the girl to be
strange and lonely, especially on winter afternoons. She had been in the house, at
different periods, as a child [...] Her grandmother [...] had exercised [...] a large
hospitality in the early period, and the little girls often spent weeks under her
roof — weeks of which Isabel had the happiest memory. The manner of life was
different from that of her own home — larger, more plentiful, practically more
festal; the discipline of the nursery was delightfully vague and the opportunity
of listening to the conversation of one’s elders (which with Isabel was a highly-
valued pleasure) almost unbounded. There was a constant coming and going;
[...] but even as a child she thought her grandmother’s home romantic. (James
1995: 32)

Toéibin’s passage is also reminiscent of the fictional worlds of James’s later
characters, especially the one of Lambert Strether, the protagonist of The Am-
bassadors. In his meeting with Maria Gostrey, his future confidante, Strether’s
thoughts seem to flow very much in the way T6ibin’s James thinks:

Nothing could have been odder than Strether’s sense of himself as at that moment
launched in something of which the sense would be quite disconnected from the
sense of his past and which was literally beginning there and then. [...] Without
pomp or circumstance, certainly, as her original address to him, equally with
his own response, had been, he would have sketched to himself his impression
of her as: “Well, she’s more thoroughly civilized-!” If “More thoroughly than
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WHOM?” would not have been for him a sequel to this remark, that was just

by reason of his deep consciousness of the bearing of his comparison. (James
1964: 20-21)

Thus unlike Lodge’s novel, which subversively rotates around what to a cer-
tain extent would become its own fate, the documented failure of a writer’s at-
tempt to achieve popularity, Téibin’s novel concentrates on James’s experiences
of the mind, including his homoerotic fantasies, which just like the repressed and
rarely fulfilled desires of his characters, become the canvass on which the Master
can create his work.

Although some of these have made several critics attack the trustworthiness
of the book, in a parallel to the debates provoked by Sheldon Novick’s sugges-
tion that Henry James was initiated in the pleasures of same-sex love by Oliver
Wendell Holmes Jr.%, the novel can be seen as one of the best examples of the hy-
bridization within the field of biography and the production of biofictions, adding
at the same time an important chapter to the contemporary “Jamesiad.”

Téibin’s novel has paradoxically incorporated in its structure the metahisto-
riography of the postmodern narrative Linda Hutcheon talks about, since it handles
with great freedom the well-accepted facts of James’s life. The episodes invented
by Téibin speak of the destabilizing of the biographical field, its questioning and
its trespassing in the field of the fictional. But the fact that real people are used
as fictional characters seems to point to an attempt to pull back the biographical
into the discursive field of the real. We should not forget T6ibin’s own confession
that he spent a lot of time reading James’s novels and short stories, as well as a
good assortment of James’s biographies, such as Leon Edel’s monumental five
volumes, before he could conjure him up as his own fictional character:

Over the next year I began to imagine James. He came to me as the protagonist
of my novel The Heather Blazing had come — a distant, refined, mostly silent
figure, middle-aged, haunted by flickering figures from the past, animated mostly
by work. The life of the novel that slowly grew in my dreams would be the life
of his mind. (Téibin 2006: 193)

In this way, the constructing of the narrative relies simultaneously on our
knowledge of the literary history of James’s times with all the important figures
and events that shaped both English and American literary histories, and on the
opening of gaps in this knowledge in which new fictional meanings can settle
down and in turn make us doubt how far we know the object of investigation.
Suddenly cast into the role of ‘investigators’ we start wandering between the
strictly scholarly investigation and the world of fiction. And as with the case of

9 See the debate on the pages of the e-journal Slafe between Novick, Edel and Kaplan.
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Flaubert’s biographer, the moment we find the parrot we have been searching
for, it turns out that the real and the fictional ones are one and the same, just the
product of the imagination of the writer/reader/biographer. The doubling of bio-
graphical narratives, first the one of Téibin and then the one of the (un)informed
reader, turns the novel into an endless labyrinth of meanings and relationships,
which are revealed to us depending on our knowledge or ignorance of the life of
the biographical subject. Or, to use Henry James’s own words from the Preface
to Roderick Hudson:

Really, universally, relations stop nowhere... [and] the exquisite problem of the
artist is eternally but to draw, by a geometry of his own, the circle within which
they shall happily appear to do so. (James 1909: 7)

This destabilizing of historiography, however, gives rise to new meanings
which would have been lost in a factual biographical narrative. This multilevel-
ness of Toibin’s novel is most probably one of the reasons for his success, while
Lodge’s insistence on keeping as close as possible to the established facts (no
wonder he never even touches upon the topic of the repressed sexuality of his
character), deprives his work of the ability to yield new meanings with the open-
ing of every new level of interpretation. A good example in support of that is the
fact that in Lodge’s novel there is too much of the critic/biographer trying to ex-
plain to the reader how things worked for the writer rather than being engaged in
an attempt to unfold the intricate workings of the writer’s consciousness. That is
why Lodge would quite often opt for the direct quoting of letters and entries from
Henry James’s notebooks. In fact, almost the whole relationship with du Maurier,
which is central to Lodge’s book, is represented in that way.

A more significant example comes from the way James’s relationship with
Constance Fenimore Woolson, who would become the other formative female in-
fluence in James’s life besides Minnie Temple and his sister, is represented in the
two novels. In fact, this relationship and especially Fenimore’s death have been
chosen not only by Lodge and Téibin, but also by Emma Tennent, as one of the
narrative centers within the biographical discourse.

David Lodge’s description comes as part of James’s deep frustration before
the faithful day of Guy Domville s premiere. In the early hours of the day, he lies
awake in his bed thinking about the year that has passed and inevitably remem-
bering that it was a year ago that the terrible news of Fenimore’s fall from her
bedroom window in Venice reached him. He reconstructs the events in his mind,
including the grotesque episode of the drowning of her dresses in the Venice la-
goon which seems the result of a careful deliberation and consultations with her
relatives:
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It had seemed such a good idea at the time — the Benedicts had certainly
welcomed it as an imaginative solution to a delicate problem [...] they did not
really want to ship her clothes as well back to America [...] Why not, then,
sink them in the waters of the lagoon [...] It was agreed [...] He had pleased
himself with a vision of the waterlogged dresses gracefully subsiding beneath
the waters of the lagoon. Instead of which, buoyed up by the air trapped inside
their voluminous folds, they floated on the surface, surrounding the gondola like
swollen corpses, like so many drowned Fenimores. It was a spectacle at once
macabre and farcical, and he felt acutely the humiliation and folly of his own
part in it [...] What he had conceived as a tender and poetic farewell to his friend
had turned into a grotesque masque suggestive of a guilty conscience striving to
hide the traces of a crime. (Lodge 2004: 210)

In the scene in which James has to decide how to get rid of Constance’s
clothes after her suicide in Téibin’s book, we see him uncertain of what to do with
them — unexplainably attracted to the way they smell, a smell that first brings the
memory of his mother and aunt and then of Constance herself, and embarrassed by
having to touch her undergarments. Finally he decides to drown them in the Vene-
tian lagoon with the help of her trusted gondolier, who seems quite suspicious of
James’s intentions. “Henry felt that if he made to empty the wardrobe, Tito would
rush to him to prevent his interfering with his mistress’s clothes” (To6ibin 2004:
251). Thus the final decision is presented as a secretive act performed by the two
men as the only option left to them. In whispers, hurrying into the darkness, they
undertake this symbolic burial of a friend and mistress. Once in the open lagoon,
they struggle comically with the ballooning garments, which refuse to sink:

In the gathering dusk it appeared as though some seal or some dark rounded
object from the deep had appeared on the surface of the water. Tito took the pole
in both hands as if to defend himself. And then Henry saw what it was. Some
of the dresses had floated to the surface again like black balloons, evidence of
the strange sea burial they had just enacted, their arms and bellies bloated with
water... Henry watched as he worked at it with the pole, pushing the ballooning
dress under the surface and holding it there and then moving his attention to
another dress which had partially resurfaced, pushing that under again, working
with ferocious strength and determination. (T6ibin 2004: 254)

The scene resembles very much the way Lodge describes this event, yet it
lacks any certainty as far as the righteousness of the decision. Téibin’s nuanced
writing, the dream-like quality of the scene, the innuendoes, and the re-echoing
of the repressed sexuality of the character, makes this episode representative of
Toéibin’s writing. He seems to have opted for artistic integrity over biographical
authenticity.
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As a way of further contrasting the different approaches towards biographical
writing in fiction, I would use the description of the same biographical event in
EmmaTennant’s Felony, which will be the focus of analysis in the next chapter.
Tennant, just like Lodge, but even without an attempt to reach the consciousness
of the character, keeps the story factual, almost as a biographer would do:

The dresses refuse to go down, at first. Like black balloons — as Henry, an old
man at the end of his life, will confide to a child in Venice, daughter of resident
Americans, who catches him giggling at the memory — like black pods the sleeves
of Miss W’s black dresses fill the water of the lagoon and come up again and
again. The skirts swell, black in black water. At last, they sink, to lie undisturbed
along with Fenimore and Henry’s letters — which sank and disappeared so easily.
(Tennant 2002: 188)

From this comparison of the three descriptions of the same biographical
event, it becomes clear that as in Lyotard’s biography of Maulraux, desire is what
transforms history into fiction and vice versa. The comparison also reveals that we
are in for another genre-bending, biography becoming fiction and fiction becom-
ing biographized.

Since the scene with the ‘drowning’ of Fenimore’s clothes is present in all three
books it seems to be an overt comment on the way history and biography func-
tion within the postmodern paradigm. They appear to be inaccessible, ‘drowned,’
opened only to the fictionalizing of the imagination of the artist. Moreover, it is
an imagination that can change the tragic into the comic effortlessly and thus can
subvert the role of memory in a series of endless becomings.
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JOKEMCUAJIA. MEXTY ®AKTUTE 1 ®PUKITUOHAJTHOCTTA:
IIOCTMOJIEPHUTE XXMBOTU HA XEHPU IKEUMC

(Pesrome)

Hacrosimata cTyansi, KOATO € 4acT OT MO-TOJISIMO H3CIEABaHe, pasmiekaa eJuH HHTepeceH
(haxT OT cChBpeMEeHHaTa MOCTMOAEPHA JINTEPATypa, 8 UMEHHO CIMBAaHETO Ha OHOTpadMIHOTO U PUK-
IMOHAIHOTO B HOB JKaHpP, OMO(UKIIMOHAIHATA JINTEPATypa, KOHTO OJNMIETBOPsIBA BCHUKH Hai-Xa-
paKkTepHN YepTH HA MOCTMOAEPHOTO MucaHe. BHUMaHNEeTO € HacOYeHO KbM HM3IIOI3BAHETO Ha XKH-
BOTA ¥ IPOU3BEICHHATA HA €HA OT eMOJIeMaTHYHNTE (PUTYpH B aHITIO-aMEPUKAHCKATa JINTEparypa,
Xenpu JIxelimc, kato GUKINOHATICH Tepo B MOPEANIa OT pOMaHH, yOINKyBaHH IIpe3 ITOCIESIHOTO
neceruierre. M3cinenBaHeTo aHAIN3Mpa B3aHMOACHCTBUETO MEXKAY (QAaKT U (PUKIHS B T€3U OCTMO-
JIepHU POMaHU U MpoOIeMaTH3npaHeTo Ha OnorpaduyHus CyOeKT B TBOPOHUTE HA MOCTMOJCPHUTE
MHCaTeIH.

VYBogHaTa 9acT BbBEXK/a B OOMIMPHOTO IOJIE€ HA IIOCTMOJEpHATa Ouorpadus u npaBu KpaTbk
Iperies Ha poMaHHTe, B kouto XeHpu [[xeiiMc ce mpeBpblia BbB (UKIHMOHANEH Trepoil. Tyk ca
BKJIIOUYEHH M POMaHHU OT MOCJIETHOTO AECETUIIeTHE Ha J[BAJIECETH BEK, KOMTO TIOKa3BaT TpaiHa TeH-
JCHIWS Ha TOJpHBaHe U AecTabuian3upane Ha OGHorpadMIHUS HapaTuB, KOWTO ce MpUONmKaBa 1o
MeTancToprorpadusara, 3a kosito ropopu JI. XaTasH.

B TeopernyHara 9acT ca MpeACTaBeHN Hal-Ba)KHUTE TCHACHIUH WM HAIPABICHUS B TEOPETH-
3upaHeTo Ha OHOTpaMIHOTO B MOJNETO Ha JHTeparypara. HampaBeH € M KpUTHYECKH MPOYUT Ha
CBIIECTBYBAIUTE N3CICABAHIS Ha POMAHHUTE, KOUTO Ca IIOCTPOCHH OKOJIO OHorpaduyHu eneMeHTH
oT xuBoTa Ha XeHpu JIKelMc, 3a 1a U3rpafsIT cBouTe (PUHKIMOHAIHU cBeToBe. [loThpceHu ca u
HNPUYMHUTE 32 OTPOMHHUS HHTEPEC KbM JKHBOTA M TBOPUECTBOTO HA XeHpH JIKeHMC U Ch3IaBaHeToO
Ha 1112 ,,J[KeliMcnana® npes nocieaHoTo AeceTuIeTue.

B ananuTnyHaTta 4acT ca MpeACTaBEeHHU B ITBIHOTA JIBa OT Hal-HaIIyMenIuTe OuorpaduaHu po-
Mana 3a XeHpu Jxeiimc, ,,ABropbT! ABTOpHT!* Ha [eiiBun Jlomk u ,,MaiictopsT* Ha Konm ToiibuH,
KakTo 1 ,,J[I3Mamara‘“ Ha Ema Tenanrt. [ToTppceHn ca mpuYMHUTE 32 MPOBaNa Ha IEPBHS U Oe3CTIOp-
HHS yCIeX Ha BTOPHUS, KaTo € MPOCIIEACHO BIUIUTAHETO Ha OHOTrpadMIHOTO BEB (DHKIMOHATHOTO U
JIeCTaOMITN3NPAHETO Ha OHorpadUIHIs CyOCKT.
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Evgenia Pancheva. STASIS AND ECSTASY: BOUNDS OF THE SONNET SELF

The paper explores the construction of selthood in Shakespeare’s Sonnets. It describes the
phenomenological states of stasis and ecstasy, rendered in spatial and territorial tropes. The idea
is borrowed from an implicit opposition of static and ecstatic in Erasmus’ Encomium Moriae, with
its concluding apology of ecstasy, ambiguous in the context of the whole but also unambiguous
in its Christological ethos. Applied to important generic antecedents like Dante’s Vita Nuova,
Petrarch’s Canzoniere, and Sidney’s Astrophil and Stella, the terms of analysis reveal a prevalence
of the speaking self’s de-centred, ec-static transport into an overvalued self-encapsulated other.
In Shakespeare’s case, the analysis maps out the bounds of the static self-sufficient self addressed
by the opening sonnets, its replication in the mirrors of the Imaginary (progeny and poetry), but
also its subsequent problematisation and deconstruction. The later sonnets construe the Friend,
repeatedly urged on to ecstatic transport, in his exchange with the Poet, typically centred in him as
the Aristotelian summum bonum, gravity centre of the sonnet world, and cause of the maintenance
of the ecstatic speaker’s self. The concluding Dark Lady sonnets subvert the dyadic relationship,
selthood becoming the site of a dramatic psychomachia, whose outcome is the self’s localisation in
the ec-stasy of pain and within the limits of the corporeal.

Eezenus Ilanueea. CTASUC 1 EKCTA3: TPAHUII HA COHETHUA ,, A3

CrynusTa u3cnensa KOHCTpyupaHeTo Ha aza B Conemume Ha lllexcimp. Omncsar ce peHome-
HOJIOTHYHUTE CHCTOSIHUS Ha CTA3UC M €KCTa3, IPEICTaBeHH IIpe3 NPOCTPAaHCTBEHH U TEPUTOPHATHI
Tponu. MnesTa e nouepnana OT UMIUIMLIMTHATA OMO3ULIMS CTAYHO—EKCTaTUYHO B Epa3zmoBara ,,Bb3-
XBaJla Ha TIyNOCTTa®, ¢ HeifHaTa 3aK/IIOYMTENHA allooTHs Ha eKCTasa, JIByCMHCICHA B KOHTEKCTA
Ha IUI0TO, HO U HEABYCMHCIICHA B CBOSI XPUCTOJIOTUYEH €TOC. IIPUIIOKEHH KbM Ba)KHH YKaHPOBU
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mppBo0Opasny karo Vita Nuova na Jlante, Canzoniere Ha Iletpapka u Astrophil and Stella Ha cbp
@unun CuIHM, TEPMUHUTE HA aHajM3a MOKa3BaT Mpeo0iaiaBalo eKCTaTHYHHS MPEHOC Ha TOBO-
pelys a3 B CBPbXOLEHHOCTEHHUS Karcyupan apyr. [pu Ilekcnup aHanu3bT oyepraBa rpaHHLATE
Ha CTaTUYHUS, CAMOJOCTaThYeH ,,a3" OT Ha4aJHUTE COHETH, HETOBOTO PEIUTMKUPAHE B Orvie/aiaTa
Ha Bb0o0pakaeMOTO — IIOTOMBKBT U IIOE3USTA, HO CHILO U HETOBOTO MPOOIeMaTH3UpaHe U JACKOH-
cTpyupane. B mo-KbCHUTE COHETH MOAKAHBAHUAT KbM €KCTaTH4eH mpeHoc IIpusren ce IucKyTHpa
B HeroBust 00MeH ¢ IToera, 0OMKHOBEHO LICHTPHPAH OKOJIO IIBPBHS KAaTO apHCTOTEINAHCKOTO BUCLIE
Gmnaro (summum bonum) U rpaBUTALIMOHEH LEHTHP Ha JIMPHYECKATa BCEJICHA U MHUCIICH KaTo OCHO-
BaHHE 3a MOIBPIKAHETO Ha eK-cTaTH4HUs a3 Ha [loeTa. 3akitounTennure coHeTr 3a CMyriiara 1ama
HOJPHBAT JIMaJU4YHATa BPB3Ka, a a3bT e MPEBPBIIA B [OJIE 38 ApaMaTH4yHa psychomachia, U3X0AbT
OT KOSITO CUTYHPAHETO My B €K-CTa3a Ha 60JIKaTa M B IPAaHULUTE Ha TEICCHOCTTA.

1. INTRODUCTION
1.1. MORIA’S MIRROR

To take the reader to firmer ground after the experience of interpretive ver-
tigo, as well as pay, perhaps, the ultimate compliment to Sir Thomas More, Folly’s
namesake and addressee, Desiderius Erasmus concludes his Encomium Moriae
with an eschatological pronouncement. Quite in tune with the principles of Pau-
line self-fashioning — “If any man among you seemeth to be wise in this world,
let him become a fool that he may be wise”! — the Encomium s final Oration: Re-
wards of Life Hereafter constructs Folly as the supreme state of bliss awaiting the
good Christian. Folly is ec-stasy, an experience of mystical self-transcendence,
whose best analogue is love:

And therefore suppose that Plato dreamed of somewhat like it when he called
the madness of lovers the most happy condition of all others. For he that’s
violently in love lives not in his own body but in the thing he loves; and by how
much the farther he runs from himself into another, by so much the greater is
his pleasure.?

Pleasurable as it is, such a transposition of the soul into the body of another,
of the Other, virtually results in the mortification of the self’s own corpo-reality, a
loss of the organic function so central to the experience of selthood:

And then, when the mind strives to rove from its body and does not rightly use
its own organs, without doubt you may say ‘tis downright madness and not be
mistaken, or otherwise what’s the meaning of those common sayings, “He does
not dwell at home,” “Come to yourself,” “He’s his own man again?3

' Corinthians 3:18.
2 Desiderius Erasmus, The Praise of Folly, Manor, 2008, p. 93.
3 Tbid.
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Thus, the ec-static transportation out of one’s own body is rather a devia-
tion from a norm advocating self-presence, self-possession, and self-containment.
Erasmus, however, summons the principles of common sense only to dismiss
them again:

And therefore, what is that life hereafter, after which these holy minds so
pantingly breathe, like to be? To wit, the spirit shall swallow up the body, as
conqueror and more durable; and this it shall do with the greater ease because
heretofore, in its lifetime, it had cleansed and thinned it into such another nothing
as itself4

Reversing traditional assumptions of the body as the vessel for the soul, Eras-
mus visualizes an eschatological swallowing up of the container by its own con-
tents, which is also a process of purification and “thinning”. This new spiritualised
body is to further melt into the transcendental presence:

And then the spirit again shall be wonderfully swallowed up by the highest
mind, as being more powerful than infinite parts; so that the whole man is to be
out of himself nor to be otherwise happy in any respect, but that being stripped
of himself, he shall participate of somewhat ineffable from that chiefest good
that draws all things into itself.>

Beyond this fusion is immortality itself, which, in the Pauline-Erasmian
scheme of things, boils down to ‘souls being joined to their former bodies’. This
effected, what is in store is ineffable bliss: “The eye hath not seen, nor the ear
heard, nor has it entered into the heart of man to consider what God has provided
for them that love Him.”¢

If, Erasmus suggests, this happens to people who are still alive, they develop
strange habits, “little differing from madness”:

... for they utter many things that do not hang together, and that too not after the
manner of men but make a kind of sound which they neither heed themselves,
nor is it understood by others, and change the whole figure of their countenance,
one while jocund, another while dejected, now weeping, then laughing, and
again sighing. And when they come to themselves, tell you they know not where
they have been, whether in the body or out of the body, or sleeping; nor do they
remember what they have heard, seen, spoken, or done, and only know this, as

4 Tbid.
5 Ibid.
“As it is written, Eye hath not seen, nor ear heard, neither have entered into the heart of man, the
things which God hath prepared for them that love him. But God hath revealed them unto us by
his Spirit; for the Spirit searcheth all things, yea, the deep things of God.” 1 Corinthians 2:9-10.
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it were in a mist or dream, that they were the most happy while they were so out
of their wits. And therefore they are sorry they are come to themselves again and
desire nothing more than this kind of madness, to be perpetually mad. And this
is a small taste of that future happiness.’

Construed as the ultimate form of happiness, verging on the ineffable, such
a transport is beyond the bounds of what Moria is authorized to dwell on: “But I
forget myself and run beyond my bounds”. Yet, thanks to her trespassing oration,

we readers can share, after all, in her own experience of blissful self-abandon.

Putting the final praise of ecstatic union with higher spiritual realms into Mo-
ria’s mouth is of course as self-subversive a gesture as anything the Encomium has
to offer. And what it does have to offer to the student of early modern selthood is
Moria’s equally ambiguous criticism of Stoic doctrines of self-sufficiency. In the
Oration If All Men Were Wise, the Senecan emphasis on reason at the expense of

the passions is denounced as producing so many monsters:

But these passions do not only the office of a tutor to such as are making
towards the port of wisdom, but are in every exercise of virtue as it were spurs
and incentives, nay and encouragers to well doing: which though that great
Stoic Seneca most strongly denies, and takes from a wise man all affections
whatever, yet in doing that he leaves him not so much as a man but rather a
new kind of god that was never yet nor ever like to be. Nay, to speak plainer,
he sets up a stony semblance of a man, void of all sense and common feeling of
humanity. And much good to them with this wise man of theirs; let them enjoy
him to themselves, love him without competitors, and live with him in Plato’s
commonwealth, the country of ideas, or Tantalus’ orchards. For who would not
shun and startle at such a man, as at some unnatural accident or spirit? A man
dead to all sense of nature and common affections, and no more moved with
love or pity than if he were a flint or rock, whose censure nothing escapes;
that commits no errors himself, but has a lynx’s eyes upon others; measures
everything by an exact line, and forgives nothing; pleases himself with himself
only; the only rich, the only wise, the only free man, and only king; in brief, the
only man that is everything, but in his own single judgment only; that cares not
for the friendship of any man, being himself a friend to no man; makes no doubt
to make the gods stoop to him, and condemns and laughs at the whole actions of
our life?® (emphasis added)

Bracketing Folly’s axiological treatment of static and ecstatic selves, the
present study will borrow from the Encomium its underlying, seemingly opposite,
concepts of selthood. The question it will pose is whether representative Elizabe-

7 The Praise of Folly, p. 94.
S Ibid., p. 32.
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than sonnet sequences imagine the self as static or dynamic, as an autonomous,
fixed zone, or as a plastic space, or whether this rhetorically open form allows for
subtler states of transcendence beyond the binarity altogether and towards /e tiers
inclus of a static ecstasy or an ecstatic stasis.

1.2. CONCEPTS OF SELF
Discussing identity as agency, [ain Chambers writes:

We imagine ourselves to be whole, to be complete, to have a full identity
and certainly not to be open or fragmented; we imagine ourselves to be the
author, rather than the object, of the narratives that constitute our lives. It is this
imaginary closure that permits us to act. (emphasis added)

In the next breath, he makes a subtle differentiation between identity and
self:

Still, I would suggest, we are now beginning to learn to act in the subjunctive
mode, as if we had a full identity, while recognizing that such a fullness is a
fiction, an inevitable failure. It is this recognition that permits us to acknowledge
the limits of our selves and with it the posibility of dialoguing across the
subsequent differences — the boundary, or horizon, from which, as Heidegger
points out, things unfold; both towards and away from us. (Chambers 1994:
25-26)

What seems to be implied in Chambers’s use of “identity” and “self” is the
idea that self is the space, or the clearly outlined site upon which identity unfolds.
Spacial metaphors proliferating in recent discussions centered upon self, identity,
and subjectivity, it turns out that self is, ideally, a differentiated entity from within
which agency is generated. Another aspect that such definitions share is related to
the recurrence of the same: the self is “an embodied individual owner who sees
himself or herself as me and me again” (Sorabji 2008: 13), a typical description
that foregrounds the repetitive, self-identical character of self.

“Contentious and obscure”, if not used to designate the entire human being,
“self” seems to be more often than not defined as personal (in an obvious opposi-
tion to collective) identity, or “a sense of same person according to which some-
one can remain the same person in spite of changing” (Martin, Barressi 2006: 3).
Identity, on the other hand, implies lack of difference (best understood, for the
purposes of the present analysis, perhaps in the Heideggerean/Deleuzean mode,
as sheer repetition), whereas self implies differentiation from other. In this sense,
again, self seems to be the broader term.
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According to Paul Ricoeur’s hermeneutic anthropology (Ricoeur 1992), self
is the meeting point of two types of identity: a kind of “’synchronic” self-sameness
per se (ipse-identity) and a recurrence and permanence in time (idem-identity). In
David Vessey’s account,

The aporia at the heart of our discussion is an application of the classic “one/
many problem” — how do we remain the same throughout all our physical and
psychological changes. But unlike many or most other attempts to explain
this, Ricoeur embraces the paradox and argues that, in a sense, the self is split.
Confusion arises as we conflate two distant notions of identity when reflecting
on self-identity. There is numerical identity — being one and not many —, and
qualitative identity being substitutable; both are identity in the sense of sameness.
Using the Latin term, Ricoeur refers to this as idem-identity. Idem identity
also includes the genetic identity which drives change over time and across
development making it possible, for example, to identify an acorn at one time
with an oak tree later. But as everyone immediately recognizes when personal
identity gets articulated solely in terms of physical or metaphysical continuity,
idem-identity does not give us guidance for answering one crucial question of
identity, “Who am 1?”” The answer to that question is ipse-identity: selfhood.
In contrast to idem-identity, ipse-identity is not dependent on something
permanent for its existence. That is, having a self over time does not necessitate
having something the same, something perhaps metaphysical which grounds the
identity of self. (Vessey 2004: 213)

In a description of dynamic postmodern identifications versus a conventional
static image of the self, Steve Pile and Nigel Thrift pair off identity and self in the
same phrase:

Building on a theory of qualitative multiplicity which can never be reduced to
one principle, the self and identity are seen as an affirmative, active flux, an
image set in direct opposition to a monolithic and sedentary image of self and
identity which is seen as clearly deriving from a phallogocentric system. This is
the kind of stance now associated with writers like Butler, Castoriadis, Deleuze
and Irigaray. (Pile, Thrift 1995: 10)

To Jerrold Seigel (Seigel 2008: 2), self has three dimensions: bodily (needs,
drives, temperament), relational (cultural and interpersonal) and reflective (one’s
“capacity for examining and restructuring” one’s life), selfhood imagined as the
site of their constant interaction. Thus, unlike soul, with which it has been his-
torically identified (Plato, Alcibiades 1, 129-130), selfhood is characteristically
conceived as an embodied state.

The Aristotelian (De Anima 1 4, 408b11-15) strain of our intellectual heritage
easily promotes the modern view of self as a soul-and-body composite. In the
20™ century, the point was articulated with equal clarity by doctrines as diverse
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as psychoanalysis and phenomenology. With Freud, the body is “the frontier” be-
tween self and world (Glover 1988). To Merleau-Ponty, it outlines the necessary
spatial silhouette of the self: there is “no space for me without the space of the
body” (Merleau-Ponty 2003: 117), our bodily experience providing us with access
to world and object alike, or with a primary “praktognosia”. Thus, in the pheno-
menology of the self, the body has a dual status: it is both with us and outside us,
and embodiment seems to be already, paradoxically, a form of self-transcendence.

I'am conscious of my body via the world [...] [ am conscious of the world through
the medium of my body. I am already outside myself, in the world. (Merleau-
Ponty 2003: 82)

It is in the space of the body, “directly localizable, discrete, continuous in
space, and stable in time” (Ricoeur 1992: 36), that self finds its being-in-the-
world. The body as Heideggerian “earth” is the “sphere of intimate passivity, and
hence of otherness™ (ibid.: 322). This otherness of the body is considered pivotal
to our conceptualisation of self:

Understanding the way in which our own body is at once a body like any other
(situated among other bodies) and an aspect of the self (its manner of being in
the world) is a problem of vast proportions (ibid.: 33).

Along with the scholastic attempts at fine distinctions between selthood, sub-
jectivity and identity, there are also freer critical practices. To Anthony Elliott, for
instance, such terminological differences seem virtually negligible, though this
author acknowledges the fact that they actually “reflect deep historical and po-
litical transitions” (2001: 9). An example of this is the recent turn “away from
subjectivity and identity toward the subject and the self”, with “a stress on pri-
oritizing multiple selves, cultural differences, and gender instability” (ibid.). In
their Introduction to The Rise and Fall of Soul and Self: An Intellectual History of
Personal Identity (Columbia University Press, 2008) Raymond Martin and John
Barresi repeatedly pair off self and personal identity, while briefly making the fol-
lowing distinction:

By theories of the self we mean explicit theories that tell us what sort of thing
the self is, if indeed it even is a thing. By theories of personal identity we mean
theories of personal identity over time, that is theories that explain why a person,
or self, at one time is or is not the same person or self as someone at some other
time. (Ibid.: 2)

Commonsensical as the definition sounds, it does create new complications.
Is “person” then synonymous with “self’? In a study of “the individualist self”,
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Michael Mascuch mentions the generic understanding of person as the human
agent in society” (1997: 14). To P.F. Strawson, persons are bodies and “the first
basic particulars are bodies since they best satisfy the criteria of localization in the
single spatiotemporal schema” (1990: 40). And, if we believe, with Ricoeur, that
“bodies are eminently identifiable and reidentifiable as being the same”, the use of
“person” would foreground the ipse-identity of the self. Furthermore, selves and
persons are related to the identifying reference of the proper name, in which “the
sameness of one’s body conceals its selthood” (Ricouer 1992: 33).

Last but not least, in relational terms, selves are opposed to and differentiated
from others, whereas persons are opposed to things. But then, if things have ip-
seity only, persons, like selves, have idem-, as well as ipse-identity. Both persons
and selves have agency, manifested as desire, the driving force of, as well as the
reason for initiative.

Like the self, in its Cartesian mode at least, the subject, “sometimes deployed
as a synonym for the individual” (Mascuch 1997: 14), is a “unitary being” made
up of mind and body (Pile, Thrift 1991: 10). At the same time, Mascuch offers a
fine distinction: the subject is “the fiction that many similar states in us are the
effect of one substratum”, and the substratum is “that entity otherwise known as
the self” (ibid.: 15).

The “fiction” of subject has been, of course, notoriously problematised in
poststructuralist thought, ever since Nietzsche’s warning that the subject is not
apodictically given. Unlike the subject, however, with whom the emphasis seems
to be exclusively upon agency, the self implies distance and self-reflexivity, as
well: in it, the subject becomes the object of its own construction, imagining, and
interpretation. Furthermore, unlike the subject, arising as localization in a strong
opposition to, and mastery over the object (Taylor 1989: 187), the self is defined
relationally, in its interpersonal exchange with other selves.

Favouring, after Stephen Greenblatt’s Renaissance Self-Fashioning (1980),
Michel Foucault’s The Care of the Self (1984) and Charles Taylor’s Sources of the
Self (1989), the use of self rather than identity, subject, or I, this study will appro-
priate the notion of the self as objectified personal, or self-identity. In Mascuch’s
neat definition,

A personal self-identity is the effect of human activity in the landscape of society
and culture. It is a tool for negotiation with the web of the world; an imaginary
script conceived by each person to underwrite the dramatic interpersonal
performances of self. [...] it is possible also to speak of generic categories or
epistemes of self-identity appropriate to epochal social and cultural contexts, in
which certain basic types of scripts and interpersonal performances make sense.
(1997: 18)
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In conformity with the early modern episteme and its multifarious philosoph-
ical hypotexts, this study will imagine the embodied self as also capable, through
self-pro-jection, intersubjective exchange’®, or (mystic) trance, of symbolically
transcending its own situatedness within the corporeal.

1.3. STASIS AND ECSTASY

When Aristotle’s Nichomachean Ethics defines a friend as another self (efer-
on auton, 9.9.116ab6-7), it posits the foundations of an autology of self-tran-
scendence. Thus, as early as the dawn of Western thought, the very possibility of
another self creates a fissure in the idea of the autonomous self of the Analytics.

Rethinking the project of the Cogito, the Fourth of Husserl’s Cartesian Medi-
tations posits the constitution of the subject, or the transcendental ego, as a syn-
thesis in “internal time” of the harmonious flow its experiences. The moment of
this synthesis is when the

The ego grasps himself not only as a flowing life but also as 7, who lives this and
that subjective process, [...] as the same I. (CM, 66)

In other words, as noted by Michael Hammond et al. (1992: 72-3) such an
identifying synthesis brings to life a single identical subject. The emphasis on
ipseity, mentioned as the primary feature of the transcendental ego, however, does
not diminish the importance of the other two features of the Husserlian subject —
its individuality and its connection with the objective world.

Individuality, or “individuation”, distinguishes the subject from others. For
the subject is not “an empty pole of identity” (ibid.). Anticipating Ricoeur’s idem-
identity, this aspect of the subject is related to its history in time, its “abiding
style”:

If, in an act of judgment, I decide for the first time in favor of a being and a
being-thus, the fleeting act passes; but from now on I am abidingly the Ego who
is thus and so decided. (CM, 66)

Last but not least, given the ego-cogito-cogitatum structure of all experience,
it is in its interaction with objects that the “monadically concrete Ego” is estab-
lished in its completeness. True, it also contains within itself, like a Leibnizian
“monad”, both the experienced actual and the possible (Hammond et al. 1991),
but the fact remains that without any interaction with the Umwelt the articulation
of self is precluded.

9 Ecstasy has been used in this sense by both Levinas and Jean Luc-Nancy.
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From Husserl to Levinas to Ricoeur, therefore, a phenomenology of the self
can hardly circumvent the pivotal role the other — and thus ec-stasy, imagined as
reaching towards it — plays in the maintenance of selthood. As mentioned above,
in phenomenological terms, the self’s state of embodiment already renders prob-
lematic any notions of its Senecan, or Kantian autonomy and self-sufficiency.
Next, the founding Husserlian dictum of the intentionality of consciousness pic-
tures the self as ec-static by default in its dependence on the object, or the other
self. In Ricoeur’s wording, “autonomy appears to be dependent on heteronomy”
(Ricoeur 1992: 275). If to Husserl, however, the other is derived from the self via
an “analogical transfer” (ibid.: 331), to Levinas, the powerful call of the other
creates an asymmetry within the intersubjective exchange. Beginning his Tozality
and Infinity by “establishing an ego possessed by the desire to form a circle with
itself, to identify itself” (ibid.: 337), Levinas goes on to describe the way in which
this pre-heterological self is gradually “broken into by the other” (ibid.)

As used by Heidegger, ec-stasy is the stepping forth in the world, performed
by Dasein, or being-in-the world, to make something of itself (Inwood 2000: 60).
Ex-istence is ec-static by definition — it means to reside in the anonymity of the
“they” (Ricouer 1992: 342), the Man, or they-self of concernful being-with-oth-
ers, from which the self is to be separated if it is to achieve authenticity.

All in all, in a phenomenological context, ecstasy could be regarded as a state
of self-transcendence, temporal and spatial, in the thrown self’s quest for authen-
tic being. In Alfonso Lingis’s words,

Existential philosophy defined the new concepts of ecstasy or of transcendence
to fix a distinct kind of being that is by casting itself out of its own given place
and time, without dissipating, because at each moment it projects itself — or,
more exactly, a variant of itself — into another place and time. Such a being is not
ideality, defined as intuitable or reconstitutable anywhere and at any moment.
Ex-istence, understood etymologically, is not so much a state or a stance as a
movement, which is by conceiving a divergence from itself or a potentiality of
itself and casting itself into that divergence with all that it is. (Lingis 1994: 6)

In Heidegger’s understanding, the ec-stasy of our ex-sistence is inextricably
bound to its radical temporality, to the futural orientedness of Dasein: ec-stasy
means being outside oneself in time. Death, therefore, is the ultimate mode of
Dasein — it is the moment at which self-identity is eventually conferred upon the
self in the form of perpetual stasis'®.

Maintaining an awareness of recent theoretical constructs of the ec-centric,
ec-static subject — the Lacanian, with its dependence upon the “field” of the other
(Lacan 1979: 203f), and the Deleuzean schizo, gliding, beside himself, upon the

10 Likewise, in the terms of Freud’s Beyond the Pleasure Principle, (the static) ego instincts, as
opposed to (the ecstatic) sexual instincts, aim at a return to an initial inorganic state in death.
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empty, deterritorialized surface of the body-without-organs (Deleuze, Guattari
2004: 9-23), this study will also capitalize on the synchronic contrast between
such state-of-the art “dynamic” descriptions of selthood and the inherited, histori-
cally established “static” ones:

Building on a theory of qualitative multiplicity which can never be reduced to
one principle, the self and identity are seen as an affirmative, active flux, an
image set in direct opposition to a monolithic and sedentary image of self and
identity which is seen as clearly deriving from a phallogocentric system. This is
the kind of stance now associated with writers like Butler, Castoriadis, Deleuze
and Irigaray. (Pile, Thrift 1995: 9)

The capitalization, at that, as references to Erasmus Enchomium have sug-
gested, is hardly as anachronistic as it seems. As previously stated, ideas of the
fluid self proliferate in the hermetic, mystical and Neo-Platonic strains of the early
modern episteme.

Describing the dynamics of selfhood in Elizabethan sonnet sequences, I will
choose a perspective opposite to that of Levinas’ heterological autology. I will try
to recapture instead the phenomenology of the early modern self in its interaction
with the Umwelt, and especially with the other. In this interaction, and contra
Levinas, the self will be imagined, in compliance with an autological heterology,
as attempting self-transcendence, in a quest for the other, but also very much for
itself. For this purpose, the oppositional and relational concepts of stasis and ec-
stasy (as well as en-stasy, enstasis, standing-within-oneself, or implosion within
the self) will be appropriated, especially in their function of a meeting point of
space and time in the description of the self. More often than not, the study will
attempt to reconstruct temporal states of selthood unfolding in time and the subtle
transitions between and moments of transcendence of such states.

If this paper’s immediate inspiration has been Erasmus’ Encomium, its most
literal methodological clue is to be found in Bakhtin. Famously, Bakhtin’s analy-
sis articulates a clear-cut spatio-temporal opposition between classical (closed,
self-sufficient, static) and grotesque (open, incomplete, dynamic):

Contrary to modern canons, the grotesque body is not separated from the rest
of the world. It is not a closed, completed unit; it is unfinished, outgrows itself,
transgresses its own limits. The stress is laid on those parts of the body that
are open to the outside world, that is, the parts through the world enters the
body or emerges from it, or through which the body itself goes out to meet
the world. This means that the emphasis is on the apertures or convexities, or
on various ramifications and offshoots: the open mouth, the genital organs, the
breasts, the phallus, the potbelly, the nose. The body discloses its essence as a
principle of growth which exceeds its own limits only in copulation, pregnancy,
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childbirth, the throes of death, eating, drinking, or defecation. This is the ever
unfinished, ever creating body, the link in the chain of genetic development, or
more correctly speaking, two links shown at the point where they enter into each
other. This especially strikes the eye in archaic grotesque. (Bakhtin 1984: 26)

In contrast, Bakhtin imagines the classical body of high culture as self-con-
tained, poised, and monumental. In Stallybrass and White’s wording,

Bakhtin was struck by the compelling difference between the human body as
represented in popular festivity and the body as represented in classical statuary
in the Renaissance. He noticed how the two forms of iconography ‘embodied’
utterly contrary registers of being. To begin with, the classical statue was
always mounted on a plinth which meant that it was always elevated, static and
monumental. In the one simple fact of the plinth or pedestal the classical body
signalled a whole different somatic conception from that of the grotesque body
which was usually multiple ... teeming, always already part of a throng. By
contrast, the classical statue is the radiant centre of a transcendent individualism,
‘put on a pedestal’, raised above the viewer and the commonality and anticipating
passive admiration from below. We gaze up at the figure and wonder. We are
placed by it as spectators to an instant — frozen yet apparently universal — of
epic or tragic time. The presence of the statue is a problematic presence in that
it immediately retroflects us to the heroic past, it is a memento classici, for
which we are the eternal latecomers, and for whom meditative imitation is the
appropriate contrition. the classical statue has no openings or orifices whereas
grotesque costume and masks emphasize the gaping mouth, the protuberant
belly and buttocks, the feet and the genitals [...] a mobile, split, multiple self, a
subject of pleasure in processes of exchange. (1986: 21)

Artistic facts might suggest, however, that Bakhtin’s binary opposition needs
a more discriminating revision. It will suffice to raise the issue of the status of
Christ’s body in medieval culture. Definitely belonging to the realm of “official
culture”, its construction in both theological texts and visual representations in-
volves the porosity of Ego sum ostium (“1 am the gate”, John 10:9), an openness
that the Bakhtinian distinction will find hard to accommodate. In Sarah Beck-
with’s analysis, it is

both exclusive — in Bakhtin’s terms a classical body — closed, hermetic,
monumental, static, elevated, awesome, homogeneous, and simultaneously
inclusive... the very stuff... of mortality and bodily change, open to the world
through its welcoming wounds. And it is the very simultaneity of that exclusion
and inclusion, that simultaneous classicism and grotesquerie, that make it such
an alarmingly hybrid image.’ (1993: 44)
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Furthermore, there is hardly any doubt that the principles of Michelangelo’s
statuary basically epitomize Bakhtin’s “classical” rather than “carnivalesque”.
Yet, looking at Michelangelo’s Bacchus (1497), for instance, one is struck by the
simultaneity of Bakhtin’s two principles, the classical conceived but as a brief
moment in a fundamentally carnivalesque corporeality, dissolving the body into
other, non-human forms, like that of the little satyr. On the other hand, such “rhi-
zomatic” ideas of the body as emitting sporadic offshoots into “outer space” must
have been safely contained by an all-powerful hierarchy of being, imposed by
neo-Platonic and hermetic philosophy.

In the context of the early modern, an inherited medley of frequently in-
compatible ideas about the self as a soul-body composite produces fairly flex-
ible notions of selfhood. The dominant Christian-Platonic-Hermetic mental setup
(Pancheva 2001) imagines the self mostly as a replica of the macrocosm, neatly
reflecting the formative principles of the space in which it is located. Related to
the world via multiple analogies, such a self is shaped by what Charles Taylor
calls “Plato’s Self-Mastery”: it doesn’t need to open up to ‘outer space’ in any too
dynamic exchange.

Treating the self as a Husserlian synthesis of its phenomenal instances un-
folding in time, I will view the early modern self in a broader context, where
the principles of autonomy, self-sufficiency, and closure might have been further
enhanced by Stoic ideas, but also probably rendered problematic and undermined
by notions of ec-static experience in current Christian, mystical, Cabalistic, etc.,
thought. Thus, my hermeneutic prejudice will be that early modern versions of the
self could be described relationally, or as informed by the above mentioned two
opposite principles: the principle of stasis (from Greek, literally ‘standing, stop-
page’, from sta-base of histanai ‘to stand’), or the self-contained, monumental
neo-Stoic self, and the principle of ecstasy (from Greek éx-araoig, ekstasis, to be
or stand outside oneself, a removal to elsewhere) or the self’s attempt to transcend
its spatio-temporal limitations. Further, it might be rewarding to probe into the
ways such seemingly polar principles interact, fashioning hybrid images of self-
hood. In other words, my discussion of exemplary Elizabethan sonnet sequences
will try to answer the following questions: is the zone of self static, perpetuated in
a monumental opposition to that of the other-than-self, or are these zones capable
of an active spatial interchange, self ec-statically going beyond its fixity into the
space of another, mirrored by, or smoothly melting into it? In both cases, what are
the textual ‘symbolic forms’ such versions of the self would assume?

Reading Sidney and Shakespeare in terms of static and ecstatic selves, I will
attempt an extrapolation to selfhood at large of Bakhtin’s contrasting images of
bodies classical and grotesque. In between, [ will explore, with Levinas, “the sub-
stitution of the I for the other” (Ricoeur 1992: 112), but also, against Levinas, the
“analogical” Husserlian replacement of other with self.
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2. ANOTHER SELFE: THE SPACE OF THE SONNET

If Edmund Spenser’s The Faerie Queene offers by far the most extensive
Elizabethan narrative construct of the self, and Marlowe’s and Shakespeare’s he-
roic tragedies best dramatize its psychomachia, the love sonnet is probably the
age’s finest lyrical instrument for the exploration of selthood. Based on a Platonic-
Christian metaphysics of love, the sonnet defines the self relationally and ec-stati-
cally with respect to an overvalued object of adoration. Shaped by Petrarch as an
introspective literary medium, the genre constructs a space which can readily ac-
commodate an early modern economy of the self-other exchange.

The origins of the genre date back to an ecstatic dream. La Vita Nuova, Pro-
em, II, tells the story of Dante’s vision of the “lady of my mind, who was called
Beatrice (“beatific”’) by many who knew not what to call her”. Problematic as her
corporeal presence is, her material “apparition” (III) causes a perturbation in the
speaker’s body:

At that instant, I say truly that the spirit of life, which dwells in the most secret
chamber of the heart, began to tremble with such violence that it appeared
fearfully in the least pulses, and, trembling, said these words: Ecce deus fortior
me, qui veniens dominabitur mihi [Behold a god stronger than I, who coming
shall rule over me]'!.

Disturbing the stasis of “the spirit of life” within the heart, the “apparition”
of the other makes the self surrender its self-control and acknowledge its own
decentred condition:

I say that from that time forward Love lorded it over my soul, which had been so
speedily wedded to him: and he began to exercise over me such control and such
lordship, through the power which my imagination gave to him, that it behoved
me to do completely all his pleasure.

To “the spirit of the soul”, this is the bliss of sight: “Apparuit jam beatitudo
vestra [Now has appeared your bliss].” Significantly, it is also the breakdown of
the alimentary “natural spirit”:

At that instant the natural spirit, which dwells in that part where our nourishment
is supplied, began to weep, and, weeping, said these words:Heu miser! quia
frequenter impeditus ero deinceps [Woe is me, wretched! because often from
this time forth shall I be hindered].

I The New Life of Dante Alighieri, translated by Charles Eliot Norton; Houghton, Mifflin and Com-
pany; Boston and New York; 1896; http://www.elfinspell.com/DanteNewLifel.html .
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Years after this physical-spiritual encounter, Dante has a Pieta-like vision of
Beatrice in the arms of God:

And thinking of her a sweet sleep overcame me, in which a marvellous vision
appeared to me: so that it seemed I saw in my room a flame-coloured nebula, in
the midst of which I discerned the shape of a lord of fearful aspect to those who
gazed on him: and he appeared to me with such joy, so much joy within himself,
that it was a miraculous thing: and in his speech he said many things, of which
I understood only a few: among them I understood this: ‘Ego dominus tuus: 1
am your lord.’

It seemed to me he held a figure sleeping in his arms, naked except that it
seemed to me to be covered lightly with a crimson cloth: gazing at it very intently
I realised it was the lady of the greeting, she who had deigned to greet me before
that day.

In metapoetic terms, Dante’s vision is as powerful an emblem of the sonne-
teer’s decentred self as one would wish: holding the poet’s burning heart in his
hand, God shows it to him (“Vide cor tuum: Look upon your heart.”). He then
feeds Beatrice with it, takes her in his arms and ascends upwards. The vision in-
spires the author of the Vita Nuova to pen its first sonnet.

Reminiscent of the Divina Commedia, where Beatrice also carries the poet to
Heaven, Dante’s vision suggests that transport of self into another which, together
with the self’s subsequent depletion'?, was to be stereotyped in the thematic rep-
ertoire of the Elizabethan love sonnet:

To every captive soul and gentle heart
Unto whose sight may come the present word,
That they thereof to me their thoughts impart,
Be greeting in Love’s name, who is their Lord.
Now of those hours wellnigh one third had gone
What time doth every star appear most bright,
When on a sudden Love before me shone,
Remembrance of whose nature gives me fright.
Joyful to me seemed Love, and he was keeping
My heart within his hands, while on his arm
He held my lady, covered o’er, and sleeping.
Then waking her, he with this flaming heart
Did humble feed her fearful of some harm.
Thereon I saw him thence in tears depart.

12° After this vision my natural spirit began to be hindered in its operation, for my soul was wholly
given over to the thought of this most gentle lady; whereby in brief time I fell into so frail and
feeble a condition, that my appearance was grievous to many of my friends... (IV)
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After Dante’s smooth flight to celestial spheres in La Vita Nuova, Petrarch’s
Canzoniere reads like the story of the self’s painful attempt to leap forth, and
up, to an ever-postponed, incomprehensible (339), unbearably radiant (284, 339),
“gathered in herself, and so distant” (336)!3, “so other” (339) beloved. Initially
imagined as an assault (23) against the “well-tempered” self’s autonomy (2, 23),
love gradually turns Petrarch’s narrative of the soul into an archaeology of its will-
ing ec-static transmigrations.

The ecstatic impulse is generated by induction. Descending from transcen-
dental realms (“A new young angel carried by her wings/ descended from the
sky”, 106, “and something with intelligence and wings,/ passed, like a star shoot-
ing through the sky:/ and Nature and Pity guided its course”, 233), the lady issues
sweet light from her eyes (72, 106, 233). Contemplating the semi-divine other, the
soul flies upwards, to leave the body in the perfect stasis of the statuesque:

I was on earth, and my heart in paradise,
sweetly forgetting every other care,

and felt my living form

become a statue petrified by wonder (325)

Through the reenactments of memory, the moment is perpetuated into eter-

nity:

a statue made of steel would wear away
with time, before that sweet act of hers,
that fills both my memory and my heart,
could cease to stand before me... (108)

Caught in repetition, the self is ever the same: “I’m what I have always been”
(118). This, however, is the ipseity of decentredness: the lover is the same in the
tears, pain and suffering provoked by the absence of an other, imagined as the
source of his being:

That frail life, that still exists in me

was the clear gift of your lovely eyes,

and your voice, angelically sweet.

I recognise my being comes from them. (63)

... my good, my bad, my death and life, had been
placed in her hands... (170)

Thus, sameness is the effect of the self’s perpetual absence to itself. Its for-
getting of (23), exile from (76), being tempted from (71, 160, 169), hatred of

13 Petrarch, The Canzoniere. Translated by: A. S. Kline, 2002.
http://petrarch.petersadlon.com/canzoniere.html .
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(82), losing (206), leaving (209) and fleeing from (224) itself result in a severing
of soul and body: “the spirit leaves the heart to follow you” (17), “I fear lest the
heart parts from my self” (18), “bear only my mortal part on your crest:/ the other,
clothed in lover’s plumage,/ goes flying on towards its sweet home” (to the river
Po, 180). Built into the self’s very make-up (“for though I am mortal body of this
earth,/ my fixed desire comes from the stars”, 22), this severing is actualized by
the gaze of the celestially descended other. Drawing the spirit away, the beloved’s
eyes, like Medusa’s, petrify the body:

The heavenly breeze that breathes through

that green laurel...

had the same power on me as Medusa had

[...]

Her shadow alone turns my heart to ice,

and paints my face a fearful white:

her eyes have the power to turn me to marble. (197)

At the same time, the other’s closeness sets the body’s hydraulics a-trem-
bling:

There’s no marrow in my bones, nor blood
in my veins that doesn’t feel the tremor,
when I’m near one who too often sets death
and life together in the balance. (198)

Thus moved, the self follows the path of eros, which reverses the path of the
lady’s descent (106).

... and I see her go by so sweet and deadly
that my soul trembles to rise in flight (169)

... he who speaks of you

takes a noble subject as his theme,

which lifts him on loving wings

far from all base thought.

Now on these wings I fly to speak

of what I’ve long carried hidden in my heart. (71)

My gentle lady, I see

a sweet light that streams from your eyes
that shows me the way that leads to Heaven... (72)

The paradoxes of the lady’s presence, oscillating between ice and flame, are
projected onto the self as a process of simultaneous drying and melting (18, 202).
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They culminate in the Canzoniere s underlying narrative of the metamorphoses of
the loving soul.

Number 23, a canzone, seems to be their clearest articulation. Starting with
the speaker’s self-encapsulation — “frozen thoughts about my heart/ had almost
made a covering of enamel,/ so that its hardness left nothing lacking”, it goes on
to depict the self as a mere husk of stability, enclosing the space for the enactment
of the metamorphic drama:

one thought which is anguished
... makes me forget myself:
ruling what is inside me, I the shell.

In the presence of Love, then, “the powerful” other so effectively destabilizes
the inner man as to make the speaker question his ipseity in time:

Alas what am I? What was 1?

At present, the loving self is the effect of a striking metamorphosis into the
other. As in Ovid’s tale of Daphne (Metamorphoses 1, 452 ft), he has turned into a
laurel tree. Unlike in Ovid, however, the shape-shifting has been induced by Lau-
ra/Daphne, and it is the lover who has, step by step, undergone the transformation:

... and the two transformed me to what I am,
making green laurel from a living man,
that loses no leaves in the coldest season.

What a state I was in when I first realized
the transfiguration of my person

and saw my hair formed of those leaves
that I had hoped might yet crown me,

and my feet with which I stand, move, run,
since each member accords with the spirit,
turned into two roots by the water

not of Peneus, but a nobler river,

and both my arms changed to branches!

Next, grieving for his perished overreaching hope, like Cycnus grieving for
Phaeton (Metamorphoses 11, 367 ff), the lover is transfigured into a swan:

The memory still chills me,
of being clothed then in white plumage,
when my hope that had tried to climb too high

62



was lightning-struck and lying dead,

and I, who had no idea where or when

I might retrieve it, went weeping alone

day and night where I had lost it,

searching the banks and beneath the water:

and while I might my tongue was never silent
from that moment about hope’s evil fall:

until I took on, with its voice, the colour of a swan.

Then, a Medusa (Metamorphoses 1V, 770 ff), who maddens men with her
gaze, but who is also the early modern Anatomia'4, extracts his heart and forbids
speaking. Later, in 228, it is Love who performs the “anatomy” to inextricably
transplant the green laurel of the other into the self: “Love opened my left side
with his right hand,/ and set, in the centre of my heart,/ a green laurel...” Felt to be
less than an alien intrusion, that other actually becomes the self’s very core and
most treasured possession: “I carry it in my heart, wherever I am,/ a happy burden:
and with true prayer/ I adore it, bowing as if to something holy.”

In Number 23’s metamorphic succession, the lover, who is unable to rec-
ognize the beloved in a changed guise, speaks out the truth. Consequently, he is
punished with petrifaction, the way Battus was, “semi-living and dumb stone”.
Trapped within the rock, yet trembling inside it, death “circling round his heart,
yet moving his feet, the lover is “between living and dying”. The rest of the trans-
formation remains unspoken, inscribed only in the lover’s mind, since the mutat-
ing self is forbidden “a living voice”, and denied self-possession (“I am not my
own”). Zombied, the speaker, like Philomel (Metamorphoses V1, 424 ff), who
weaves her story into her tapestry, cries out “with paper and ink”.

In this state, the self dreams of a metamorphosis in the eyes of the other:

I truly thought I could turn myself in her eyes
from worthlessness to a thing of worth...

“Placed in the shadows”, instead, lacking the light, he is unable to find this-
worldly copies or traces of the lady — her shadows or footprints. Consequently,
the former flint is liquefied, the way Byblis was (Metamorphoses 1X, 446—665), in
her unchaste desire for her twin, or the embodied mirror image of herself:

I felt myself melt wholly, as snow
never vanished so in the sun,
becoming a fount at a beech-tree’s foot.

14 Compare the iconography of Anatomia in Jonathan Sawday, The Body Emblazoned. Dissection
and the Human Body in Renaissance Culture. Routledge, 1995.
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I held that moist course for a length of time.
Who ever heard of fountains born of men?

The metamorphoses of the suffering soul, however, distort God’s semblance,

mirrored by it. Conceived as retribution, therefore, they render monstrous the
shapeshifting of the soul:

If contrary to its nature it suffers
being prayed to often, it mirrors Him
and so makes the sin more fearful.

Moved by pity, the lady returns the lover to his “first state”. Strikingly, as it

regains its original shape, the self actually turns stone again. From within the flint,
it, like Echo (Metamorphoses 111, 359 ff), is reduced to a mere voice:

I felt my bone and nerves

turn to hard flint: and only a voice shaken
from my former being remained,

calling on Death, and calling her by name.

The spirit, however, is set a-roaming abroad:
A grieving spirit (I recall) I wandered
through empty and alien caverns,

weeping my errant ardour for many years...

After the completion of what is obviously another cycle of the migrant soul

(“and at least reached its end”), the union of spirit and limb is restored, but only to
bring more suffering to the self. Treading the path of desire, the self reenacts the
metamorphosis of Actaeon:
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I saw that creature, wild and beautiful,
standing naked

in a pool, when the sun shone most brightly.
I, because no other sight so pleases me,
stood and gazed: she covered in her shame:
and for revenge or to hide herself,

she splashed water in my face, with her hand.
I speak the truth (though I may seem to lie)
that I felt myself altered from my true form,
and swiftly transmuted to a lonely stag,
wandering from wood to wood:

and fleeing from my own pack of hounds.



After a series of experiences of shapeshifting and metempsychosis, with all
their potential for shifting gender and attendant homoeroticism, the self eventu-
ally recognizes the incompleteness of its metamorphoses. One of Jove’s crowning
transmutations, a measure of his powerful transcendence, but also of his divine
agape for this world, has been denied to him:

Song, I was never that golden cloud
that once fell as a precious shower,
so that Jove’s flame was quenched a little...

On a minor scale, however, the speaker has been “the fire that a lovely look
kindled”, and his words have soared with the eagle that seized the Ganymede
of his desire. Rounding off the metamorphic experience of the self’s numerous
guises, the canzone ends with the speaker’s ultimate rootedness in “the highest
laurel”, in whose shade ““all lesser beauties that please the heart are scattered”. The
wheel has come full circle, Petrarch’s Number 23 biting its tail.

The stasis that follows the speaker’s ultimate metamorphosis into the other
is reasserted by Number 51. The greater closeness of Laura/Daphne and her light
penetrating his eyes would make the lover /ike her, inducing shapeshifting first:

If the light had neared my eyes a little

that dazzles me even when far away,

then, as she changed her form in Thessaly,
I would have changed my form completely.

Meaningfully, becoming hers, and thus becoming /er, means turning into a
statue, in what is a visible reversal of the Pygmalion myth (Metamorphoses, X):

And since I could not be transformed to be

more hers than I am already (not that it gains me pity),
I think my aspect today would be

carved from whatever stone is hardest,

from diamond, or from a fine marble, white
perhaps through fear, or from rock-crystal...

Such a return into Galatea’s statue is, paradoxically, imagined as a liberation
from the burden of Atlas, pillar of universal stasis:

... and be free of this savage and heavy yoke,
because of which I even envy that old man,
Atlas, whose shoulders shadow Morocco.
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Throughout the Canzoniere, shapeshifting, which lets the loving self try on
different identities, more than once ends in petrified ipseity. At 118,

... fresh tears from old desire
show that I’'m what I have always been,
no different yet despite a thousand changes.

Once the self’s ipseity is achieved via the ultimate transformation of the lover
into his beloved, however, it feels threatened by the “hypocrisy” of the mirror.
The mirror’s virtual clones are not what they are and such non-coincidence per-
mits the lady to see herself as an other. This catoptric metaposition, however,
could trap the beloved’s self into “beauties not its own” (45). Moreover, catoptric
space unlawfully drags the /over into itself, “exiling” him from his position of
self-identity:

Through its promptings, Lady, I have been
driven from my sweet resting-place:

wretched exile, though I could not rightly stay
where you alone can have existence.

The lover’s ec-static “stepping” info the mirror, though, could have its ben-
efits: collapsing the narcissistic!’ catoptric economy, his presence there would
show the lady an image other than her own, and thus rescue her from entrapment
in the imaginary:

But if I had been fixed there with firm rivets,
that mirror would not have made you proud
and harsh, pleasing to yourself, to my harm.
Surely you can remember Narcissus:

that course and this runs to the same end,
though the grass is not worthy of such a flower.

Such ec-static flexibility renders the soul not only migrant, but also shared:

... love, who have power over my thoughts,
and nourish one soul in two bodies (48)

... those lovely eyes that dazzle the heart,
able to lighten the abyss and the night,
tear soul from body, and grant it to another... (213)

15 Cf. also 46: “you sate your passion with yourself”.
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Migrancy of soul generates Gnostic metaphors of the flesh: “he has left
her lovely dwelling-house” (251), “The soul, that Death drives from its place,/
parts from me, and free of that net,/ goes” (256), “for those wings/ with which
our intellect can rise/ from this mortal prison to heaven” (258), “she left her
earthly veil behind on earth” (278), “this harmful burden of the flesh” (331).
After Laura’s death, the split of soul and body is finalized in the flight of the lady’s
divested soul (“naked spirit”) to the third sphere of Venus, where lovers dwell
with “all the choir of love:

Now you see both poles together,

the wandering planets on their circling path,
and see how limited our view of things,

so that I ease my grief with your joy. (287)

... lovely lady, you have slept a brief sleep:
now you have woken among blessed spirits,
where the soul enters into its Maker (327)¢

It is paralleled by the lover’s attempted leap upwards:

My thought raised me to a place in which
she was whom I seek, and cannot find on earth:
there, among those who are in the third circle... (302)

This flight of the spirit in imitation of the death of the other leaves the self in
a zombied state:

I’ve not been alive one day since then:
I was hers in life, and hers to the end,
and, with her footsteps, my days are gone. (358)

There are more than one ways for the path upwards to be opened up: the state
of jouissance (“such noble joy,/ that I was lifted above this world:/ and gazing in-
tently”, 323), phantasms (“I see her, the lady of the highest house”, 284), dreams

16 Cf. also 346... the angels elect and the blessed spirits,
citizens of heaven, surrounded my lady,
filled with wonderment and reverence,
on that first day she passed beyond us.
‘What light is this, and what new beauty?’
347: Lady, who dwell now, with our Creator,
happily, as your virtuous life deserved,
seated on a noble, glorious throne, adorned
with more than purple robes and pearls...
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(“a naked spirit”, 359), meditation (“I fly to heaven on wings of thought/ so often
that I seem to be one of those/ whose whole treasure is there”, 362), or dying in
the happiness of love:

Song, if you find a man at peace with love,

say: ‘Die while you’re happy,

since early death is no grief, but a refuge:

and he who can die well, should not delay.” (331)

Most of all, however, it is the death of the Lady that enhances the path of the
Platonic eros. The leap of the soul is now bound with the speaker’s renunciation
of earthly love, the lover

weeping for my time past,

that I spent in loving something mortal,

without lifting myself in flight, for I had wings

that might have freed me for spaces not so low. (365)

Now that, ideally, the Petrarchan lady is with the Lord, in the Lord, profane
love merges with the sacred (357). In Petrarch’s retraction, therefore, it is mani-
fested as a Liebestod, pointing beyond dense, shadowy incarnation:

O happy the day, when, issuing from this
earthly prison, leaving my weak, and heavy,
and mortal dress broken and scattered,

departing from such dense shadows,
flying so far into the blue serene,
I’ll see my Lord, and that lady of mine. (349)

The fulfillment of the desire for translucent transcendence, however, is post-
poned by the merging of all moments in the mind of God:

She leads me to her Lord: then I bow,
begging humbly that He consent
for me to stay and see both these faces.

He replies: “Your fate is already settled:

and to delay there still for twenty years or thirty,
might seem long to you, yet is but a moment.” (362)

Again, as with profane love, the drive to be with the lady — and the Lord — re-
sults in shapeshifting, external and internal, beyond self-recognition:
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From time to time I seem to hear that messenger
that my lady sends, calling me to her:

so I alter inside and outside myself,

and in not so many years am so humbled,

that I almost fail to recognise myself:
all my old ways of living are banished. (349)

Again, from the vantage point of such ultimate self-transcendence, the con-
cluding prayer to the Virgin reduces the self’s entire profane experience to stasis
under the Gorgon’s gaze: “Medusa and my error turned me to stone” (366). In
that former state, the mode of self-pro-jection available to the petrified self was
that of “dripping with vain moisture”. Filling the heart with “holy tears”, instead,
the Virgin’s transformative power would free even such minimalist ecstasy of its
“earthly mire”. Suggestively, the concluding word of the prayer, and the entire
sequence, is “peace”, achieved, like that in Chaucer’s roughly contemporaneous
Troilus and Criseyde, in the self’s accession to the truly celestial.

Overall, The Canzoniere reads very much as a record of the soul’s meander-
ings in its own labyrinth, with a fixed moment of entrance:

Thirteen twenty-seven, at the beginning
of the first hour, on the sixth day of April,
I entered the labyrinth... (211)

Actually, within its larger narrative, two histories of the soul are embedded.
Thus Number 214 tells the story of the lover’s soul. “Three days created”, it finds
itself in a place “that made it care for what is noble and new”. Thoughtful yet
free, it feels the gravity force of a wood, where a flower is born. Its whereabouts
ensnare the spirit, but the sacrifice is easy to make, for it is a source of pleasure.
Aware of straying from “the middle path”, the self now seeks

verses, stones, juice of herbs, strange and new,
that one day might set my mind free.

Even when free, however, the body still bears the marks of “the hard path”.
The self’s anchoring trust then is in the Lord’s care for it:

But you, Lord, with that mercy we prize,
stretch your hand towards me in this wood:
let your sun dispel the shadows strange and new.

Care for my being: guard it from these new

wanderings that, interrupting my life’s path,
have made me a dweller in the shadowy wood:
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It is such care rather than verses, stones, juice of herbs that can make the “er-
rant soul, free and unfettered”. And absolution from the snares of the wood points
forward to the soul’s ultimate residence in God:

and let yours be the prize
if I find it, at last, with You, in a better place.

For the moment, however, the soul is still hesitant, still in the shadowy laby-
rinth of its corporeal being:

Is there anything in me to prize, is this the path,
is my soul free, or imprisoned in the wood?

In Number 325, the history of the poet’s soul is contrasted with that of the
soul of the beloved. Born to dwell in a precious prison (“The walls were alabaster,
the roof of gold,/ the entrance ivory, the windows sapphires”), it uses its translu-
cent interior as a projective screen:

Made from cut diamond, never flawed,
a noble throne was seen within,

where the lovely lady sat alone:

in front a crystal

column, and all her thoughts there
written. ..

In Fortune’s retelling of this history, the lady’s soul is celestially designed:

The day that she was born, the planets
that produce happy effects among you
were in a special and noble array,
turned to each other in love...

Its Hermetic “entrance” into the world heightens “this low earthly life”, lend-
ing it colour, glamour and peace:

... then as she crawled, then took faltering steps,
wood, water, earth, and stone

grew green, clear, soft, and the grass

proud and new under her hands and feet,

and made the fields flower with her lovely eyes,
and quietened the winds and the storm...
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The transformative powers of Laura’s new-born soul are a measure of the
divine spark she preserves within, “showing clearly to the deaf, blind world/ how
much of heaven’s light was already in her”. This light shows through her precious
prison in a way which rarefies the prison itself into a pure and intolerable radi-
ance:

So bright is her face with celestial rays,
your gaze cannot stay fixed on her...

Thus, even before ascending to God, unto God, the beloved has hypostatized
God in the sublunary sphere. Seemingly falling apart into love poetry and a retrac-
tion from it, at such points Petrarch’s sequence regains its unity: the early Aphro-
dite and the heavenly merge into a single radiant figure.

The ecstatic poetry of the early sonneteers easily accommodates a vision of
love as self-transcendence. Surprisingly, Baldesar Castiglione’s Book of the Court-
ier (1528), the early modern self-fashioning manual par excellence, recommends
similar policies to the perfect gentleman. By default, the Humanist genre of the
conduct book implies a stabilisation of identity rather than its problematisation.
Yet, after a discussion of consolidating Stoic virtues like prudence, the narrative
maps “Castiglione’s quest for a morally acceptable version of courtly love”, with
all its ec-static potential, though mostly through “a Ficinian restriction of Platonic
love to vision” (De Boer 2008: 131)!7.

With the emphasis on vision and hearing, “two faculties which have little to
do with corporeal things” (334), and in conformity with the humanist attempt to
reconcile the Platonic Eros to Christian morality (ibid.), distances between self
and other are still observed. The only exception is the kiss, theorised as the meet-
ing point of soul and body. The ultimate gesture of courtly self-fashioning, how-
ever, is the courtly lover’s ecstatic transport into a purely transcendental spiritual
space.

Even though he is more likely to be an elderly man, Bembo’s perfect courtier
is not exempt from the rites of love (III. 313-314), conceived as a self-transcend-
ing pursuit of beauty. In this pursuit, the appetitive is “accompanied by a cognitive
faculty or power of understanding”. Man’s will, therefore, “finds its satisfaction in
the contemplation of spiritual things that can be apprehended by intellect”. Physi-
cal love not excluded, one still has the choice whether “to follow the senses or to
aspire to the intellect” (325)!3.

Contempating the beloved other, the self feels an “influx of beauty”, which
“arouses and melts certain hidden and congealed powers”. As a result, the blood

17 Witze de Boer, “Spirits of Love. Castiglione and Neo-Platonic Discourses of Vision”, in: Spirits
Unseen. The Representation of Subtle Bodies in Early Modern European Culture, BRILL, 2008,
121-149.

18 Castiglione, Baldesar. The Book of the Courtier. Penguin Classics, 1967.
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is purified and rarefied and “those spirits or most subtle vapours composed of the
purest and brightest part” are sent through the eyes. Such corporeal self-projec-
tion is the necessary precondition for the internalisation of the other: those spirits
“receive her beauty” and, “filled with wonder and delight”, the soul “rejoices as if
dazed” in its experience of Edenic bliss.

Ecstatic ascent via the senses can never end up in the closure of stasis: it per-
petually reenacts itself, instead, as “a raging and unquenchable thirst” (326). As a
result, the soul is “sunk in an earthly prison and deprived of spiritual contempla-
tion” (327). Yet, even the contemplation of physical beauty, which is “a ray of the
supernatural”, a reflection, “like a sunbeam”, of divine light, gives one ec-static
access to the transcendental, in so far as “in some manner the good and the beauti-
ful are identical, especially in the human body” (332). This is possible thanks to
the mediation of the soul, imagined as contiguous with the body:

And the proximate case of physical beauty is, in my opinion, the beauty of the
soul which since it shares in true supernatural beauty makes whatever it touches
resplendent and lovely, especially if the body it inhabits is not of such base mate-
rial that the soul cannot impress on it its own quality (332).

With mature lovers, the possession of beauty is more rarefied (“for in their
case the soul is no longer so weighed down by the body”, ibid.) and thus more
genuine. Moreover, the lover could “engender beauty within beauty”, by “sowing
virtue within the garden of her [the lady’s, E.P.] soul” (335), a striking way of
fashioning the self by means of fashioning the other. Read literally, as by signor
Morello, Bembo’s metaphors of exchange come to comically shadow the self’s
replication via its impregnation of the other.

Sharp as the distinction between soul and body in Bembo’s phenomenology
of love is, there is still an event in which they meet, that of the kiss. Engaging
pseudo-Platonic (“in kissing the soul comes to the lips in order to leave the body”,
336) and Biblical (“let him kiss me with the kiss of his mouth”) hypotexts, The
Courtier’s main interlocutor claims that, though not permitted in sensual love, in
rational love, the kiss allows for a smooth transition from one self into another.
Since the mouth partakes of both spirit (“words which are the interpreters of the
soul”, 336) and flesh, in the act of kissing, the same spirit is shared between two
different bodies:

... this bond opens the way for their souls which, attracted by their mutual
desire, each pour themselves into the other’s body in turn and so mingle that
each of them possesses two souls, and it is as if a single spirit composed of the
two governs their two bodies.

An outlet for the imprisoned soul, the kiss problematises the soul’s oneness
with the body. Momentarily populating the single body with more than one soul,
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the kiss eventually “draws it [the lover’s soul, E.P.] to itself and separates it from
the body” (336).

In the absence of love’s object, “the openings of his [the lover’s, E.P.] body
become arid and dry” since “paths are blocked and there is no exit” for the spirits,
still stirred by memory (337). This blockage within the enclosed body is the source
of the pangs of love: “For these, they still strive to depart, and thus tormented and
enclosed they begin to prick the soul and cause it to suffer bitterly.”

The next stage of love constitutes a new phase in opening up the body. The
self develops a new awareness of “how narrowly he is confined by always limit-
ing himself to the contemplation of a single body” (339). Reenacting the body’s
closure in the absence of the beloved, the self’s spatial confinement is to be tran-
scended via the abstraction of “the universal beauty which adorns all human bod-
ies” (339). Even this greater dazzlement before its “greater light”, however, is still
submerged in the corporeal. Imagination is a corporeal faculty “not wholly purged
of the darkness of material things”:

. those who reach this stage of love are like fledglings which on their feeble
wings can lift themselves a little in flight but dare not stray far from the nest or
trust themselves to the winds and the open sky.

The corporeal, worldly limits the path via the object still imposes upon the
ecstatic self are then to be transcended. To “move boldly onward”, or upward,
“along the sublimer path of love”, the self, meaningfully, has to “turn within him-
self and to contemplate what he sees with the eyes of the mind” (339). Clear sight
now is a matter of “physical” blindness, when, as in contemplation, or in sleep,
we shut “these clouded eyes of ours”. Only then can the soul shrink to the ray of
“that light which is the true image of the angelic beauty that has been transmitted
to it”. Now “ravished”, “almost drunk”, the soul is “beside itself” in the contem-
plation of heavenly beauty, where “it sees its final repose and bliss” (340). This is
the ultimate flight of the soul, beyond the senses, beyond reason itself. During this
flight, as in alchemical distillation, the soul is refined from all its impurities. The
stage ends up in the soul’s metamorphosis from human into angelic, and its full
surrender to the gravity of its ec-static centre, the highest good (341). The act of
its final reunion with it is imagined as a wished-for concealment in a space of not
seeing and not being seen, the self’s closure in the stasis of its true self-identity:

And here we shall find a most happy end to our desires, true rest from our labours,
a sure remedy for our miseries, a wholesome medicine for our infirmities, a most
safe harbour from the raging storms of the tempestuous sea of this life (341).

Bembo’s argument in Book IV culminates in an account of the rapture of
divine love. Starting as an invocation to eros as the bond of being (342), and its
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beginning and end, the passage concludes with Bembo’s enactment of the soul’s
abandonment of the body. Having spoken the words —

Accept the sacrifice of our souls [...] and burn them in the living flame that
consumes all earthly dross, so that wholly freed from the body they may unite
with divine beauty in a sweet and perpetual bond and that we, liberated from our
own selves, like true lovers can be transformed into the object of our love and
soar above the earth to join the feast of the angels, where, with ambrosia and
immortal nectar for our food, we may at last die a most happy death in life, as
did those ancient Fathers whose souls, by the soaring power of contemplation,
you ravished from their bodies to unite with God. — (342)

Bembo remains “silent and still, looking towards heaven, as of dazed”, seem-
ingly “transported out of himself”. Bembo’s audience does not fail to register the
identification. Plucking the hem of his robe, Signora Emilia says:

“Take care, Pietro, that with these thoughts of yours you too do not cause
your soul to leave your body.” Bembo then acknowledges his moment of self-
transcendence, defining it as an experience of divine furor:

Gentlemen, I have said all that was dictated to me on the spur of the moment by
the holy frenzy of love.” (342)

Sir Philip Sidney’s Astrophil and Stella (printed by Thomas Newton in 1591)
is the first emulation of the Petrarchan sonnet sequence in English. A self-acknowl-
edged self-projection, the “-phil” of the title refers to Philip the model courtier,
who is overwhelmed by philia (piAa), or erotically disinterested affection. Given
the object of that affection, however (it is also the admiration of the star-gazer,
that of Aster philein for his Stella), Sidney’s philia is paratextually prefigured as
agape, or sacred love. In this respect, the expectations aroused by the title (be it
the author’s own or the first printer’s), affiliate it with Bruno’s Heroic Frenzies,
as well as with that other Elizabethan text about transcosmic love, John Lyly’s
Endimion, the Man in the Moone (acted 1588, printed 1591), beautifully summed
up by its protagonist’s first cue:

My thoughts, Eumenides, are stitched to the stars, which being as high as I can
see, thou may’st imagine how much higher they are than I can reach. (I.1.)"°

Likewise, Astrophil’s mind is lastingly anchored in a celestial other, Stella,
the arche and telos (“stop”, but also “start™) of his ec-static thoughts (21.12-14)%,

19 The Plays of John Lyly, ed. By Carter A.Daniel, Bucknell University Press, 1988.
20 Sir Philip Sidney. The Oxford Authors. Ed. by Katherine Duncan-Jones, Oxford University Press,
1989.
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as well as his “wit and virtue” (64.14). Throughout the sequence, she is the physi-
cal abode, by turns, of heavenly beings like Cupid and Virtue. Sonnet 8’s sestet
first introduces the theme: in its myth-making, Cupid, briefly, finds refuge in Stel-
la’s face, only to expediently fly away, driven away by her coldness. Sonnet 9 goes
on to blazon Stella’s face as a court, designed in Petrarchan style to be inhabited
by Virtue, its abstinent Queen. The appropriation of the Platonic kalokagathia by
Stoic-Augustinian-Reformist interiority leads to the concluding paradoxical state-
ment on Stella’s eyes: “Of touch they are that without touch doth touch” (12).

The line actually deconstructs Sonnet 9’s entire argument: as Stella’s eyes are
made of touch, or black marble, Queen Virtue actually cannot peep through them,
or be seen inside. What the onlooker could see in such black surfaces, reminiscent
of Dr. Dee’s obsidian, is either a conjured sprite or, most probably, his own reflec-
tion. It is the narcissistic lover then who is the virtuous worshipper of a Stella,
possessor of a self-sufficient self-encapsulated interior, never to be penetrated by
the other’s gaze.

At Sonnets 11 and 12, Cupid is “playing and shining in each outward part
“(11.13): a shine in Stella’s eyes (12.1) and a swell in her lips (12.3). Present with-
in her form, literally in-forming her, he also appropriates the form at hand for his
own purposes: her locks are his day-nets (2), her breast is his “pap well sugared”
(5), and her voice lifts his fame (8). There is one organ, however, that cannot be
reterritorialized by Cupid, a kind of impenetrable other within, a capsule of static
ipseity — the heart:

But, fool, seekst not to get into her heart. (11.14)

Oh no, her heart is such a citadel,
So fortified with wit, stored with disdain,
That to win it, is all the skill and pain. (12—-14)

At 13 and 17, again, Cupid has Stella’s hair on his crest, “her face he makes
his shield” (13.9-10), “of Stella’s brows make him two better bows,/ and in her
eyes of arrows infinite” (17.10—11). The severing of Stella’s heart from her body
is rendered as the self’s politic withdrawal into safer domains, at the expense of
surrendering lesser territories. These are instantly annexed by Cupid the warrior:

So Stella’s heart finding what power Love brings,

To keep itself in life and liberty,

Doth willing grant, that in the frontiers he

Use all to help his other conquerings:

And thus her heart escapes, but thus her eyes

Serve him with shot, her lips his heralds are;

Her breasts his tents, legs his triumphal car;

Her flesh his food, her skin his armor brave... (29.5-12)
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Yet, there is a point at which Stella’s heart will accommodate Cupid — when
Love withdraws stoically:

But when he will for quiet’s sake remove
From all the world, her heart is then his room
Where well he knows, no man to him can come. (43.11-12)

Sidney’s consistent construction of Stella as a godlike coincidence of oppo-
sites, the incarnation of both Cupid and Virtue, but also an Aristotelian unmoved
mover (“Oh eyes, which do the spheres of beauty move”, 42.1) entails further
paradoxes. At Sonnet 25, Virtue metamorphoses into Stella so as to become more
attractive to humanity:

Virtue of late with virtuous care to stir
Love of herself, took Stella’s shape, that she
To mortal eyes might sweetly shine in her. (9-11)

At 35, Reason fans love’s fire, while Cupid is a servant to Chastity:

What Nestor’s counsel can my flames allay,
Since Reason’s self doth blow the coal in me?
And ah what hope, that hope should once see day,
Where Cupid is sworn page to Chastity? (5-8)

As for the lover, his virtue does not guarantee him the inner peace of the Stoic
but is the paradoxical source of his unrest:

Virtue, alas, now let me take some rest.
Thou set’st a bate between my soul and wit. (4.1-2)

Astrophil, therefore, refuses to surrender to Virtue’s scepter and play “old
Cato” (5). His un-Stoic reluctance is restated in Sonnet 56, where “phlegmatic”
patience is deemed acceptable only as the patience to bear the fire of love:

What, dost thou think that I can ever take

In thy cold stuff a phlegmatic delight?

No, Patience, if thou wilt my good, then make

Her come, and hear with patience my desire,

And then with patience bid me bear my fire. (10-14)

At Sonnet 4, Virtue, instead of having an ennobling effect on Astrophil, quite

un-Stoically treats him as a beast: “My mouth too tender is for thy hard bit” (8). In
this, Virtue is like Love, who, too, rides upon an equine Astrophil:
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I on my horse, and Love on me doth try

Our horsemanships, while by strange work I prove

A horseman to my horse, a horse to Love;

And now man’s wrongs in me, poor beast, descry. (49.1-4)

Like Patience, Virtue could be tolerable if he, too, surrenders to love:

But if that needs thou wilt usurping be,

The little reason that is left in me,

And still th’effect of thy persuasions prove:

I swear, my heart such one shall show to thee
That shrines in flesh so true a deity,

That Virtue, thou thyself shalt be in love. (4.9-14)

After Patience and Virtue, Reason is the next member of a neo-Stoic triumvi-
rate to be deconstructed via a Petrarchan appropriation. Advised to leave love to
will, rather than try to control both love and sense, Reason is eventually warned
against being himself harnessed into love’s service:

For soon as they strake thee with Stella’s rays,
Reason thou kneeled’st, and offered’st straight to prove
By reason good, good reason her to love. (10.12—14)

Following the logic of the paragram (this and that rather than this or that?!),
Sidney’s deconstructive appropriation of the Stoic self is completed only to be
deconstructed back into the binary oppositions fed into it. Thus, Virtue is again
at strife with love in Sonnet 52 for the possession — and definition — of “Stella’s
self”. Love claims Stella’s body, the catalogue of whose charms is marked off as
Love’s property:

A strife is grown between Virtue and Love,

While each pretends that Stella must be his:

Her eyes, her lips, her all, saith Love, do this

Since they do wear his badge, most firmly prove. (1-4)

Virtue, on the other hand, identifies both Stella’s name and essence with the
soul in its heavenly descent, and thus with himself:

But Virtue thus that title doth disprove:
That Stella (oh dear name) that Stella is

21 See Kristeva’s discussion of the paragram in Kristeva, J. Word, Dialogue and Novel, in Moi,
Toril. The Kristeva Reader. New York, Columbia, 1986, 34 ff.
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That virtuous soul, sure heir of heav’nly bliss,
Not this fair outside, which our hearts doth move;
And therefore, though her beauty and her grace
Be Love’s indeed, in Stella’s self he may

By no pretense claim any manner place. (5-11)

Anticipating in reverse Shakespeare’s Sonnet 20 (“But since she prick’d thee
out for women'’s pleasure,/ Mine be thy love and thy love’s use their treasure.”,
13-14), Astrophil is reconciled to sharing the spoils of a self-less body, unclaimed
by Virtue:

Well, Love, since this demur our suit will stay,
Let Virtue have that Stella’s self; yet thus
That Virtue but that body grant to us. (11-14)

Along with this humorous prospect, the last line self-subversively suggests
that the self Virtue will take possession of is hardly so explicitly exempted from
gross physicality. On the contrary, limited by it, (Stella’s) self has, or is only “that
Virtue but that body grant to us”.

As for Reason, its Platonic-Protestant argument is given its due in Sonnet 5,
only to be subverted, or rather supplemented, in the poem’s last paragrammatic
line:

It is most true, that eyes are formed to serve

The inward light; and that the heavenly part

Ought to be king, from whose rules who do swerve,
Rebles to Nature, strive for their own smart.

It is most true, what we call Cupid’s dart,

An image is, which for ourselves we carve:

And, fools, adore in temple of hour heart,

Till that good God make Church and churchman starve.
True, that true beauty virtue is indeed,

Whereof this beauty can be but a shade,

Which elements with mortal mixture breed:

True, that on earth we are but pilgrims made,

And should in soul up to our country move:

True, and yet true that I must Stella love.

Despite the subversion, or probably because of it, Numbers 14 and 18 articu-
late Astrophil’s fears that love is a deterioration (it “doth plunge my well-formed
soul even in the mire/ Of sinful thoughts, which do in ruin end”, 14.7-8), or even
a loss of self:
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When into Reason’s audit I do go: [...]

I see my course to lose myself doth bend:

I see and yet no greater sorrow take,

Than that I lose no more for Stella’s sake. (18.2, 12—14)

Trapped in further paradox (“Whose presence absence, absence presence is;
Blest in my curse, and cursed in my bliss”, 60.13—14, “Oh absent presence, Stella
is not here”, 106, 1; “That in my woes for thee thou art my joy,/ and in my joys for
thee my only annoy”, 108, 13—14), Astrophil experiences self-division.

Heart, rend thyself, thou dost thyself but right;

No lovely Paris made thy Helen his:

No force, no fraud, robb’d thee of thy delight,

Nor Fortune of thy fortune author is:

But to myself my self did give the blow... (33.5-9)

Since tales of love can move Stella into compassion, Astrophil, typically, is
prepared to efface himself, “like a slave-born Muscovite” (2.10), in favour of a
narrative construct:

Stella oft sees the very face of woe

Painted in my beclouded stormy face,

But cannot skill to pity my disgrace,

Not though thereof the cause herself she know;

Yet hearing late a fable, which did show

Of lovers never known a grievous case,

Pity thereof gat in her breast such place

That, from the sea derived, tears’ spring did flow.
Alas, if fancy, drawn by imaged things

Though false, yet with free scope, more grace doth breed
Than servant’s wrack, where new doubts honor brings;
Then think, my dear, that you in me do read

Of lovers’ ruin some sad tragedy.

I am not [; pity the tale of me. (45)

To Michael R.G. Spiller??, this is a metapoetic move deconstructing the fic-
tional persona of the sequence. To the student of selthood, it is also an acknowl-
edgement of the decentredness of the sonnet self in his ec-static identification with
modes and models external to himself.

Meaningfully, self-alienation plunges Astrophil into an entranced state, where
being awake dazzles the senses while sleep provides a clearer vision than wide-

22 Spiller, Michael R, G. The Development of the Sonnet. Routledge, London and New York, 1992,
114-5.
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awakenness. Death itself brings a desirable revelation of the beloved’s abscondite,
intolerable divinity, hitherto postponed by the impenetrable, protective blackness
of her eyes:

... but what in closed-up sense

Was held, in opened sense it flies away,

Leaving me nought but wailing eloquence:

I, seeing better sights in sight’s decay... (38. 9-12)

I looked and Stella spied,

Who hard by made a window send forth light.

My heart then quaked, then dazzled were mine eyes;

One hand forgot to rule, th’other to fight.

Nor trumpet’s sound I heard, nor friendly cries... (53.8-12)

Whatever may ensue, oh let me be

Copartner of the riches of that sight:

Let not mine eyes be hell-driv’n from that light:
Oh look, oh shine, oh let me die and see. (48.5-8)

In love’s trance, the core of the self resides with the object, conceived, com-

plementarily to God’s “I am that [ am” (Exodus 3:14), and in marked contrast with
the lover’s “I am not I”, as existential ipseity incarnate: “Who seek, who hope,
who love, who live but thee” (90.2). As such, Stella, “heav’n of joys” (60.3),
“mansion seat of bliss” (Fifth Song, 21) and “image of the skies” (Seventh song,
15), is the lover’s summum bonum:

When my good angel guides me to the place,
Where all my good 1 do in Stella see... (60.1-2, emphasis added)

Stella, the only planet of my light,

Light of my life, and life of my desire,

Chief good, whereto my hope doth only aspire,

World of my wealth, and heav’n of my delight... (68.1-4, emphasis added)

As in God, opposites coincide in Stella, whose heart is the site of each one’s

transfiguration into its other:
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The heav’nly nature of that place is such,
That once come there, the sobs of mine annoys
Are metamorphosed straight to tunes of joys. (44.12—14, emphasis added)

Soul’s joy, bend not those morning stars from me,
Where Virtue is made strong by Beauty’s might,



Where Love is chasteness, Pain doth learn delight,
And Humbleness grows one with Majesty. (48.1-4)

As with God, darkness is the absence of Stella, while her presence is grace
poured down on the lover: “I thought each place was dark but where thy lights
would be... (Fifth Song, 5).” Overvalued as the supreme good, Stella naturally
becomes “the lodestone of desire”, its ultimate object, as well as a powerful centre
of gravity. Hence the “ravishing delight” (Seventh Song, 2) the self feels in her
presence:

Hear then, but then with wonder hear; see, but adoring see
No mortal gifts, no earthly fruits, now here descended be... (13—14)

Hear you this soul-invading voice, and count it but a voice?
The very essense of their tunes, when angels do rejoice. (17-18)

As a “lodestone of desire”, Stella disorients the senses and transports the soul
into transcendent realities:

Stella, whose voice when it speaks,
Senses all asunder breaks,

Stella, whose voice when it singeth,
Angels to acquaintance bringeth; (Eighth Song, 37-40)

The entranced self imagines the body of the other as the book of bliss:

Stella, in whose body is
Writ each character of bliss... (41-42)

Just as the Christian’s true identity is to be found in God, identification with
Stella becomes a measure of the loving self’s attained self-coincidence. This re-
alization turns Sidney’s sequence into a quest for sameness with the beloved: “I
sighed her sighs, and wailed for her woe” (87.10), “I cry thy sighs, my dear; thy
tears I bleed” (93.14), “I said my soul was thine” (Fifth Song, 9). Meaningfully,
penetration into the space of the other is barred by the other’s demand for self-
abandon:

I Stella’s eyes assail, invade her ears;

But this at last is her sweet breathed defence:

That who indeed infelt affection bears,

So captives to his saint both soul and sense,

That wholly hers, all selfness he forbears,

Thence his desires he learns, his life’s course thence. (61.3-8, emphasis added)
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Subversively, however, self-abandon might result, according to the clearer
optics of Astrophil and Stella’s songs, in a zombied metamorphosis, half-way be-
tween life and death:

But I in me am changed, I am alive and dead:
My feet are turned to roots; my heart becometh lead;
No witchcraft is so evil, as which man’s mind destroyeth. (Fifth Song, 76-78)

For the most part of the sequence, its speaker is driven to participating in
an exchange of selves that anticipates John Donne’s The Ecstasie. Thus, Sonnet
64 identifies Stella as Astrophil’s ex-centric wit and virtue (14), and Sonnet 107
pleads that she “give respite to my heart,/ Which pants as though it still should
leap to thee”, and “dismiss” his wit from her (10). The Tenth Song picks up the
idea to suggest a climax:

We change eyes, and heart for heart,
Each to other do impart
Joying till joy make us languish. (40—41)

This is also the ultimate stage of the mind’s erotic self-obliteration, and sub-
sequent resurrection at the lips of the beloved:

Oh my thought, my thoughts’ surcease,
Thy delights my woes increase,

My life melts with too much thinking.
Think no more, but die in me,

Till thou shalt revived be

At her lips, my nectar drinking. (43—48)

Together with 79 and 81, the song marks the peak in Astrophil’s mystic star
worship, at the tain of a sequence, whose liminal sonnet claims to be the verisimi-
lar reconstruction of a “natural” love. In its “pretty death”, Sonnet 79 echoes the
Cabbealistic mors osculi. The sonnet’s opening polyptoton on “sweet” tries to con-
tain all agencies, objects and attributes in one, a “pleasing consort” of all senses
into the gustatory, a “breakfast of love” (13):

Sweet kiss, thy sweets I fain would sweetly endite,

Which even of sweetness sweetest sweet’ner art:

Pleasing’st consort, where each sense holds a part... (1-3)

Giving access to inner realities, the kiss is the epitome of a self-emptying that

guarantees a mystical plenitude of self, an oxymoronically plerotic kenosis:
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A double key, which opens to the heart,
Most rich, when most his riches it impart... (6-7)

It is also an improvement on the Aristotelian-Stoic mean, now conceived
as the staple of a dynamic exchange: “Teaching the mean at once to take and
give”. (9)

The kiss, therefore, is an experience of mors osculi, a mystic death, but also a
“breather of life” (80.7), the rebirth of the self in the other (“the pretty death, while
each in other live”, 79.11). At Sonnet 81, it imparts the “fruits of new-found Para-
dise” (2), breathes “all bliss and sweet’ning to the heart”(3) and ties souls together
(5). In the act of kissing, self-ejection paradoxically imports ecstasy info the self.
Stasis beyond it is to be achieved in the very infinity of ecstasy:

Then since (dear life) you fain would have me peace,
And I, mad with delight, want wit to cease,
Stop you my mouth with still, still kissing me. (81.12—14)

The rarified exchange between Sidney’s Boticellian sonnet selves is rendered
palpable-gross in the body-conscious self-other dialectic of the Shakespearean
sequence, in which multiple actors are involved. Shakespeare’s Sonnets begin
with a subversion of the self-sufficient, monumental self. Their opening addresses
a self given to maintaining a narcissistic economy, allowing for no self-projection
in “increase”. Suggestively, its rigid bounds are imagined as the result of both
spatial shrinking and autoerotic traffic with oneself:

But thou, contracted to thine own bright eyes,
Feed’st thy light’st flame with self-substantial fuel... (emphasis added, 5-6)?

Such seeming self-sufficiency entraps the self in the paradoxes of stasis to
actually bring about its splitting up:

Making a famine where abundance lies,
Thyself thy foe, to thy sweet self too cruel. (7-8)

An act of the self’s confrontation with itself, withdrawal into oneself is pro-
ven, contra the Stoics and Augustine, to be self-destructive:

Within thine own bud buriest thy content
And, tender churl, makest waste in niggarding. (11-12)

23 Shakespeare’s Sonnets and A Lover s Complaint. Ed. By Stanley Wells, Oxford University Press,
1985.
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Even worse, it is not only a form of self-consumption but a cannibalism that
turns the body into a grave for both self and world:

Pity the world, or else this glutton be,
To eat the world’s due, by the grave and thee. (13—14)

Depending on the Platonic identity of seed and soul, the sonnet evokes the
Biblical “Be fruitful, and multiply” (Gen.1:28) to substantiate the necessity of the
self’s giving itself away. Thus, Sonnet 1 constructs the self-contained self not only
as Narcissus, but also as Onan, and, ultimately, as Kronos the eater of his own. In
this respect, it deconstructs Giordano Bruno’s argument in De Vinculis in Genere:
in Number 1’s own phenomenology, the retention of semen is no longer an act of
self-preservation®.

The idea is elaborated in the ensuing sonnets of the “marriage group”. Giving
one’s seed/soul away? to “form another” (3.2) is “to be new made” (2.13) and
warm/enliven one’s blood again (2.14). Not giving it is burying one’s beauty/
oneself within one’s “own deep sunken eyes” (2.3), thus becoming “the tomb of
his self-love” (3.7). It is also a Sidneyan death of the glass (4strophil and Stella,
105.3), now caused by a temporal break in the line of posterity (3.8) rather than
the beloved other’s physical absence. Conversely, acceding to temporalising his
mirroring replica, the sonnet Friend would create a fissure in the mirror and open
it up as a window of the future, looking back to an eternalised present:

Look in thy glass, and tell the face thou viewest

Now is the time that face should form another; [...]
Thou art thy mother’s glass, and she in thee

Calls back the lovely April of her prime:

So thou through windows of thine age shall see

Despite of wrinkles this thy golden time.

But if thou live, remember’d not to be,

Die single, and thine image dies with thee. (3.1-2, 9-14)

Not acceding, on the other hand, he will keep “spending” upon himself “his
beauty’s legacy” (4.1-2), his seed/soul self-destructively wasted, rather than pre-
served, in Narcissistic-Onanistic (Gen. 38:9—-10) circularity:

For having traffic with thyself alone,
Thou of thyself thy sweet self dost deceive.
Then how, when nature calls thee to be gone,

24 Culianu, 1. P. Eros and Magic in the Renaissance, 99-102.

25 The identity of seed and soul is first mentioned by Plato. For Bruno’s hermetic appropriation of
the idea in the analysis of the coitus reservatus cf above.
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What acceptable audit canst thou leave?
Thy unused beauty must be tomb’d with thee,
Which, used, lives th’ executor to be. (4.9-14)

An act of self-distillation (5, 6), or giving away, in Paracelsian terms, the best
of oneself, or one’s quintessence, will clone the self. The more clones, then, the
better:

That’s for thyself to breed another thee,

Or ten times happier, be it ten for one;

Ten times thyself were happier than thou art,

If ten of thine ten times refigured thee. (6.7-10)

The discrete character of argument in a sonnet sequence, however, can easily
let deconstructive counterstatement creep in. Seemingly, Sonnet 7 employs the
extended simile of the sun’s motions for the purpose of supporting the organizing
idea of the marriage group:

So thou, thyself out-going in thy noon,
Unlook’d on diest, unless thou get a son. (13—14)

Its couplet’s audible pun on “sun/son”, however, evokes the Aesopian topos
of the sun’s sons, a fable, retold in John Webster’s White Devil (1612):

Upon a time Pheebus, the god of light,

Or him we call the sun, would need to be married:
The gods gave their consent, and Mercury

Was sent to voice it to the general world.

But what a piteous cry there straight arose
Amongst smiths and felt-makers, brewers and cooks,
Reapers and butter-women, amongst fishmongers,
And thousand other trades, which are annoyed
By his excessive heat! ‘twas lamentable.

They came to Jupiter all in a sweat,

And do forbid the banns. A great fat cook

Was made their speaker, who entreats of Jove
That Phoebus might be gelded; for if now,

When there was but one sun, so many men

Were like to perish by his violent heat,

What should they do if he were married,

And should beget more, and those children

Make fireworks like their father? (II1.1)

85



Subtly questioning, through intertextual subterfuge, the possibility of the co-
existence of “seal” and “copy” (11.13-14), Sonnet 7 stands counter to its textual
milieu. The next Sonnet 8, however, expediently assuages such subterranean fears
and brings back the argument of procreation — as “all in one” (12) and “many,

seeming one”, “concord” gives unity to multiplicity and proclaims the nothing-
ness of one-ness:

Mark how one string, sweet husband to another,

Strikes each in each by mutual ordering,

Resembling sire and child and happy mother

Who all in one, one pleasing note do sing:

Whose speechless song, being many, seeming one,

Sings this to thee: ‘thou single wilt prove none.” (9—14)%¢

Printing copies of itself, the self maintains a kind of static ecstasy, or ec-static
stasis. Still being the indisputable origin, matrix, mould, whose phenomenologi-
cal contours are not violated, it goes beyond itself in the act of self-replication.
The beyond, however, is that of a Shakespearean imaginary in which the self is
entrapped: the copy is the self’s “form” “left behind” (9.6), a temporal prosthesis
to leave him “living in posterity” (6.12). The exchange between self and copy fol-
lows the logic of the natural cycle:

As fast as thou shalt wane, so fast thou growest
In one of thine, from that which thou departest... (11.1-2)

Since both “form” and “copy” are dissolved in time, however, the copy’s
“growth” is, inevitably, the death of the “seal”:

Since sweets and beauties do themselves forsake
And die as fast as they see others grow... (emphasis added, 12.11-12)

Forming another, therefore, the self would paradoxically assist time by chal-
lenging it. “Breed” braves Time to make defence against its scythe (12.13—14),
but unwillingness to produce breed would do away with time altogether:

If all were minded so, the times should cease
And threescore year would make the world away. (11.7-8)

26 Cf. Christopher Marlowe’s Hero and Leander:
One is no number; maids are nothing, then,
Without the sweet society of men. (The First Sestiad, 255-256)
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Almost inaudibly, again, Shakespeare’s thought deconstructs itself in antici-
pation of Hamlet, 111.1: “Get thee to a nunnery: why wouldst thou be a breeder of
sinners?”

As the first step towards the fracturing of a static, self-sufficient, monumental
self, mechanical reproduction within the space of the imaginary is a measure of
both true love of the other and provident care of the self:

For shame! deny that thou bear’st love to any,
Who for thyself art so unprovident. [...]

Be, as thy presence is, gracious and kind,

Or to thyself at least kind-hearted prove:
Make thee another self... (10.1-2, 11-13)

Such care is “husbandry” (13.10) in both senses: not letting “so fair a house
fall to decay” (13.9), as well as “tilling” some “unear’d womb” (3.5-6)’, as a
“sweet husband to another” (8.9).

Like Sidney’s Stella, Shakespeare’s Friend is the immovable centre of his
sonnet world, epitomizing both the Platonic kalokagathia and the Aristotelian
summum bonum:

... particulars are not my measure;

All these I better in one general best.

Thy love is better than high birth to me,

Richer than wealth, prouder than garments’ cost,

Of more delight than hawks or horses be;

And having thee, of all men’s pride I boast. (91.7-12)

The Friend’s decay, therefore, would signify the collapse of all value —

But from thine eyes my knowledge I derive,

And, constant stars, in them I read such art

As truth and beauty shall together thrive,

If from thyself to store thou wouldst convert;

Or else of thee this I prognosticate:

Thy end is truth’s and beauty’s doom and date. (14.9-14) —

while abstinence from self-replication would denote lack of care for the other:

No love toward others in that bosom sits
That on himself such murderous shame commits. (9.13-14)

27 Cf. also “And many maiden gardens yet unset./ With virtuous wish would bear your living flow-
ers” (16.6-7).
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For shame! deny that thou bear’st love to any,

Who for thyself art so unprovident.

Grant, if thou wilt, thou art beloved of many,

But that thou none lovest is most evident;

For thou art so possess’d with murderous hate

That ‘gainst thyself thou stick’st not to conspire.
Seeking that beauteous roof to ruinate

Which to repair should be thy chief desire. (10.1-8)

Thus, producing clones of himself is a must in the Narcissistic Friend’s ex-
change with the other. The matrix-copy dyad of the imaginary is needed as a tran-
sition to an actual dyadic economy, the true self-other interaction of love:

O, change thy thought, that I may change my mind!
Shall hate be fairer lodged than gentle love?

Be, as thy presence is, gracious and kind,

Or to thyself at least kind-hearted prove:

Make thee another self, for love of me... (10.9-13)

Such a multiplicity of selves is a paradoxical safeguard against the inevitable
decentredness of the human self in a world governed by temporality:

O, that you were yourself! but, love, you are
No longer yours than you yourself here live:
Against this coming end you should prepare,
And your sweet semblance to some other give. (13.1-4)

Positing the self as ec-static by default, Sonnet 10 argues for the possibility of
achieving postmortem self-identity in the repetition of “form”:

So should that beauty which you hold in lease

Find no determination: then you were

Yourself again after yourself's decease,

When your sweet issue your sweet form should bear. (emphasis added, 13.5-8)

As the self’s temporal prosthesis, repeated form seems to be defined as re-
peated essence, alchemically “distilled” (6.2) in progeny. The procedure is subtly,
if distantly, justified by Sonnet 59 with its typological guess of “whether revolu-
tion be the same” (12). The very opposite to Ovidian metamorphosis, the hypoth-
esized perpetual return of form — and essence — gives further substantiation to the
argument of self-reproduction.

The ec-static economy of mechanical self-reproduction, however, seems to
doom the self to a vegetative mode. For that reason, while Sonnet 12 blithely in-
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scribes the self within the cyclic time of a green world, Sonnets 15, 18, and 19 opt
for the cultural prosthesis of poetry. The shift occurs first at 15, where the observa-
tion of “men as plants” (5) prompts the poet the role of a cultural “engrafter”:

When I consider every thing that grows

Holds in perfection but a little moment,

That this huge stage presenteth nought but shows
Whereon the stars in secret influence comment;
When I perceive that men as plants increase,
Cheered and check’d even by the self-same sky,
Vaunt in their youthful sap, at height decrease,
And wear their brave state out of memory;
Then the conceit of this inconstant stay

Sets you most rich in youth before my sight,
Where wasteful Time debateth with Decay,

To change your day of youth to sullied night;
And all in war with Time for love of you,

As he takes from you, I engraft you new.

Like progeny, poetry is a “distilled” version of the self (54.14). As the self’s
(temporal) supplement, poetry guarantees its pastoral “eternal summer” (9). The
mechanism is that of a postponed scopic reconstruction by the other. Preserved in
“eternal lines” (18.12), the self is brought, in the ecstasy of being seen, back to life
in the eyes of future other selves:

So long as men can breathe or eyes can see,
So long lives this and this gives life to thee. (13—14)

“The eyes of all posterity” (55.11) provide the space for the self’s interim sta-
sis, “gainst death and all-oblivious enmity” (9), till its re-birth/rise on Judgement
Day to arouse judgement in the flesh:

... your praise shall still find room

Even in the eyes of all posterity

That wear this world out to the ending doom.

So, till the judgment that yourself arise,

You live in this, and dwell in lover’s eyes. (55.10-14)

Such an inscription/ encryption, in black lines (63), of the loving other will
provide a static mirror to the self, keeping at bay those other lines, inscribed by
Time’s “antique pen” (10), in a consuming world of blunted lion’s paws, toothless
tigers, burned phoenixes and a sinfully cannibalistic earth (1-4). This encryption

is a prosthesis to the supplement of memory:

89



Look, what thy memory can not contain

Commit to these waste blanks, and thou shalt find
Those children nursed, deliver’d from thy brain,
To take a new acquaintance of thy mind. (77.9-12)

Powerful as this “fortification” of the self might be, Shakespeare’s sequence

is still haunted by the belief that natural copies are better than “barren” (16.4)
“painted counterfeits” (16.8). Despite the attempt to transpose them into a natural
world — or maybe because of the transposition (the Friend will be “in them still
green”, 63.14) — self-reproduction is still imagined as the best self-perpetuating
“skill”. Thus, the ec-static giving oneself away becomes the via regia to the self’s
eternal stasis:

So should the lines of life that life repair,

Which this, Time’s pencil, or my pupil pen,

Neither in inward worth nor outward fair,

Can make you live yourself in eyes of men.

To give away yourself keeps yourself still,

And you must live, drawn by your own sweet skill. (emphasis added, 16.9-14)

The momentarily constructed opposition of natural and poetic replication is,

however, easily transcended. Adding up to sum (6.7-10), a living copy will not only
guarantee the perpetuation of the self but also validate the truth of its poetic coun-
terfeits, in a form of arche-writing, beyond the nature-culture opposition itself:

So should my papers yellow’d with their age

Be scorn’d like old men of less truth than tongue,

And your true rights be term’d a poet’s rage

And stretched metre of an antique song:

But were some child of yours alive that time,

You should live twice; in it and in my rhyme. (17.9-14)

Decentred by its lack of self-possession, and postponed in perpetuity, the son-

net Friend is never completely available to the other. Paradoxically, this is the
outcome of his plenitude, which, like God’s, is a coincidencia oppositorum:
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A woman'’s face with Nature’s own hand painted

Hast thou, the master-mistress of my passion;

A woman'’s gentle heart, but not acquainted

With shifting change, as is false women’s fashion;

An eye more bright than theirs, less false in rolling,

Gilding the object whereupon it gazeth;

A man in hue, all ‘hues’ in his controlling,

Much steals men’s eyes and women’s souls amazeth. (20.1-8)



Sonnet 53 seems to distantly capitalize on the idea. Like the One, in his mul-
tiple emanations, the Friend is “but one” who “can every shadow lend” (4). More-
over, he is immanent in all of his “shadows” — Adonis, as well as Helen, are but
his poor counterfeits. This makes the poet question the in-human “substance”, of
which the Friend is made (1): “Since every one hath, every one, one shade,/ And
you, but one, can every shadow lend” (3—4). Eventually, the clue to his uniqueness
is found to reside in his “constant heart” (14), a point of stasis in a world of shift-
ing shadowy shapes. Even this seeming triumph of stasis, however, is instantly
rendered problematic by the audible pun on “like” (“In all external grace you
have some part,/ But you like none, none you, for constant heart., 13—14), which
unleashes a chaos of glittering exteriors.

At Sonnet 20, on the other hand, surplus supplementation creates a deficit in
the loving other, who can only hope to have access to phenomenal instances of
the Friend:

And for a woman wert thou first created;

Till Nature, as she wrought thee, fell a-doting,

And by addition me of thee defeated,

By adding one thing to my purpose nothing.

But since she prick’d thee out for women’s pleasure,

Mine be thy love and thy love’s use their treasure. (20.9—14)

Hence, though briefly reconciled to his insatiable lack, the sonnet lover will
forever be ec-statically seeking oneness with the Friend. Sonnet 51 constructs the
Friend as the self’s actual centre of gravity: moving away from him is slow (1-4),
whereas the return is “mounted on the wind” (7). Caused by powerful gravita-
tional forces, the speed of incorporeal (“no dull flesh”, 11) desire for the self’s
ec-centric centre is so high that it equals stasis: “In winged speed no motion shall
I know” (8).

In an exchange that no more needs the intermediacy of either natural or textu-
al copies, Sonnet 22 rearranges the sequence’s imaginary. In its immediate bond-
ing, mirrors are suppressed, each self physically mimicking the other:

My glass shall not persuade me I am old,

So long as youth and thou are of one date;

But when in thee time’s furrows I behold,

Then look I death my days should expiate. (1-4)

Dressed in the poet’s heart (“For all that beauty that doth cover thee/ Is but

the seemly raiment of my heart”, 6-7), the Friend exchanges hearts with the poet
(8-9). Care of the self, then, literally becomes care of the other:
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O, therefore, love, be of thyself so wary

As I, not for myself, but for thee will;

Bearing thy heart, which I will keep so chary

As tender nurse her babe from faring ill.

Pre sume not on thy heart when mine is slain;

Thou gavest me thine, not to give back again. (9—14)

Losing himself in the gravitational field of the other (22.1-8), the speaker, too,
needs the prosthesis of poetry. In his verbal absentia, writing speaks for him, to
synaesthetically turn the other’s eyes into ears:

O, learn to read what silent love hath writ:
To hear with eyes belongs to love’s fine wit. (23.13—-14)

The exchange is made even more complex by Sonnet 23’s special scopic
regime. Seeing his mirror reflection in the other, the speaking self becomes in
his turn the other’s pictorial representation. His heart is the table, the writing
device, on which the other’s form is drawn (24.1-2). His body is the frame of a
picture (3), “stell’ed” according to the principles of perspective. Entrapping the
reader between a mirror and a picture, the sonnet’s mis-en-abyme reduplicates
selves only to lose hold on their prototypes. As in Van Eyck’s Arnolfini Wedding
(1434), whose convex mirror contains a reflection of the painter, the implications
are those of a totally subjective perspectivism:

For through the painter must you see his skill,
To find where your true image pictured lies... (5-6)

Seeing “through the painter” also renders the sonneteer’s body transparent,
allowing a glimpse at the other’s “true image”, concealed, or rather contained,
within his “bosom’s shop” (7). Seeing is the intersection of two selves: the win-
dows of the shop are glazed with the Friend’s eyes. Consequently, drawn by the
poet’s eyes, the “true image” within the poet’s heart actually is the Friend’s self-
image. This circularity of seeing — the self-made self-image within the other’s
heart — renders even more prominent the radical embeddedness of the other within
the speaking self:

Now see what good turns eyes for eyes have done:
Mine eyes have drawn thy shape, and thine for me
Are windows to my breast, where-through the sun
Delights to peep, to gaze therein on thee... (9-12)
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According to the concluding couplet, however, such embeddedness®® does
not preclude the radical impenetrability of either self or other:

Yet eyes this cunning want to grace their art;
They draw but what they see, know not the heart. (13—-14)

Whosever “the heart”, poet’s or Friend’s, the couplet seems to be arguing for
anew divorce of form and self. Eyes can only reproduce “shape” and function as a
“window” to the (other) self within the (other’s) heart, but, not knowing the heart,
they can hardly penetrate into the (other) self’s inner essence.

Having the other implanted within, and, by implication, being implanted with-
in the other in an exchange of selves, the self can enjoy a perpetuating stasis:

Then happy I, that love and am beloved
Where I may not remove nor be removed. (emphasis added, 25.13—14)

Stasis, however, is easier said than felt. Within the apparent bodily repose,
Sonnet 27 unearths an ec-static mind, forever attached to the beloved other. But
such ecstasy is only aimed at a completer form of stasis: thinking on the Friend
actually restores all loss and ends all sorrow (30.13—14).

As suggested by Sonnet 25, Shakespeare’s sonnet self not only has the other
within but is also himself implanted in that other. At Sonnet 31, this is the conse-
quence of the Friend’s inclusiveness: he is all of the poet’s past loves, and, since
those past loves contain parts of the poet, now the Friend has all of the poet’s
self:

... my lovers gone,

Who all their parts of me to thee did give;

That due of many now is thine alone:

Their images I loved I view in thee,

And thou, all they, hast all the all of me. (31.10-14)

Himself “engrafted” to the Friend’s “store” of “worth and truth” (37.8, 4), the

poetic “engrafter” partakes of the other’s “abundance” (11). Thus, the poet does
not only make the Friend “new”, but is also himself remade by love:

So then I am not lame, poor, nor despised,
Whilst that this shadow doth such substance give
That I in thy abundance am sufficed

And by a part of all thy glory live! (37.9-12)

28 Restated by Sonnet 48.11: “within the gentle closure of my breast”.
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This new self is distilled in the Friend, just as the Friend could distill himself
in progeny: “thou art all the better part of me” (39.2). In this, the poet feels as
blessed as the Friend would, should he father ten copies:

Look, what is best, that best I wish in thee:
This wish I have; then ten times happy me! (emphasis added, 37.13-14)

The poet’s verse, on the other hand, is now impregnated by the Friend’s
“sweet argument”. In this, it recalls the “unear’d womb” upon which copies might
be imprinted:

How can my Muse want subject to invent,
While thou dost breathe, that pour’st into my verse
Thine own sweet argument... (37.1-3)

The other’s complete impregnation with/engorgement of the self, however, is
felt to breed negatives, as well. “We two must be twain,” confesses the self-con-
scious speaker in 36.1. The motif is picked up by Sonnet 39, which posits it as the
absolute requirement for the proper self-other exchange:

... let us divided live,

And our dear love lose name of single one,

That by this separation I may give

That due to thee which thou deservest alone. (emphasis added, 5-8)

Likewise, the other’s absence is a must for the poetic project of his monu-
mentalisation:

O absence, what a torment wouldst thou prove,

Were it not thy sour leisure gave sweet leave

To entertain the time with thoughts of love,

Which time and thoughts so sweetly doth deceive,

And that thou teachest how to make one twain,

By praising him here who doth hence remain! (emphasis added, 39. 9-14)

Yet, even the appearance of a third party, initially conceived as a surplus (40),
consolidates rather than disrupts the imaginary dyad of poet and Friend:

Take all my loves, my love, yea, take them all;
What hast thou then more than thou hadst before?
No love, my love, that thou mayst true love call;
All mine was thine before thou hadst this more.
Then if for my love thou my love receivest,

I cannot blame thee for my love thou usest... (1-6)
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Thou dost love her, because thou knowst I love her;
And for my sake even so doth she abuse me,
Suffering my friend for my sake to approve her.

If I lose thee, my loss is my love’s gain,

And losing her, my friend hath found that loss;

Both find each other, and I lose both twain,

And both for my sake lay on me this cross: (42.6—12)

A vehicle in the exchange between self and other, the third (feminine) party,
contra Lacan, reformulates their oneness:

But here’s the joy; my friend and I are one;
Sweet flattery! then she loves but me alone. (42.13—14)

Rearticulated in this way, the self’s oneness with the other actually results
in a divided self. At 44, oneness is no longer a matter of just organic, but also of
elemental and humoral exchange. The autonomous Galenic self is virtually non-
existent: only two, earth and water, black bile and phlegm, of its four elements,
now reside with it, reducing its flesh to “dull substance” (54.1). Wishing for an
intellectualised — angelic — body (“If the dull substance of my flesh were thought”,
44.1), the sonnet self is craving its immediate ec-static projection, across space,
into being-with-the other:

For then despite of space I would be brought,

From limits far remote where thou dost stay.

No matter then although my foot did stand

Upon the farthest earth removed from thee;

For nimble thought can jump both sea and land

As soon as think the place where he would be. (44.3-8)

Deprived of “the other two, slight air and purging fire” (45.1), blood and
yellow bile, the self vegetates in a zombied state, without the thought and desire
whose substance they are. Air and fire reside with the Friend, only to briefly return
to the body and energise it again:

The other two, slight air and purging fire,

Are both with thee, wherever I abide;

The first my thought, the other my desire,

These present-absent with swift motion slide.

For when these quicker elements are gone

In tender embassy of love to thee,

My life, being made of four, with two alone

Sinks down to death, oppress’d with melancholy;

Until life’s composition be recured

By those swift messengers return’d from thee... (1-10)

95



Reminiscent of the self’s distillation into the other, and, conversely, of the
other’s pouring of “sweet argument” into the self, such humoral ec-stasy is ac-
companied by moments of the self’s organic division (“Mine eye and heart are at
a mortal war”, 46.1), or Procrustean temporal stretching (“My grief lies onward
and my joy behind”, 50.14). To face erasure of the self, then, the speaker is forced
to “ensconce” himself in a present awareness of self (“here/ Within the knowledge
of my own desert”, 49.9—-10), just as Sonnet 16 advises the Friend to fortify Ais self
(3) in procreative self-replication. In the poet’s case, however, this circular gesture
leads back to self-division: “And this my hand against myself uprear,/ To guard
the lawful reasons on thy part” (11-12).

Constructing mostly an ec-static Poet and a basically static Friend, Shake-
speare’s sequence is not unwilling to momentarily reverse the pattern. In two con-
secutive sonnets, the roles are reversed. The opening of Sonnet 61 pictures an
ec-static Friend whose shadowy double, or spirit, resides with the poet:

Dost thou desire my slumbers should be broken,
While shadows like to thee do mock my sight?
Is it thy spirit that thou send’st from thee

So far from home... (3—6)

At line 9, however, a logical and syntactic quasi-Petrarchan volta occurs to
restore the phenomenal status quo:

O, no! thy love, though much, is not so great:
It is my love that keeps mine eye awake... (9-10)

At Sonnet 62, on the other hand, the poet seems to be quite self-sufficient in
his “sin of self-love”. His entire being — “all mine eye/ And all my soul and all my
every part” (1-2) — is pervaded and defined by his philautia. “Grounded inward”
(4) as it is, self-appreciating, circular narcissism seems to provide a stable core to
his sense of self:

Methinks no face so gracious is as mine,

No shape so true, no truth of such account;
And for myself mine own worth do define,
As T all other in all worths surmount. (5-8)

Again, however, line 9 introduces a radical twist that deconstructs the argu-

ment of self-sufficiency. It is the encounter with the objectifying mirror that cracks
the self’s armour to let it out into the ec-static space of love:
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But when my glass shows me myself indeed,
Beated and chopp’d with tann’d antiquity,

Mine own self-love quite contrary I read;

Self so self-loving were iniquity.

‘Tis thee, myself, that for myself I praise,
Painting my age with beauty of thy days. (9—14)

Such a triumphant identity of “myself” and “thee” is only superficially dis-
cordant with the dream of self-obliteration, enunciated in the ensuing sonnets (66,
71, 72, 77). In the context of Sonnet 64 and 65°s Spenserian mutability, Number
66 articulates a Liebestod, beyond the hypo-critical public construction of selves
as their own radical others:

Tired with all these, for restful death I cry,
As, to behold desert a beggar born,

And needy nothing trimm’d in jollity,

And purest faith unhappily forsworn,

And guilded honour shamefully misplaced,
And maiden virtue rudely strumpeted,

And right perfection wrongfully disgraced,
And strength by limping sway disabled,
And art made tongue-tied by authority,
And folly doctor-like controlling skill,
And simple truth miscall’d simplicity,

And captive good attending captain ill... (1-12)

The stasis of “restful death” (1), however, is eventually disclaimed as the
self’s paradoxical alternative against mutability. It would mean leaving the other
on his own:

Tired with all these, from these would I be gone,
Save that, to die, I leave my love alone. (13-14)

As the powerful counterbalance of one line against thirteen implies, being on
one’s own is an intolerable existential alternative. Yet, though subtly assisting the
effects of Time, the dream of self-obliteration as a paradoxical form of care of /for
the other is still sustained: “No longer mourn for me when I am dead”, “Nay, if
you read this line, remember not/ The hand that writ it” (71.1, 5-6), “O, lest your
true love may seem false in this,/ That you for love speak well of me untrue,/ My
name be buried where my body is” (72.9-11)*. Again, preservation of the other

2 Cf. also “Upon thy side, against myself I’ll fight” (88.3) and “For thee, against my self
I’ll vow debate,/ For I must ne’er love him whom thou dost hate.” (89.13—14)
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is the self’s own mode of survival, for its core, the spirit, is transplanted in the
other self:

The earth can have but earth, which is his due;
My spirit is thine, the better part of me. (74.7-8)

It is the worthless body that would perish, whereas the spirit survives after
death in the friend, just as the friend will survive in the lines of poetry, and in his
own progeny:

The worth of that is that which it contains,
And that is this, and this with thee remains. (74.7-14)

Being the poet’s text, child, or mirror (22), the other is the distillation of
his essence. In the subtle self-other exchange of the Sonnets, however, the po-
et himself is an object fashioned by the Friend. At 57, for instance, he is the
Friend’s clock (6), tending “upon the hours and times” of his desire (1-2).
The Sonnets’ economy of selthood also involves giving away parts of self. At 77,
writing is the surplus of memory, its supplement, “deliver’d” from the brain, as
children are (9—11). The “dispersal” of poetry’s semen “under” the friend (78.4)
turns the “waste blanks” (77.10) to which it is committed into specula, revealing
to the self, non-isomorphically, unknown aspects of itself.

... and thou shalt find
Those children nursed, deliver’d from thy brain,
To take a new acquaintance of thy mind. (10—-12)

Given away as part of the poet s self, poetry has also been virtually severed
from the other. Orphic dismemberment, however, has been conducted for the pur-
poses of constructing the poetic Golem:

... what of thee thy poet doth invent

He robs thee of and pays it thee again.

He lends thee virtue and he stole that word

From thy behavior; beauty doth he give

And found it in thy cheek; he can afford

No praise to thee but what in thee doth live. (79.7-12)

It is the natural self, therefore, that is its own best monument. The idea is en-

hanced by the proliferation of virtual selves created by rival poets, an act imagined
as stealing the Friend’s identity:
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O, how I faint when I of you do write,

Knowing a better spirit doth use your name,

And in the praise thereof spends all his might,

To make me tongue-tied, speaking of your fame! (emphasis added, 80.1-4)

After a flashback to Number 55 (“you entombed in men’s eyes shall lie”, 7),
Sonnet 81 reasserts the power of poetry to maintain selthood beyond temporality.
In the act of reading, construed as genesis, the mouths of future selves shall, like
Pygmalion’’, or God, instill breath into the monument of the Friend, who has been
dwelling in the eyes of the future:

Your monument shall be my gentle verse,

Which eyes not yet created shall o’er-read,

And tongues to be your being shall rehearse

When all the breathers of this world are dead;

You still shall live--such virtue hath my pen —

Where breath most breathes, even in the mouths of men. (9—14)

In another turn of sequential logic, the ensuing sonnets question the idea. A
prosthesis to the other self, the poet’s pen is still too short, compared to naturally
growing “worth”:

I found, or thought I found, you did exceed
The barren tender of a poet’s debt...

... amodern quill doth come too short,
Speaking of worth, what worth in you doth grow (83.3—4, 7-8).

As the natural self supplants its poetic doubles, the poetry dispersed grows
plainer (82.12), eventually receding into abstinent silence in the physical presence
of the self-perpetuating prototype:

And therefore have I slept in your report,

That you yourself being extant well might show
How far a modern quill doth come too short,
Speaking of worth, what worth in you doth grow.
This silence for my sin you did impute,

Which shall be most my glory, being dumb;

For I impair not beauty being mute,

When others would give life and bring a tomb.
There lives more life in one of your fair eyes

Than both your poets can in praise devise. (83.5-14)

30 Ovid, Metamorphoses, X.
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Placed in an environment of virtual doubles, the “natural” self’s tautological
presence to itself is proven superior. Furthermore, it is the multiplicity of doubles
that generates the necessity for such a physical self-coincidence:

Who is it that says most? which can say more
Than this rich praise, that you alone are you? (84.1-2)

Poetry, then, boils down to the mere registration and record of the tautologies
of monumental self-identity:

... he that writes of you, if he can tell
That you are you, so dignifies his story,
Let him but copy what in you is writ... (7-9)

Understandably, the loving self’s next move is from poetic abstinence to the
obliteration of self:

When thou shalt be disposed to set me light,

And place my merit in the eye of scorn,

Upon thy side against myself Il fight,

And prove thee virtuous, though thou art forsworn.

And I by this will be a gainer too;

For bending all my loving thoughts on thee,

The injuries that to myself I do,

Doing thee vantage, double-vantage me... (87.1-4, 9—12)

For thee, against my self I’'ll vow debate,
For I must ne’er love him whom thou dost hate. (89.13—14)

Thus, for the poet, the aftermath of the friend’s complete ipseity, as well as
of his own metapoetic voyeurism, is the self-division of a Sidneyan “I am not I”.
Within the economy of the Sonnets’ imaginary exchange, there doesn’t seem to
be enough room for more than one selfsame self, cloned virtually by more than
one poet.

In the Sonnets, however, self-destructive poetic abstinence is hardly the com-
mendable artistic version of the Stoic-Christian virtue of temperance. Rendered in
the familiar tropes of the Friend’s sexual abstinence, it is proven to have the same
self-destructive effect. Excessive humility and excessive narcissism result in the
same interment of self within itself:

Was it the proud full sail of his great verse,
Bound for the prize of all too precious you,
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That did my ripe thoughts in my brain inhearse,
Making their tomb the womb wherein they grew? (86.1-4)

As a result, the poet-friend relationship seems to be reversed. It is the Friend
now, who, Pygmalion-like, in-forms the Poet:

Speak of my lameness, and I straight will halt,

Against thy reasons making no defence.

Thou canst not, love, disgrace me half so ill,

To set a form upon desired change,

As I’ll myself disgrace: knowing thy will,

I will acquaintance strangle and look strange... (89.3-8)

Thus, forming another, the Friend seems to eventually fulfill the poet’s advice
in the marriage group. Unwilling to give away his semen, he now can give away
his in-forming words, and, creating the “natural” other in the likeness he chooses,
be a better maker than the poet, whose words create virtual selves.

Like Sidney’s Astrophil, Shakespeare’s Poet ec-statically constructs the be-
loved other as the core of his personality, even at the expense of self-effacement:

... to thee I so belong,
That for thy right myself will bear all wrong. (88.13—14)

As the Poet’s summum bonum, the other’s love rather than the self’s birth,
skill, physical strength, or possessions, give him “measure” (91.7), or take it
away:

All these I better in one general best.

Thy love is better than high birth to me,

Richer than wealth, prouder than garments’ cost,

Of more delight than hawks or horses be;

And having thee, of all men’s pride I boast:
Wretched in this alone, that thou mayst take

All this away and me most wretched make. (91.8-14)

Even if Friend and love should both be deficient in stasis, the Poet experi-
ences his love’s “happy” permanence. It is only superficially paradoxical that the
source of this stasis lies in a projective identification with the changing other:

I see a better state to me belongs
Than that which on thy humour doth depend,;
Thou canst not vex me with inconstant mind,
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Since that my life on thy revolt doth lie.
O, what a happy title do I find,
Happy to have thy love, happy to die! (92.7-12)

Since the other is the Poet’s proper self (109. 3-5), abandoning him would

mean abandoning oneself, the only conceivable form of ecstasy in an economy of
projective exchange:

that

As easy might I from myself depart
As from my soul, which in thy breast doth lie:
That is my home of love... (109.3-5)

Even when qualified as the stasis of unknowing (“But what’s so blessed-fair
fears no blot?/ Thou mayst be false, and yet [ know it not...”, 92.13—14), the

lover’s state of ipseity is willingly embraced, even at the expense of refusing to ac-
knowledge the self-division of the other’s new-fangled “shifting change” (20.4):

So shall I live, supposing thou art true,

Like a deceived husband; so love’s face

May still seem love to me, though alter’d new;

Thy looks with me, thy heart in other place... (93.1-4)

Roles thus dizzily exchanged, Sonnet 94 articulates a longing for an ataractic,

Godlike self-coincidence:

They that have power to hurt and will do none,

That do not do the thing they most do show,

Who, moving others, are themselves as stone,

Unmoved, cold, and to temptation slow,

They rightly do inherit heaven’s graces

And husband nature’s riches from expense;

They are the lords and owners of their faces,

Others but stewards of their excellence. (emphasis added, 94.1-6)

Despite his failure to be the unmoved mover of Shakespeare’s sonnet world,

the Friend is still the One whose shadowy emanations its lilies and roses are:
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Nor did I wonder at the lily’s white,

Nor praise the deep vermilion in the rose;

They were but sweet, but figures of delight,

Drawn after you, you pattern of all those.

Yet seem’d it winter still, and, you away,

As with your shadow I with these did play (98.9-14)



At Sonnet 99, Platonic specularization gives way to Orphic dismemberment.
To have being, flowers now steal parts of the Friend’s pAysical body — his breath,
cheek, veins, hand, hair — just as the speaker’s poetry does:

The forward violet thus did I chide:

Sweet thief, whence didst thou steal thy sweet that smells,
If not from my love’s breath? The purple pride

Which on thy soft cheek for complexion dwells

In my love’s veins thou hast too grossly dyed.

The lily I condemned for thy hand... (99.1-6)!

Para-doxically, given the thieveries of a mangling Maenadic Muse, poetic
abstinence becomes the preservative gesture par excellence. Again, mirror reflec-
tions are conceived as a superior form of the other’s re-productive re-presenta-
tion:

Look in your glass, and there appears a face
That over-goes my blunt invention quite,
Dulling my lines and doing me disgrace...

And more, much more, than in my verse can sit
Your own glass shows you when you look in it. (103.6-8, 13—14)

Likewise, without the catoptric assistance of a “tongue-tied Muse”, the be-
loved other is dwelling in the mirror of “lovers’ eyes:

For we, which now behold these present days,
Had eyes to wonder, but lack tongues to praise. (106.13—14)

Unlike Umberto Eco’s imaginary mirrors®?, the Sonnets’ mirrors can’t freeze
images. As suggested by the “marriage group”, the Friend’s mirror reflection will
age with him. It is the mirroring space of the other’s love, then, that is held up as
the ideally tained catoptric medium, beyond all temporality:

To me, fair friend, you never can be old,
For as you were when first your eye I eyed,
Such seems your beauty sti/l. (emphasis added, 104.1-3)

31 Cf. also the “mangling” of the beloved’s body in sonnet blazons:
“Of hand, of foot, of lip, of eye, of brow”, 106.6.

32 Eco, Umberto. Semiotics and the Philosophy of Language. Bloomington, Indiana University
Press, 1984, p. 222.
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Pun on “still” probably intended, the Friend’s physical beauty is static, but
only in the eyes of the lover:

So your sweet hue, which methinks still doth stand,
Hath motion and mine eye may be deceived... (104.11-12)

Even though the other’s “hue” might change, the stasis of the loving self per-
petuates it. Poetically, such constancy is rendered as repetition:

... all alike my songs and praises be

To one, of one, still such, and ever so.

Kind is my love to-day, to-morrow kind,

Still constant in a wondrous excellence;

Therefore my verse to constancy confined,

One thing expressing, leaves out difference.

‘Fair, kind and true’ is all my argument,

‘Fair, kind, and true’ varying to other words;

And in this change is my invention spent,

Three themes in one, which wondrous scope affords. (105.3)

Hence, a minimalist, stuttering poetics of repetition, which “leaves out differ-
ence”, would guarantee the effectiveness of the Sonnets’ project of the monumen-
tal self, including both Poet and Friend:

I’ll live in this poor rhyme,

While he insults o’er dull and speechless tribes:

And thou in this shalt find thy monument,

When tyrants’ crests and tombs of brass are spent. (107.11-14)

In the context of the Friend’s construction as the poet’s summum bonum
(“next my heaven the best”, 110.11), “all” (109.4), and “all the world” (112.5),
repetition takes the form of a daily prayer:

... like prayers divine,
I must each day say o’er the very same... (108.5-6)

Repetition becomes the language of “eternal love” (9), a due verbal expres-
sion of the pseudotypological eternal return of a Friend, “prefigured” (106.10) by
previous poets, the way Christ was prefigured in the Old Testament. It is a prayer
that would articulate the stasis, achieved via the Sonnets’ ec-static ex-change of
selves: “Counting no old thing old, thou mine, I thine” (108.7-8). Once attained,
such stasis would eventually render all writing superfluous, its complemetarity
now inferior to, remembering/ re-membering?? the other eternally:

3 Petrovié, Lena. Remembering and Dismembering: Derrida’s Reading of Levi-Strauss. — Facta
Universitatis, Series: Linguistics and Literature, Vol. 3, No. 1, 2004, 87-96.
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Thy gift, thy tables, are within my brain
Full character’d with lasting memory,
Which shall above that idle rank remain
Beyond all date, even to eternity;

Or at the least, so long as brain and heart
Have faculty by nature to subsist;

Till each to razed oblivion yield his part
Of thee, thy record never can be miss’d.
That poor retention could not so much hold,
Nor need I tallies thy dear love to score;
[...] To keep an adjunct to remember thee
Were to import forgetfulness in me. (122)

A paean to the ecstatic union with the other as an “ever-fixed mark” (5),
Number 116 is sandwiched between sonnets that imagine the resulting decentred
self’s fixity as a blind withdrawal into the self (“Since I left you, mine eye is in
my mind”, 113.1), and a feverish self-abandonment (“How have mine eyes out of
their spheres been fitted”, 119.7).

Paradoxically, this precarious state of the self’s noncoincidence gives the
poet the confidence to proclaim his ipseity, in Yahweh’s words: “I am that [ am”
(121.9). Attained via ec-static love for the other, such ipseity is beyond Time and
change (“No, Time, thou shalt not boast that I do change”, “I will be true, despite
thy scythe and thee”, 123.1).

Rendered monumental by the ec-static exchange of selves, virtually stop-
ping time in his own coincidence with Time (“in thy power/ Dost hold Time’s
fickle glass, his sickle, hour”, 126.1), the Friend is still subject to the laws of
termporailty. Though deferred, Nature’s “audit” must be answered (126.13). At
this point, Nature’s “quietus” (126.14), final settling of accounts, but also death
(Hamlet, 111.13*)), will coincide with the Friend’s. The coincidence will usher in
a stasis beyond temporality, a cosmic “quietus”, resolving all conflict between
Nature and Time.

After the eschatological pronouncement of the deficient 126, Sonnet 127

problematises what Paul Ricoeur terms the identifying referentiality of names®>:

In the old age black was not counted fair,

Or if it were, it bore not beauty’s name;

But now is black beauty’s successive heir,

And beauty slander’d with a bastard shame... (127.1-4)

34 L1.70, 74-5: “When he himself might his quietus make/ With a bare bodkin”.
35 “Once again, the privilege accorded the proper names assigned to humans has to do with their
subsequent role in confirming their identity and their selthood.” (Oneself as Another, 29).
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Destabilising reference, poetry and/or cosmetics refashion identities:

For since each hand hath put on nature’s power,
Fairing the foul with art’s false borrow’d face,
Sweet beauty hath no name, no holy bower,

But is profaned, if not lives in disgrace. (127.5-8)

Within the Sonnets’ dyadic structure of desire, the result is the refutation
of such hypocrisy and the imposition instead of a hypo-critical mode upon a
nondescript third party (“Therefore my mistress’ brows are raven black”, 127.9,
“My mistress’ eyes are nothing like the sun”, 130.1).

In the ensuing sonnets, this hypo-critically fashioned feminine other is to
become the target of the self’s gaze/desire, rather than its Lacanian corrective:
“Thy black is fairest in my judgment’s place.” (131.12). In the hypo-critical mode
of the Dark Lady subsequence, therefore, ecstasy turns lust. In its metaphors of
ejaculation, the self-transcendence constituted by lust is “the expense of spirit in a
waste of shame” (129.1), and the self that precedes it is anything but identical to
itself: anaphorically “past reason” (6, 7), the ec-static thrust is “perjured, murder-
ous, bloody, full of blame,/ Savage, extreme, rude, cruel, not to trust” (3—4). Con-
ceived as lust, ecstasy is only a brief moment, no sooner hunted than hated (6-7),
submerged in the hectic flow of temporality, always intentional, always future-
oriented (“Had, having, and in quest to have, extreme”, 10). Reversing Dante’s
unforgettable association of ecstasy with the empyrean (Paradise, XXX), Sonnet
129 ultimately construes the self’s non-coincidence in the ecstasies of lust as a fall
from a temporal heaven:

A bliss in proof, and proved, a very woe;

Before, a joy proposed; behind, a dream.

All this the world well knows; yet none knows well

To shun the heaven that leads men to this hell. (129.11-14)

Thus contextualized, ecstasy now works towards the triple (self-) abandon-
ment of a multiplying self:

Me from myself thy cruel eye hath taken,

And my next self thou harder hast engross’d:

Of him, myself, and thee, I am forsaken;

A torment thrice threefold thus to be cross’d. (133.5-8)3¢

36 For the theme of self-abandonment in the Dark Lady subsequence cf. also Sonnet 149: “Do I not
think on thee, when I forgot/ Am of myself, all tyrant, for thy sake?”

106



Ecstasy is now reason’s departure from the self, whose outcome is the un-
rest of frenzy (147), a self-division for the sake of being-with-the other: “When I
against myself with thee partake” (149).

Violently induced, self-alienation allows for the Chinese-box-like inclusion
of self within other. The forceful extraction and implantation of one self within
another becomes a means of collapsing the former mirror economy of the self-
other exchange:

Prison my heart in thy steel bosom’s ward,

But then my friend’s heart let my poor heart bail;
Whoe’er keeps me, let my heart be his guard;

Thou canst not then use rigor in my gaol... (133.9-12)

Having briefly nourished the illusion that being contained might mean being
in control, Sonnet 133 dismisses it in favour of a new awareness that inclusion of
the self is also its appropriation by the other:

And yet thou wilt; for I, being pent in thee,
Perforce am thine, and all that is in me. (13—14)

“Engross’d” seems to refer to the self’s engorgement, but also to writing the
self large (Latin in, in; see en-' + grossa, a copy in a large hand®"). Thus, almost
inaudibly, the pun on the simultaneous engorgement-magnification of the self by
the other paradoxically validates its ipseity.

At 134, the dyadic exchange of selves is rendered polyvalent by the gravity of
the all-inclusive third party: the Friend is the Dark Lady’s, but he is also the poet’s,
which means that the Dark Lady has both. The typical courtly triangle of lover,
mistress and friend, however, is not only ironically rethought. It is also made the
framework of the story of the self’s alienation from the mirroring other, and thus
from itself:

So, now I have confess’d that he is thine,

And I myself am mortgaged to thy will,

Myself I'll forfeit, so that other mine

Thou wilt restore, to be my comfort still...

Him have I lost; thou hast both him and me:

He pays the whole, and yet am I not free. (134.1-4, 12-14)

By extension, at 135, The Dark Lady becomes the universal container of de-
personalized selves. Formerly a measure of the self’s “defeat of” the other (“by

37 www.thefreedictionary.com/engrossment .
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addition me of thee defeated”, 20.11), “addition” (4) now becomes a way for its
inscription into the other self:

Whoever hath her wish, thou hast thy ‘Will,
And ‘Will’ to boot, and “Will” in overplus;
More than enough am I that vex thee still,

To thy sweet will making addition thus. (1-4)

With the repeated objectification of “Will” to “will”, a desemantized signifier
to denote anything from abstract human desire to specific sexual organs, male and
female, selfhood is melted into “manic-oceanic”® anonymity:

Wilt thou, whose will is large and spacious,
Not once vouchsafe to hide my will in thine?...
So thou, being rich in “Will,” add to thy ‘Will’. (5-6, 11)

Lived ec-statically, the dedifferentiation of self into a multiplicity of selves
can magnify it, tongue-in-cheek, to the proportions of the One: “Think all but one,
and me in that one ‘Will.””(122—-14) On such a legitimation, the “chora” of the
receiving other is supposed to open up to osmotic penetration:

If thy soul check thee that I come so near,

Swear to thy blind soul that I was thy ‘Will,’

And will, thy soul knows, is admitted there...

Ay, fill it full with wills, and my will one. (136.1-3,6)

First unnamed to dissolve into the One of wills (“Then in the number let me
pass untold,/ Though in thy stores’ account I one must be”, 9-10), the self is now
reconstituted as a mere metonymic signifier, a dramatization of the pars pro toto
mechanism:

Make but my name thy love, and love that still,
And then thou lovest me, for my name is ‘Will.” (36)

With the fine oscillation between inner and outer characteristic of medieval
allegory, division of self results in externalized psychomachia. Outdoing the Cab-
balist, the poet sees multiple doubles of himself that are in both senses “from him”
(144.11) — born of him, but also separated from him:

Two loves I have of comfort and despair,
Which like two spirits do suggest me still:

38 Ehrenzweig, A. The Hidden Order of Art. University of California Press, Oxford, 1967, p. 7.
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The better angel is a man right fair,
The worser spirit a woman colour’d ill. (144.1-4)

From a distance, the poet voyeuristically contemplates the two separati’s in-
teraction and intercourse. Being separatus, however, is the quality of Lucifer, not
Christ, the theological topos prompting the outcome of the miniature drama:

To win me soon to /ell, my female evil
Tempteth my better angel from my side,
And would corrupt my saint to be a devil... (emphasis added, 5-7)

The interaction of two is triangulated by the involvement of a “Lacanian” third
party, in this case the gaze of the self-contemplating pro-jected self. Following the
division of self, the inclusion of one projection within another might reductively
petrify the self into one of its hypo-stases, or phenomenal solidifications:

And whether that my angel be turn’d fiend
Suspect I may, but not directly tell;

But being both from me, both to each friend,
I guess one angel in another’s hell... (9—-12)

For this to occur, however, the triangular relationship needs to be made dy-
adic again, the third party of the Friend suppressed by being marked off (“fire out”
as “infect with venereal disease”), expelled (“fire out” as “drive away”), or totally
annihilated (“fire out” as “burn down”, presumably in “hell”):

Yet this shall I ne’er know, but live in doubt,
Till my bad angel fire my good one out. (13-14)

Number 146 introjects the self’s pro-jective splitting in psychomachia as a
deficit in isomorphicity between the containing body and its “centre”, the con-
tained soul:

Poor soul, the centre of my sinful earth,
[ ] these rebel powers that thee array;
Why dost thou pine within and suffer dearth... (146.1-3)

To make up for this deficit, soul should be nourished upon an increasingly
emaciated body. Proscribed, in the marriage group, as a form of cannibalism,
self-absorptive self-consumption is now construed as a withdrawal into the inner
circles of the self:
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Shall worms, inheritors of this excess,

Eat up thy charge? is this thy body’s end?

Then soul, live thou upon thy servant’s loss,

And let that pine to aggravate thy store... (146.7-10)

Making the body shrink to its centre, the expense of flesh would implicitly
counterpoise the ecstatic “expense of spirit” of Sonnet 129. The stasis of such a
complete self-coincidence, the coincidence of soul with itself, will remove the
threat of the self’s annihilation in death:

Buy terms divine in selling hours of dross;

Within be fed, without be rich no more:

So shalt thou feed on Death, that feeds on men,

And Death once dead, there’s no more dying then. (146.11-14)

Beyond the narcissistic self-sufficiency of the opening sonnets, the self will
now achieve its monumental ipseity in a quest for the Stoic-Augustinian inner
man.

With their ec-stasies of the flesh, the concluding sonnets subvert Number 146’s
implicit assertion of stasis. “The gross body”’s motions —rising, pointing out, stand-
ing and falling (9, 12) —result in a division within the self. Its effects mimic the loss
of self experienced in the “betrayal”, or seduction, of the other: “For, thou betraying
me, [ do betray/ My nobler part to my gross body’s treason” (5—6). Paradoxically, it
is the soul that authorizes the ecstasies of the moving body (“My soul doth tell my
body that he may/ Triumph in love.”, 7-8) and makes it “stay no farther reason”
(8), wanting no more persuasion but also no more stilled by the rule of reason.

Subtly picking up the erectile metaphor, Sonnets 153 and 154 consider remedies
for the ecstasy of love. The unexpectedly playful narrative they share is borrowed
from a Marcianus Scholasticus poem in the Greek Anthology. On the surface, the
two sonnets’ identical myth-making seamlessly appropriates the idealism of the
Petrarchan self:

Cupid laid by his brand, and fell asleep:

A maid of Dian’s this advantage found,

And his love-kindling fire did quickly steep

In a cold valley-fountain of that ground,

Which borrow’d from this holy fire of Love

A dateless lively heat, still to endure,

And grew a seething bath, which yet men prove
Against strange maladies a sovereign cure.

But at my mistress’ eye Love’s brand new-fired,
The boy for trial needs would touch my breast;
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I, sick withal, the help of bath desired,

And thither hied, a sad distemper’d guest,

But found no cure: the bath for my help lies

Where Cupid got new fire--my mistress’ eyes. (153)

Quite in tune with the “perjured eye”/ I pun of the preceding Sonnet 152,
however, the superficial Sydnean®*® mini-myth is collapsed by a substratum of
venereal innuendo. Typically punning on “eye” as the female sexual organ, “my
mistress eyes” is quite un-Petrarchistically related to the sweating tub of cinnabar,
the historical cure for syphilis. Girolamo Fracastoro’s poem Syphilis sive morbus
gallicus (1530) suggests fumigation as an appropriate though painful treatment
for the disease: the sufferer was placed in a meat-pickling vat under which fire was
set to vaporize the cinnabar®,

The doubly stated poetic fact of blind Cupid’s firebrand (the “fired’, i.e. in-
fected male organ, but also the brand setting fire under the sweating tub), the
source, in both senses, of “a dateless lively heat” (153.6) and “heat perpetual”
(154.19), reduces the ecstasies of the soul in love to those of the body in lust, and,
equally audibly, to the everlasting pain in the cauldron of Hell. Furthermore, in so
far as blindness was one of the effects of “the sweating tub”, the last two sonnets
of the sequence make the reader retrospectively re-construe previous sonnets on
the blindness of the loving self and twist the symptomatology of the lover’s mystic
ecstasy into the recognizable stigma of the sixteenth-century syphilis patient:

O me, what eyes hath Love put in my head,

Which have no correspondence with true sight!

Or, if they have, where is my judgment fled,

That censures falsely what they see aright?

If that be fair whereon my false eyes dote,

What means the world to say it is not so?

[...]

O cunning Love! with tears thou keep’st me blind,
Lest eyes well-seeing thy foul faults should find. (148)

39 Cf. Astrophil and Stella 8:
At length he perched himself in Stella’s joyful face,
Whose fair skin, beamy eyes, like morning sun on snow,
Deceived the quaking boy, who thought from so pure light
Effects of lively heat must needs in nature grow.
But she most fair, most cold, made him thence take his flight
To my close heart, where while some firebrands he did lay,
He burnt un’wares his wings, and cannot fly away.
40 For more details cf. Brown, Donohue, Axnick, Blount, Ewen, Jones. Syphilis and Other Venereal
Diseases. Harvard University Press. Cambridge Massachusetts, 1970, A. H. B. Doran, Medicine
in Shakespeares England, Vol 1., Oxford, 1916, 493.
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If ecstasy is lust rather than love, the sensory confusion and impaired judge-
ment of the transported, self-abandoning lover could actually be the side effects of
a literal/metaphorical medicinal fumigation. Thus, despite their mimicked relapse
into the Petrarchan mode, the concluding sonnets of the Shakespearean sequence
reduce the self-transcendence of Platonic love to the oblivion of self characteristic
of the body in extreme pain.

Shakespeare’s opening Sonnets depend upon a self-other economy inherited
from Dante and Petrarch but already reimagined by Sidney: a self-sufficient, self-
contained, monumental but no longer transcendent beloved and a lover, who is still
ecstatic but is now capable of doubting the validity of his transport into the other.
Radicalising the structure by means of reinventing it in gender terms — transport
into the other is now gendered as transport into the masculine/the same, — Shake-
speare’s opening sonnets address a static self-sufficient self replicated in the mir-
rors of the Imaginary (progeny and poetry), but also subtly problematisated. Re-
peatedly urged on to ecstatic exchange with the already ecstatic speaker, that self
still remains the gravity centre of the sonnet world and the major instrument for
the maintenance of the poetic self. The appearance of the Dark Lady as a second
gravity centre triangulates the dyad. The effect of a more complex self-transcen-
dence, however, is visibly diminished by the new grounding of self in corporeal
experience.
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CTA3UC U EKCTA3: TPAHULIN HA COHETHUS ,,A3*
(Pesrome)
Crynusra uscnensa Conemume Ha lllekcriup ¢ OIViea Ha KOHCTPYHPAHETO Ha a3a M B3aHMO-
JIEUCTBUETO My C JIPYrHs Ipe3 Mpu3Mara Ha (PEHOMEHOJIOTHSATa Ha MPOCTPAHCTBOTO. TEKCTHT €

4acT OT MOHOrpadus ¢ paboTHO 3arnaBue ,,Stasis and Ecstasy: The Space of Self from Plato to
Shakespeare “. 1300pbT Ha aHAM3UPaHUs MaTepHal € C OrvIe Ha OGe3cropHaTa My perpe3eHTaTHB-
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HOCT 3a KOHCTPYHPAHETO Ha a3a Ipe3 eMm3a0eTHHCKATa enoxa, BUASH Ipe3 IpHu3Mara Ha JIHpHIe-
CKOTO TIPEIICTaBsHE.

IenTa Ha W3CIEIBAHETO € OMMCAHUETO HA ()eHOMEHOJIOTHIHUTE ChCTOSHMS Ha a3a, MPEesCcTa-
BEHH B TEKCTOBETE IIpe3 NMPOCTPAHCTBEHH M TepUTOpHANHH MeTadopu. Mnedra e modepmana oT
OIIO3MIMATA CTa3MC—EKCTa3, B3eTa Ha3aeM oT Epa3moBara ,.Bp3xBama Ha mIymocrra“, ¢ HelHara
(MHATHA anoJIOTHS Ha €KCTa3a, JIBYCMUCIEHA, HO U HEABYCMHUCIICHA B KOHTEKCTa Ha ILUIOTO. Tek-
CTBT 3aIl04Ba C YETEHE Ha TE3H ITacaXkW, 3a Ja BbBEIE NMPEACTABUTE 33 CTATHIHUS M CKCTATHIHUSL
a3. CireziBa KpaThK €KCKYPC BBPXY CHbBPEMCHHHTE MPECTABH 32 a3a, KOMTO paMKHpa TEOPEeTHIHHUTE
HpeIIIOYNTaHUs Ha aHAIN3a, C 09aKBAHETO T€ IACTINBO JIa CPEIHAT CBOS XOPHU30HT C MHUCIIOBHHUTE
HAaITIacH Ha XyI0KECTBEHUS TEKCT (Ka3aHO C UyBCTBO 32 CAMOMPOHHS, JOKOJIKOTO aHATHU3BT OCH3-
HaBa HEBBb3MOJKHOCTTA 3a ITBIHOIEHHOCTTA Ha MOJ00Ha cpeia). Te3n Hamiacu ca mpeobiafaBamio
(heHOMEHOIOTHYHH, JOKOJIKOTO IIeITa HA M3CIIEABAHETO € Jla C€ PeTHCTPUpAT TaKUBa ChCTOSHH,
C MIpenparku U KbM JPYTU TEOpeTHIH U mKonu karo Oyxo-IpuitnOnar, JlakaHnanckara ncuxoa-
HaJlM3a, JeKOHCTPYKTUBHU3MA, U pa3dupa ce, unente Ha baxTuH 3a oOMeHa MeXay a3a U IpyTws,
0€3CIOPHHAT XUIOTEKCT Ha ITOBEYETO OT Te3H MUCIIHTEIH.

Taka, Ha IpaKTHKa, KAKTO U IIPH MHOTO JPYTH ChBPEMEHH JINTEPATypPOBEACKN TEKCTOBE, IO/~
XOIBT € B TOJIIMA CTENCH OPHUKOJIAKEH, C OTKa3 OT KOHCTPYKIUATA Ha ,,TOJISIM HapaTHB™ 3a a3a, a ¢
oIvIex Ha KOHCTaTHPAHETO M PETHCTPHPAHETO Ha HeroBuTe CheTosHMA. Kakro ka3a Bondranr MUsep
Ha KoH(pepeHnusaTa B HeroBa yecT B Codus mpe3 2000 r., ,,Moxxem Bede Ja ce HaasBaMe caMmo Ja
onucBame*.

3a 1a yCTaHOBH HAKOM COHETHH TOTIOCH, CBBP3aHH C XXaHPOBOTO KOHCTPYHpPAHE Ha a3a, aHaJIH-
3BT TPBI'Ba OT U3BOPUTE Ha Tpaauuusta B La Vita Nuova ua Jlante u Cazoniere Ha [letpapka. bins-
KUST TIIPOYHUT Ha TEKCTOBETE ONMCBA TEXHMS MpeoOiafaBaml eKCTaTH3bM, 0OBbP3aH C MUCTHYHATA
adeKTHBHA PEIUTHO3HOCT Ha Brcokoro cpemHoBekoBHe. 3a fa oChIIeCTBH mpexona keM XVI B,
CTyAUWsTa IpeJyIara IpOYNT Ha OCHOBHHMS TEKCT Ha PEHECAHCOBOTO cebemsrpakaane — ,,IIpuasop-
HuaT Ha bannmecap/bannacape Kacumuone. [1o qro0omuTeH HaYWH TO3M MHUCIEH KaTO HAPBUYHUK
3a CHBBPIICHUS IPUABOPEH TEKCT 3aBHPIIBA C M3BECTHATa ped Ha bem0bo 3a epoca, KOsTO HE caMo
PETOPUYECKH BB3XBaJISIBA €K-CTATHIHOTO ceOeTpaHCIIEHANPaHe, HO U TO IpaMaTH3Upa KaTo ChCTOs-
HHETO, B KOCTO TOBOPELIUAT U3I1a/ia O BpeMe Ha IPOM3HACSHETO M.

OTTyKk HaceTHe CTyQHsATa MPUCTHIIBA KbM YETEHETO HA AaHIIMHCKATa COHETHA TPAIMIMA. 3a
Ia oueprae HemocpencTBeHns lllekcmpoB KOHTEKCT, T mpexyara npodnut Ha CumHy, ,, AcTpodun
n Crena“, c onieq Ha OMO3UIHUSATA CTa3uC—eKcTa3. KakTo u mpy uTannaHCKUTe U3TOYHUIN, H TyK
aHAIM3BT OTKPHBA CTAaTWYHA, MOHYMEHTAJIHA, HO Be4e HE TPAHCICHAMpAIIA JTI0ONMa U eK-CTaTH-
4eH, HO YeCTO ITbTH OCH3HABAIl U MOJJIarail Ha CbMHEHHE PE30HHOCTTA Ha NMPEHOca CH B JPYTHs
mo6mM. [To-Hararsk cTymausta npocnenssa Conemume Ha lllexcnmp B TSXHATa MOCIIEOBATEITHOCT.
W3cnensar ce rpaHUINTE HA CTATHYHUS M CAMOAOCTAThUCH, HAPIICTHICH a3 B HAYAJHUTE COHETH
U PeIUIMKUPAHETO HA TO3W a3 B OIVIEayiaTa Ha BOOPa)kaéMOTO — CHHBT H MOE3UsTa, KAKTO H Ioe-
THUYHHTE KECTOBE Ha HETOBOTO Ipo0IeMaTH3npaHe U IeKOHCTPyHpaHe. B mo-kbCcHHUTE cOHEeTH focTa
CTAaTHYHUAT ¥ HEIPEKBCHATO MOAKAaHBAaH KbM €KCTa3a Ha caMOOTBapsiHeTo [IpusTen ce auckyTupa
B HeroBus aktuBeH oOMeH ¢ Iloera. To3nm 0OMEH B IOBEYETO CIydau € IEHTPHPAH OKOJIO ITbPBUSL
KaTo apHCTOTEINAHCKOTO BHCIIE Onaro (summum bonum) W TPaBUTAIIMOHEH LEHTHP HA JHpHUIe-
cKara BCeJIeHa, KOWTO ce MPEeBPBIa B OCHOBAHHE 33 IOJABbPIKAHETO Ha €K-CTATHIHUS OSTHYCH a3.
B xpast Ha coHeTHaTa mopeanIa JUaANYHATa BPB3Ka ce MOAPHBA, MPeoOpBINa U JEKOHCTPyHpa OT
BBBEXXIAHETO Ha epcoHaka Ha CMyTiiaTa 1ama, KOeTo IPeBPhINa MPOCTPAHCTBOTO Ha COHSTHHS a3
B TIOJIE 32 APaMaTHIHA IICHXOMAXHs, H3XOABT OT KOSATO € OTKPOBEHOTO CHTYHpPAHE Ha a3a B €KCTa3a
Ha 0OoJIKaTa ¥ B TPAaHHIUTE HAa TEIECHOCTTA.
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The paper focuses on the way the autobiographical narrative of Esther Summerson in Dickens’s
Bleak House creates the novel’s “tellability” — that is, on the creation of alternative and changing
models of the world and narrative versions of the self with a view to affirming the autobiographical
narrator as a distinct identity. It is argued that the tellability of Esther’s narrative is a result of the way
Dickens uses the potential of the first-person personal story to mediate ways of constructing the self
and identity in the modern world. The first part of the paper examines the thematic significance of
Chancery as a type of juridifying power imposing its own parameters of personal identity in Dickens’s
contemporary society. The second part looks at the novel’s opening chapter as an act of recentering
the world on the level of both story and style. It proceeds to explore the way the newly configured
fictional world allows for the dramatization of juridification through Tulkinghorn’s colonization of
the lives of other characters and his enforcement of a canonical narrative of juridification on the
protagonist Esther. The third part traces Esther’s epistemological uncertainty and the virtual stories
of her self as the source of tellability. Esther’s refusal to know is seen as a way to preserve the unity
of her self by varying its responses to the others and to the world.

3enma Kamanan. PABKABBAEMOCT U HAPATIBU HA A3-A B ,,CTYAEHUSA IOM*“ HA
YAPJIC JUKEHC

Cratusirta pasmiexaa Ha4uHUTE, 110 KOUTO JIMKeHC Ch3/1aBa HAPATUBEH HHTEPEC, H3BECTEH Chb-
10 KAaTo ,,pa3ka3BaeMocT™, B poMaHa cH ,,CtyaeHus 1oM . OCHOBEH (OKyC Ha U3CIEABAHETO € Ch3-
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JABaHETO Ha alTePHATHBHH U IIPOMEHSIIIN C€ MOJIENIN Ha CBETA M BEPCHH Ha a3-a C OIVIE/ Ha Hajlara-
HETO Ha ICHO OIpe/iesIeHaTa UICHTUYHOCT Ha repounsnTa Ectep CbMbpChH. ABTOOHOTpaUYHHUAT U
pa3Kas ce aHaIu3Upa CIIPSIMO B3aNMOACHCTBHATA My C APYTHS, Ch3AaBaH OT aHOHUMEH pa3ka3Bad. B
CTaTHATA CE NIPOCIEAIBAT Ha CTPYKTYPHO M CTHIICTHYHO HUBO BUPTYaJIHUTE HCTOPHUH Ha a3-a, KOH-
TO Ch3[aBaT Pa3Ka3BaeMOCTTa B HApAaTUBHATA TEPUTOPHS Ha aBTOOHOTpadIHaTa reponHs. M3moms-
Bar ce Teopuute Ha IOpren Xabepmac 3a KOMyHHKaTHBHOTO JEHCTBHE KaTo CIIoco0 3a ChIPOTHBA
Cpelry KOJIOHH3HPAHETO Ha JKU3HEHMS CBST Upe3 IOpHIH(UINPAHEeTO My OT CTpaHa HA CHCTEMHTE
Ha ImyOnmyHaTa BinacT. B pomana BracTTa Ha KaHOHHYHHTE pa3Kas3W € JpaMaTHIHO M3pa3eHa dpe3
KOHTpOJIa, YIPAXXHSABAH OT afBoKaTa THIKHHXOpH. Ta3n BIacT Hajara Ha He3akoHOpozeHara Ectep
U UJICHTHYHOCT, (hopMaIn3nupaHa B KAHOHWYHHUTE pa3kas3H, Ha KOUTO C€ OCHOBAaBAaT JCHCTBHATA Ha
anBokara. [IpuBuaHaTa enmcTeMoNOrndHa HecTaOmIHOCT Ha EcTep ce aHanmm3mpa kato MeTos Ha
CBIIPOTHBA CPEIly KAHOHMYHHUTE Pa3Kas3H, ONPEAessIy HACHTHYHOCTTa 1. HechBIaieHHEeTo MEK Ty
HOBTapSIIUTE CE TBBP/ICHHMS 3a JIMIICA HA 3HAHNE B HAPATUBA U M Pa3HOOOPA3HETO U CENIEKTUBHOCTTA
B KOMyHHKaTHBHHTE ¥ ACHCTBHUS Ce pa3IIeKAaT KaTo Bb3MOXKHOCT J1a HAMEPH Pa3HOOOpa3HHU M03H-
U 33 OTCTOSIBAHE Ha SJMHCTBOTO M CTaOMIHOCTTA Ha a3-a CH.

Every serious reader of Dickens knows that his works produce a special ex-
perience. Absorption in his stories can be as full as it is for his David Copperfield
who, as a child, reads the novels of Dickens’s predecessors “as if for life” (53).
Like their ability to sustain in the young, lonely and traumatized David “the hope
of something beyond this time and place” (ibid.), Dickens’s novels open the doors
wide to our fictive projection into an alternative universe where we can explore
other ways of feeling, being and living but always with the sense that through
them we form pathways to our own. The source of this enormously compelling
effect lies in the performative impulse Dickens’s imagination is able to mobilize,
an impetus to conjure not just a few figures of fun or separate scenes of irresistible
pathos but a tangible environment animated by a life force that, like David, we
claim as our own. This power is known among scholars of various disciplines as
“tellability”, which is what this paper is about.

By “tellability” I mean the creation of alternative and changing models of the
world and narrative versions of the self with a view to affirming the narrator as
a distinct identity. “Self” will here be taken as an inner awareness of being over
time and of extended embodied consciousness. It is an abstraction constructed in
the course of the person’s growth as a result of social interaction and is designated
with the “I” to which we refer but to which we have no access (Scheibe 1995:
2). Continuity, as has been commonly agreed since Kant,! is the crucial defining
feature of the concept of self, “an unfolding reflexive awareness of being in the
world, a sense of one’s past and future” (Ochs & Capps 1996: 21, see also Mc-

Adams 2001). Identity, on the other hand, is what marks the self as different from
' Kant introduces the concept of “continuing consciousness” in the Third Paralogism of his Critique
of Pure Reason (396—400), where he discusses the problematic of the “uninterrupted identity of
the subject.” “Continuing consciousness” has become a basic tenet of cognitive science. For its
application to narrative theory, see especially Chapter 7 of Alan Palmer’s Fictional Minds.
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those of others. It is made out of the markers that “serve as provisional coordinates
for locating one’s self in the flux of changing circumstance” (Scheibe 1995: 1).2
Or, as Charles Taylor puts it, identity is defined through the subject’s speaking po-
sition: “where I am speaking from and to whom” (36). Self is continuous; identity
is contingent. Identity is a version of the self necessary for display to others or to
ourselves in order to facilitate the act of categorization of the world, which also
includes us. It should be clear from these definitions that “self” is the wider term,
one which embraces that of “identity.”

This paper focuses on Esther Summerson’s autobiographical narrative in
Dickens’s Bleak House arguing that its tellability — that is, its continuing inter-
est for the reader — is a result of the way he uses the potential of the first-person
personal story to mediate ways of constructing the self and identity in the modern
world. Dickens lends his heroine characteristics which allow her opportunities to
explore the unrealized versions of her life without necessarily giving them an ex-
plicit narrative form. These are her “virtual” stories, whose presence and number
is the guarantee of narrative interest, that is, of the tellability of the whole (Ryan
1991: 156). They become functional within the narrative totality made out of her
own account and of that of the anonymous narrator because they determine the
turning points in her life. The presence of turning points in autobiographical nar-
rative, according to psychologist Jerome Bruner, ensures its tellability (1991: 73).
Developing some of the observations made by William Labov, who was the first to
introduce the notion of tellability, Bruner emphasizes the interrelation between the
structure of personal narratives and those which he calls “canonical” narratives
and which are offered by the culture. Tellability in his view amounts to the asser-
tion of exceptionality through a “breach of canonicity” and the adoption of a new,
though again canonical form through which the narrator announces the normative
alignment of the new version of his or her self with a reference group (Bruner
1991a: 12). The tellability of Esther’s self-narrative is crucially dependent on the
canonical narrative of her illegitimacy. It is an effect both of her story and of the
discourse which communicates it, of the account of the facts about her life and
about the world and of the language in which she represents her inner states, as she
remembers and interprets the events.

Esther’s self in Bleak House finally emerges as what Charles Taylor has de-
scribed as the modern self: the “disengaged particular self, whose identity is con-
structed in memory” (288). Rooted in the culture of modernity, her autobiographi-
cal narrative explores and imagines multiple ways of interrogating and breaching
the canonical narratives that this culture offers to individuals for the formulation

2 T have chosen these definitions of self and identity because they conveniently articulate the most
common understanding of the two concepts within psychology, which is the discipline to which
they are central. For more extensive historical coverage and analysis of the multiple meanings
and uses of “self,” “identity” and “personality,” see Eakin 1992: 74-103.
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of their identities. Culture, Jerome Bruner writes, is “a dialectic, replete with alter-
native narratives about what self is or might be” (2002: 87). Esther’s inner life is a
realization of this dialectic and takes its complex shape due to the dynamism with
which Dickens invests the character’s imaginative testing of the limits of her past
possibilities for action in changing interpersonal, temporal and spatial contexts.
The accounts she construct and presents uncover and weave together the pain ac-
companying adaptation and compromise, the strain of having to break with her
past and even let go of her memories in order to create a publicly particularized
and acceptable identity. Interweaving his protagonist’s stories, both the actual and
the virtual ones, with social and moral criticism, Dickens reveals the impositions
laid by the public world on the individual to conform with formal rules in order to
win recognition and respect and ultimately to move upward in society.

When I refer to the public and the private sphere, I evoke a theoretical frame
of reference that I find particularly congenial to Bleak House. This is the under-
standing of the transformative processes characterizing modernity as developed
by Jirgen Habermas. I have in mind in the first place his concept of “the coloniza-
tion of the lifeworld” by the systems of public authority as presented in his Theory
of Communicative Action (Habermas 1987b: 356—373). The lifeworld, defined by
him as the sphere of social integration through communicative action, is very
much what we find in Dickens’s idealized forms of the family.? Habermas’s model
for its colonization by the system is that of juridification, whereby an instrumen-
tal rationality that takes little account of the effects of the law on an individual
level invades the lifeworld space of successful identity formation and functioning
(359-366). Juridification as a wide social process is the special object of critique
in Bleak House, which attacks the iniquities of the Court of Chancery. In Bleak
House Dickens uses this theme, as well as both plot and character, in order to put
forward the argument that the public sphere encroaches on the self and limits the
opportunities for self-construction. But in Esther we can also discern Dickens’s
awareness that the private sphere is psychologically varied and complex enough to
contain points not only of vulnerability but of resistance as well. Esther struggles
for disengagement from the institutionalized forms of coercion which strive to
curb her freedom for expressive, that is, communicative action (Habermas 1987b:
362). In this she is aided by the other narrator — the anonymous, disembodied
one — who is the first to engage in the construction of a fictional world which he
then hands over to Esther for elaboration and action.

Another related perspective opened by Habermas’s theory and important for
the analysis of tellability in Bleak House is that on the different kinds of knowl-

The notion of “lifeworld” was introduced by Husserl and then developed by Schutz and Heidegger
before being reformulated by Habermas in the light of his theory of communicative action. For an
investigation of the narrative potential of the concept, see Gross, A., “Rhetoric, Narrative, and the
Lifeworld: The Construction of Collective Identity.”
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edge that are operative in the modern world. For Habermas, knowledge is never
objective but is historically constituted by human interests. The knowledge-con-
stitutive interests are work, interaction and power, and each produces its own spe-
cific kind of action: instrumental, communicative, and emancipatory (Habermas
1987a). In his critique of scientist-positivist knowledge which obscures the poten-
tial for decision-making within the area of social communicative understanding,
Habermas highlights the emancipatory role of the self’s metacognition through
a reflection on one’s social roles and expectations. Dickens’s novel brings into
focus the felt need for self-examination at a time which saw the decline, if not
the demise of religious faith.* It can be seen as a critical resonance to positivism’s
powerful self-assertion and its ambition to impose “instrumental knowledge” as
the only epistemological project capable of satisfying the desire for truth.> Not
just “what I know” but “how I know” is crucial to the world-creating projects of
both the anonymous narrator and of Esther Summerson.

The issue of self-knowledge, both in its intersubjective and emancipatory as-
pects, is not a topic adopted by Dickens solely in response to the cultural climate
of his time. Another strong imaginative impetus for his choice of the autobio-
graphical form comes, as is well recognized, from the circumstances of his own
life and the period when he was forced to work as a common labouring boy at
Warren’s blacking factory. In David Copperfield he transcribes the retrospective
account he wrote for his friend Forster almost word for word. Esther’s autobio-
graphical narrative in Bleak House constitutes a further stage in the exploration of
such fundamental psychic conditions as the oppressive sense of guilt, the crushing
burden of self-sacrifice and of responsibility to oneself to others, the inability to
stop the return of the repressed. Nevertheless Bleak House calls to attention the
need to read autobiographical narratives with an awareness that they are as much
forward looking as they are turned backwards, and that the continuity of con-
sciousness constituted in memory extends into the present. Esther Woodcourt’s
retrospective story represents the process of construction and reconstruction of
her self as Esther Summerson in order to validate the logic of the change of identi-
ty announced at the end of the book. For autobiography, as Mark Freeman writes,
is a narrative enterprise whose purpose is “a kind of moral rescue, a vehicle for
moving beyond” (2007: 234).

4 J. Hillis Miller investigates this topic from a hermeneutical perspective in his The Disappearance
of God and The Form of Victorian Fiction. George Levine addresses the same issue but within
the context of the rise of positivism and of scientific epistemology in The Realist Imagination,
Darwin and the Novelists and more recently in his article “Dickens, Secularism and Agency” (in
Gillooly and David, 2009).

On the shift of emphasis among mid-Victorian and late-Victorian novelists towards scientific
rigour and empirical verification, see Gillian Beer, Darwin s Plots and Levine’s chapters on Eliot
and Conrad in his The Realistic Imagination. Levine’s Darwin and the Novelists is especially illu-
minating in its discussion on what I refer to as “fictional recentering” as a response to The Origin
of Species.

119



In what follows I will first examine the famous two-narrator structure of Bleak
House with a view to Dickens’s realist objective in his novel: the denunciation of
an existing public institution and its practices. These, as | see them, are treated
by Dickens not simply as a failure on the part of England’s governing bodies to
get rid of a blight on the judicial system. In Bleak House Chancery’s practices
become an instance of the pernicious juridification of the lifeworld as represented
by Esther and those close to her. Chancery manages to colonize their lives because
it has the prerogative of instrumental knowledge. But to show the impact of the
epistemological power held by the system of governance, Dickens recenters the
world in the opening chapter of the novel and places Chancery at its centre. How
and on what level of the text this happens is the subject of the second part of my
study. In a novel that has an illegitimate woman as its protagonist, the power of
juridification to provide the canonical narrative is placed under the whole blaze of
the writer’s and the readers’ attention. The tellability of Esther’s narrative resides
precisely in the multiple ways in which she relates to these narratives, and her
epistemological maneuverings and their narrative outcomes form the subject of
the third part of my study.

1. THE BLEAK WORLD OF CHANCERY:
DICKENS AND THE PUBLIC SPHERE

Bleak House is a unique experiment not only among Dickens’s works but
in Victorian fiction as a whole. The novel has two narrators who share the space
of the novel almost in equal parts. One is anonymous, external, and, as all critics
agree, identifiable as male. That readers should so readily “gender” this voice is
due not so much to any specific stylistic features but rather to its contrast with the
voice of the other narrator, Esther Summerson, whose voice Dickens makes sound
unquestionably, and for some critics, annoyingly “feminine”. Unlike Wilkie Col-
lins’s The Moonstone and The Woman in White, however, the two narrators do not
work jointly to present different versions, or different testimonies, of the same
case. In Bleak House the two narratives have their own stories and are differently
plotted. The anonymous narrator is concerned with a series of interrelated myster-
ies and their unravelling. They involve Lady Dedlock’s secret past and the lawyer
Tulkinghorn’s plan to uncover it, his murder, the search for its perpetrator, and
finally, Lady Dedlock’s flight from her husband and home and detective Bucket’s
and Esther’s journey to find her. Esther Summerson’s narrative follows the tragic
fortunes of Richard Carstone, who, as one of the parties in the notorious Jarndyce
case, becomes consumed by his obsession with it and finally dies. But her nar-
rative is also her own autobiography from the days of her early childhood to her
marriage to the good doctor Alan Woodcourt. The two major storylines briefly join
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as Esther meets Lady Dedlock, who confesses that she is her mother, but then each
character goes her own way — the former to be eventually joined with Woodcourt
in a second Bleak House, and Lady Dedlock to die at the place where her former
lover, who is in fact Esther’s father, lies buried. In the meantime a host of other
characters weave their way into the narratives, most of them appearing in both but
rarely with the same function. Some are unwitting participants in the story, others
are amateur detectives, yet others are brought in as it were accidentally and with
no seeming purpose. The mystery, however, is unravelled in full by the policeman
Inspector Bucket. The lawyer Tulkinghorn and the attorney’s clerk Guppy do suc-
ceed in piecing together Lady Dedlock’s secret past and Esther’s place in it, but it
is the professional detective Bucket who wraps up the investigation by identifying
and arresting Tulkinghorn’s murderer — Lady Dedlock’s French maid Hortense.

The two narratives, however, are not unrelated on a thematic level. Bleak
House is a novel openly addressing itself to a problem topical at the time when
it was written — the delays and obfuscations of the Court of Chancery, which had
become an object of a loud public outcry in mid-Victorian Britain. The theme
becomes dramatic material mostly in Esther’s narrative but it actually creates the
central mystery in the novel. However, neither Lady Dedlock’s secret nor Esther’s
formal anonymity is set apart from the public sphere with its colonizing impetus.
The relation is given explicit form through the plot: Tulkinghorn is the Dedlocks’
attorney and as such looks after Lady Dedlock’s interest in the Jarndyce case.
Chancery, in the face of another lawyer, “Conversation” Kenge, frames Esther’s
narrative. Kenge, as John Jarndyce’s solicitor, first appears in her childhood home
to take a look at the girl entrusted by her godmother to the care of his client and
then again, on her godmother’s death, he arrives to tell her that she is to be edu-
cated, with the support of Mr. Jarndyce, for the position of governess. Kenge is
also the one who marks the concluding point to the Chancery story. In an impor-
tant scene towards the end of Esther’s narrative, he informs Mr. Jarndyce and his
friends that the Chancery case is over at last but only because the legacy, over
which the court has spent several fruitless decades, has all gone up in costs. On
both occasions Kenge speaks of the suit and of the Court of Chancery in highly
laudatory terms. “Jarndyce and Jarndyce,” he says on his first appearance, is “one
of the greatest Chancery suits known [...] a monument of Chancery practice. In
which (I would say) every difficulty, every contingency, every masterly fiction,
every form of procedure known in that court, is represented over and over again”
(36). And in his last speech, he repeats his comment almost word for word: Jarn-
dyce and Jarndyce, he says addressing Woodcourt,

has been termed, not inaptly, a monument of Chancery practice [...] on the
numerous difficulties, contingencies, masterly fictions, and forms of procedure
in this great cause, there has been expended study, ability, eloquence, knowledge,
intellect, Mr. Woodcourt, high intellect” (868-9).
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Kenge’s point, as he delivers both eulogies, is to vindicate Chancery practice
from the accusation that all it does is draw money from the people whom it is sup-
posed to serve. Speaking directly through his anonymous narrator, Dickens sums
up the feeling shared by his compatriots in the 1850s:

The one great principle of the English law is to make business for itself. There
is no other principle distinctly, certainly, and consistently maintained through all
its narrow turnings. Viewed by this light it becomes a coherent scheme and not
the monstrous maze the laity are apt to think it (555).°

Dickens’s irony in this pronouncement, as well as in all the scenes involv-
ing the workings of the Court and its legal practitioners, was one of the reasons
why the novel and he personally became the butt of a virulent attack on the part
of some reviewers. The loudest voice was that of Sir James Fitzjames Stephen,
a rising young lawyer who occasionally wrote for the literary pages of several
periodicals. Stephen’s point, which he made in 1857 in his review of Little Dorrit,
was that both the later book and Bleak House monstrously misrepresented Brit-
ish institutions. The reason, Stephen claimed, was that Dickens lacked “the solid
acquirements” of expert knowledge regarding the structure and the functioning
of British public institutions.” But while Stephen had a personal as well as a pro-
fessional axe to grind,® this was by no means the case with Walter Bagehot, the
“wisest head” of mid-Victorian England (Young 2002: 162). In his lengthy essay
on Dickens, included in Literary Studies (1858) Bagehot similarly insisted that
writers should be intimately acquainted with the activities in the social domains
under their scrutiny. Like Stephen, he found Dickens’s attack on Chancery unfair
and belated. Bagehot made no secret of his conviction that Dickens was simply a
popular writer who had not managed to rise from the level of “acute remarks on

¢ Butt and Tillotson quote the Times from 1850 and 1851, where the writers had made a strong and
well-argued appeal for judicial reform, especially as regards the Court of Chancery. For the topi-
cality of Dickens’s choice of the subject of Chancery for his novel and his merciless criticism of
its inefficiency , see their Dickens at Work, 182—187 and Humphrey House’s The Dickens World.
Dickens is widely discussed by scholars working in the field of law and literature. The pioneer in
this area is William Holdsworth with his Charles Dickens as a Legal Historian (1928). Among
the studies specifically devoted to Bleak House, Kieran Dolin’s excellent analysis in his chapter
“Reformist Critique in the Midvictorian Legal Novel” makes a powerful point about Dickens’s
ability to give artistic form to the issues of Equity — or the lack of it — which animated Britain at
the time. Dieter Paul Polloczek in the chapter on Bleak House in his Literature and Legal Dis-
course offers an in-depth analysis of the conjunction of legal and literary discourse in the novel
and especially Dickens’s de-institutionalization of legal fictions.

7 “The Licence of Modern Novelists,” in Collins 1995: 366-374.

8 James Fitzjames Stephen, brother of Lesley Stephen and uncle of Virginia Woolf, recognized
in Tite Barnacle from Little Dorrit his father, a high-ranking civil servant. On the motives for
Stephen’s acrimony and later his brother’s distaste for Dickens, see Ford 1955: 104-106.
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petty doings” to the “diffused sagacity” that is the product of a properly educated
mind enriched with professional (Bagehot 1911: 172).

Kenge’s “knowledge” and “intellect” and Bagehot’s “sagacity” in fact go to
the heart of Dickens’s use of Chancery in Bleak House. For the novel is about
more than this institution. Dickens uses it to probe deep into the very foundations
of his society through a questioning of the legitimate place of the power to know.
The centrality of the epistemological issue in Bleak House is given its thematic

accent in a short paragraph in Chapter XVI:

What connexion can there be between the place in Lincolnshire, the house in
town, the Mercury in powder, and the whereabout of Jo the outlaw with the broom,
who had that distant ray of light upon him when he swept the churchyard-step?
What connexion can there have been between many people in the innumerable
histories of this world who from opposite sides of great gulfs have, nevertheless,
been very curiously brought together! (232)

By the time the anonymous narrator poses these questions, the reader will
most likely have already provided some answers, not without the narrator’s own
help and prompting. On the most obvious level, the “connexion” is that which
is suggested by the metonymical status of place in the novel. The “place in Lin-
colnshire” and “the house in town” are the Dedlocks’ country and London homes
respectively and stand for the “very little speck” (26) in the social world invested
with the power to create the laws and the institutions that apply them. Jo is a des-
titute crossing sweeper, whose abode is Tom-all-Alone’s — a slum whose “ruined
shelters have bred a crowd of foul existence” (233), which is precisely the kind
of life that Jo leads. He is linked by chance and contiguity to Nemo the dead
law-writer, who, as Jo can’t tire of saying, “wos wery good to me, he wos” (166).
Nemo lived in Krook’s Court, whose owner is a grotesque inversion of the Lord
Chancellor. As some of the earliest reviewers of Bleak House were quick to point
out, even the first-time reader would have had little difficulty guessing that Lady
Dedlock and Nemo are Esther Summerson’s missing parents® and that Jo is the
“connexion” between the places the narrator refers to in his questions. The first
of these is therefore if not rhetorical, then to a great extent disingenuous, teasing
the audience by giving an explicit textual form to the usually tacit presupposition
of every storyteller: that the addressee will be able to make the necessary logical
connections between the facts he or she supplies.

° Pointing to the transparency of Esther’s identity from early on, the anonymous reviewer of the
novel in Bentley’ Monthly Review finds that “[s]ecret there is none; or if there be, it is like one in-
trusted to a coterie of old spinsters which every one can somehow guess.” For the reviewer, how-
ever, Dickens’s inability to sustain the mystery is typical for his art and more than compensated
for by his power of characterization and “sketching in lifelike colours the scenes of everyday
existence — especially in London” (in Dyson 1969a: 65-66).
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Yet, as today’s criticism has generally recognized, there is more to Dickens’s
query than an invitation to the reader to put together the known facts in order to
infer the yet unknown ones. Rather, the two questions function as an apostrophe,
an appeal for the activation of what Bruner calls “narrative reasoning” (Actual
Minds: 13) that covers a much richer field of experience than these facts alone.
But Bleak House both grants the reader a position of knowledge and at the same
time argues that this knowledge is inadequate. Many of the characters are also
placed in this position and differentiated on the basis of the degree and quality
of their knowledge. Indeed, what, how much and by what means anyone in the
fictional world of the novel knows or does not know is as crucial for them as it is
for the reader outside this world.!? Ways, methods, and purposes of knowing form
a thematic configuration that unites all events in the novel across psychological
and structural divides. Knowledge is the only means of bridging the “great gulfs”
from the quotation above. But even more importantly, the epistemological status
of the characters determines the perspectives from which they judge the world as
a whole. It therefore becomes the source of the virtual narratives they produce
with the aim to integrate themselves into the public space of action. In this sense,
Bleak House enlists and produces an interest that has not lost its significance. For,
as Habermas argues in his Theory of Communicative Action, distinctions between
individuals in a modern society are predominantly between their access to and use
of expert knowledge. These differences set the borderlines between the public and
the private domains and define individuals against and in relation to each other,
thus fixing their identity. And in Esther’s case, the sustained contrast between her
way of knowing and that of the public world guarantees her continuity of self,
which she preserves in spite of the pressures on her to be something that she feels
she is not. Dickens no doubt privileges her mode of knowing and of applying that
knowledge. But to do that, firstly, he recenters the world in order to accommodate
her perspective, and secondly, he uses that perspective to naturalize Esther’s nar-
rative in a particular and memorable way.

2. IN THE HEART OF THE FOG: RECENTERING THE WORLD

Most nineteenth-century novelists provide “anterooms” to their fictional
worlds, and Dickens is no exception. Apart from Hard Times, his novels all open
with clearly defined descriptive textual segments signposting the direction to-

10 This is the point of the two influential readings of Bleak House which raised it to the status of
Dickens’s best and most important work. Their authors — J. Hillis Miller and D. A. Miller — en-
tered into a debate which has produced a long line of further criticism. Like the two Millers, many
later critics chose to take a deconstructionist or a Foucauldian stand, with feminists adding Freud-
ian and Lacanian psychoanalysis.
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wards the centre of the fictional universe — that is, the protagonist’s world. In
general, Dickens’s openings take a variety of forms, but their narrative structure
shares several common features. As might be expected, they all announce the type
of narration — either third-person or first-person. More importantly, since they
constitute the first truly extended recentering gesture, they establish the narrator’s
perspective relative to the story world — internal or external, seeing from within
or from without, as well as the focus of his interest. Furthermore, they also set
up his dominant style and tone. In the earlier novels the external third-person
perspective establishes a distance which is further supported by a predominantly
comic tonality. From the middle novels on, in tune with the gradual darkening of
the author’s vision, the openings become more serious, as well as more symbolic.
In addition, in David Copperfield, Bleak House and Great Expectations, Dickens
takes great pains to naturalize the internal perspective of his first-person narrators
by emphasizing the power of their factual and affective memory. In all three cases,
the narratives open with scenes from the protagonists’ early childhoods. In them,
the external, retrospective dimension of the mature narrator’s perspective is for
the moment pushed in the background at the expense of an internal and intensely
perceptual one. Focalization from “within” the time and space of the past events
suppresses the doubts about the narrator’s credibility because of the conventional
assumptions that children don’t lie and that they are naturally observant. As Dick-
ens himself states in David Copperfield, “1 believe the power of observation in
numbers of very young children to be quite wonderful for its closeness and ac-
curacy” (13).

Of course, Dickens makes use of the child’s perspective, for which he is so
famous, in other novels, too. However, in Oliver Twist, Dombey and Son and The
Old Curiosity Shop the child’s focus is framed by that of the experienced, ironic,
mature narrator. The child is rarely, if ever, the subject of vision and is therefore
intensely objectified, examined and given a value in the thematic and ideological
economy of the work. Typically, in the opening parts the narrator’s discourse car-
ries the certainty of an external perspective originating at a point of distance from
the world which it observes. The openings serve to announce and motivate this
detachment, as in the first paragraph of Oliver Twist:

Among other public buildings in a certain town, which for many reasons it will
be prudent to refrain from mentioning, and to which I will assign no fictitious
name, there is one anciently common to most towns, great or small: to wit, a
workhouse; and in this workhouse was born; on a day and date which I need not
trouble myself to repeat, inasmuch as it can be of no possible consequence to
the reader, in this stage of the business at all events; the item of mortality whose
name is prefixed to the head of this chapter (1).
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Apart from Bleak House, Oliver Twist is Dickens’s only other novel which
straight from the start lays open its thematic orientation towards an existing pub-
lic institution, in this case the workhouse. Dickens’s indignation, however, is di-
rected not so much at the institution itself as at the law of which it is the product.
In the course of the narrative the workhouse in fact rather quickly recedes from
view. What remains as a continuous point of reference is the moral injustice of
the philosophy that has conceived the institution and has in this way degraded the
human personality. The metaphoric status of the workhouse provides the thematic
ground on which the writer expands his denunciation to cover other similarly
faulty public practices of a social and moral nature and to show that criminality
is their inevitable outcome. But the opening paragraph also projects a direct link
between the actual world of the reader and the fictional one. The present-tense
verb “there is”, and the quasi-bureaucratic term “an item of mortality,” the rare
use of the first-person pronoun, the use of deictics (“other public buildings”) and
the adjective and the pronoun in the phrase “common to all towns” — these all
combine in the interest of verisimilitude. As Dickens repeats in one preface after
another, his novels aim to show the truth, and in this way to enlighten the public
about the seriousness of the problems their society is facing. The opening there-
fore, through the rhetoric of its very first sentence, serves to alert its readers that
what it ends with — the dehumanized human — is the most important element, the
centre of its world.

The opening of a later work, Little Dorrit, may at first glance seem to intro-
duce a world built on the same principle as that of Oliver Twist. Now, however,
Dickens specifies both the time and the location of the action: “Thirty years ago,
Marseilles lay burning in the sun, one day” (1). A seemingly interminable list of
descriptive details is then brought under the semantics of one governing meta-
phor: that of light, with its two polar variants announced in the chapter title: “Sun
and Shadow” and developing from the epithet “blazing”:

A blazing sun upon a fierce August day was no greater rarity in southern France
then, than at any other time, before or since. Everything in Marseilles, and about
Marseilles, had stared at the fervid sky, and been stared at in return, until a staring
habit had become universal there. Strangers were stared out of countenance by
staring white houses, staring white walls, staring white streets, staring tracts of
arid road, staring hills from which verdure was burnt away. The only things to
be seen not fixedly staring and glaring were the vines drooping under their load
of grapes. These did occasionally wink a little, as the hot air barely moved their
faint leaves (1).

The narrator’s glance then sweeps over a panorama of Marseilles and its en-

virons in which the human element is subdued. The point of view remains distant,
and the observer’s eye seems hypnotized by “the universal glare” (1), able to
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discern sharp contrasts of colour (“white,” “black and blue,”) but not venturing
nearer. When it does move closer and distinguishes the human element, it is only
to recoil with abhorrence from the “ugly old shadows piously dozing, spitting, and
begging” and the “rattling of vicious drums” (2). Even when the perspective nar-
rows and with accumulated energy abruptly forces itself behind the thick walls of
the “villainous prison” and “one of its chambers, so repulsive a place that even the
obtrusive stare blinked at it” (3), the totalizing impulse of the outside view gen-
eralizes the particulars under the pronoun “everything.” The discourse becomes
authoritarian, as the repetition of “stare” subjects the world and the perspective
itself to a metaphysical, not just physical paralysis.!!

The opening of Bleak House is both similar to and different from the ones
above. In the first place, it is created by an actively visual consciousness, very
much like that of Little Dorrit. The introduction is, however, much lengthier, al-
lowing for a great diversity of movements and transformations. They open up
spaces for the accretion of a larger number of factual details and their metaphoric
dispersion over the newly created world. The starting point is a paragraph that has
justly earned its reputation as one of the most memorable pieces of prose writing
in English fiction:

London. Michaelmas term lately over, and the Lord Chancellor sitting in
Lincoln’s Inn Hall. Implacable November weather. As much mud in the streets
as if the waters had but newly retired from the face of the earth, and it would
not be wonderful to meet a Megalosaurus, forty feet long or so, waddling like
an elephantine lizard up Holborn Hill. Smoke lowering down from chimney-
pots, making a soft black drizzle, with flakes of soot in it as big as full-grown
snowflakes — gone into mourning, one might imagine, for the death of the sun.
Dogs, undistinguishable in mire. Horses, scarcely better; splashed to their
very blinkers. Foot passengers, jostling one another’s umbrellas in a general
infection of ill temper, and losing their foot-hold at street-corners, where tens
of thousands of other foot passengers have been slipping and sliding since the
day broke (if this day ever broke), adding new deposits to the crust upon crust
of mud, sticking at those points tenaciously to the pavement, and accumulating
at compound interest (17).

Looking at the beginning of this passage, one can understand why in his fa-
mous deconstructive reading of Bleak House J. Hillis Miller proclaims the book to
be “a document about the interpretation of documents” (1971: 11), as well as why,
in a general theoretical framework, it is so important to remember that fictionality
is defined only pragmatically. For the one-word first sentence, “London,” might
well be the beginning of a document such as a letter, or of a newspaper report.

' The classic studies of paralysis in Little Dorrit are those of H. M. Daleski, L. Trilling, E. Showal-
ter.
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Taken on their own, “London” and the sentence that follows give no clue about
the context of their reference. Even more confusingly, the third sentence takes an
abrupt turn to organize itself around the topic of the weather and the fog, raising
as early as that the question about connections — on the level of discourse as well
as within the fictional world just created.

The connection is both thematic and tropological. Lacking main verbs, the
narrative stalls in a permanent present inscribed between two related moments
of total annihilation: the deluge, from which comes mud both as a realia and as a
metaphor, and the apocalyptic image of the “death of the sun” that transforms the
fog from mere fact into an all-embracing symbol. Only the shifting gaze of the
narrator-focalizer disrupts the monotony of the space-time continuum: the point
of view moves with the speed of light above and below, up and down, left and
right, constructing the world of objects in the course of its disorganized motion.
Forced to negotiate the breach between the simultaneity of the events and the
linearity of the text, the readers find themselves in the position of the pedestrians
“slipping and sliding” over a succession of elliptic clauses which offer as little
foothold as the mud-covered street-corners. Yet all the time the discourse keeps
its own point or orientation — the semantic field of mud and fog — ensuring that the
departure from the actual world is minimal and providing the fictional world with
a familiar centre: typical London.

After the first paragraph, the direction and scope of the narrator’s focaliz-
ing perspective also undergo a change. Its range of observation now widens to
include not only London but its vicinity as well, just as it does with Marseilles
in Little Dorrit. Here, however, the focalized components of the fictional world
are not only locations but human individuals as well. Again, the place allocated
in the paragraph to the reference to people is telling: they appear at the end, after
the animals. Fog is shown to affect their most common daily activities, to suf-
focate their breath and freeze their limbs, to stall their movements and blind their
sight. The perceptual facet of focalization is indeed the strongest source of energy
for the world-creating activity in the opening paragraphs of Bleak House and the
ideological facet for a time remains unclear. It has to wait until the narrator has
completed his flight in all directions of the compass, swooping and soaring, to
cover the whole phenomenology of the mud and the fog and their effect on the
people in and around London. Only then, in one final dive does he come back and
land at Temple Bar to start his journey on foot “hard by” to Lincoln’s Inn Hall,
where, as already announced at the beginning, “at the very heart of the fog, sits the
Lord High Chancellor in his High Court of Chancery” (18).

It is from this moment on, as the syntax recovers from the painful loss of
its verbal segments in the elliptic initial paragraphs, that the narrator somewhat
stabilizes his point of view. The Court of Chancery and its proceedings now take
concrete shape in a seemingly endless list of details connected with the practice
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and the practitioners of law. But this congestion of facts reveals the presence not
of one but of several perspectives and voices. On the one hand, there is the “out-
sider” — the kind of person who finds the legal system incomprehensible, one of
the “uninitiated from the streets, who peep in through the glass panes in the door
deterred from entrance by its owlish aspect and by the drawl” (18). On the other,
there is the “partial insider” — the narrator, who is familiar with the vocabulary of
the law and can refer to it freely, without any hesitation or hedges, even though he
might not know what the terms mean or how the system actually works. To him,
the legal world is an already known entity made up of “bills, cross-bills, answers,
rejoinders, injunctions, affidavits, issues, references to masters, masters’ reports,
mountains of costly nonsense” (18). Yet he, too, at first observes the goings-on
from a point distanced from the place of the proceedings themselves, so that all he
can hear is that “Jarndyce and Jarndyce drones on” (20).

Finally, there is the assemblage of the professionals, who are the agents of
what Jarndyce calls the Court’s “transcendent wickedness” (500). They are invest-
ed with a power to shape the world in such a way that the “shirking and sharking
in all their many varieties” (20) can decide the lives and fates of everyone, inside
or outside. For the outsiders, the danger that the opening warns them against is
that of being drawn into what is an incomprehensible and “foggy” space that sows
decay and death. For the partial insider, like the narrator and Dickens himself, to
come close to the “heart of the fog” is to be filled with indignation that can find no
resolution except the impossible one — if the court is “burnt away in a great funeral
pyre” (23). But the professionals thrive on the corpses of their victims scattered
around the country: the Jarndyce case is passed from father to son solicitors as a
lucrative source of enrichment. The fog is merely a cover for a constant activity
whose benefits are enclosed within the narrow centre where everyone is busy
“making business” and money for themselves, and joking about it (20).

In the combination of the two perspectives — the inside and the outside
one — the ideological facet of the narrator’s focalizing activity shows its full force.
Through literal repetition and metaphorical transfer he transforms the facts of
London that he has already introduced into facts of the court that he and the unini-
tiated outsider jointly observe. Thus, the Lord High Chancellor sits “with a foggy
glory round his head, [...] outwardly directing his contemplation to the lantern in
the roof, where he can see nothing but fog,” the members of the Court are “mistily
engaged in one of the ten thousand stages of an endless cause, tripping one ano-
ther up on slippery precedents, groping knee-deep in technicalities” (18). Inside
and outside become one world, with the fog and the mud equally affecting ordi-
nary people and preventing their most natural human functions — moving, seeing
and breathing — and transfixing them in a state of helpless inaction.

With the description of the Court, the narrator boldly declares his ideological
motivation for the choice of ordering the fictional world in the way he does. Not
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only does he blend the physical characteristics of the scene with the metaphysical
ones: he brings into view the distinction between the public world as negatively-
charged reality and the lifeworld as the positive model for its reconstitution and
arrangement, between what ought not to be and what is. The dual perspective is
present even on the level of grammar, in the alternation of “ought to” with “to be”
in a seemingly endless list of parallel clauses which echo, as it were, the droning
of the court, reenacting its interminable proceedings (“On such an afternoon the
Lord High Chancellor ought to be sitting here — as here he is [...] On such an
afternoon some score of members of the High Court of Chancery bar ought to be
— as here they are [...] On such an afternoon the various solicitors in the cause
[...] ought to be — as are they not?” (18)). The features of the narrator’s language
already posit a multiple perspective, corresponding to the multiplicity of attitudes
that the main characters in the story will adopt not only towards the Court of
Chancery but also towards all the major public and legal issues which Dickens
draws into the content of his novel. The whole first chapter remakes the world that
justice has constructed of itself, its “pretence of equity” (18) by creating an inter-
nal frame of reference for its spurious truths out of the “implacable November
weather,” the physical imperviousness, slime and decay of its environment. At the
same time it makes these truths the power that organizes everyone’s life, irrespec-
tive of his or her relation to the law.

This frame governs all the narratives that gradually begin to emerge — of the
“little old mad woman” (19) and “the man from Shropshire” (20), both of whom
will soon be identified as members of the cast of participants in the legal and per-
sonal tragedy initiated by Chancery. The law, Derrida points out, “as such should
never give rise to any story. To be invested with categorical authority, the law
must be without history, genesis, or any possible derivation” (191). But, as Bleak
House shows, this is precisely what the law does, by structuring the life narratives
of every single character in the book. By extension, this is also true of the whole
of the public world represented by the Dedlocks, their political circle gathered
in Lincolnshire, and the group of lawyers connected with Chancery. London and
Lincolnshire become an arena governed by unnatural laws, comically emblema-
tized by Miss Volumnia’s “little shrieks” of horror with which she meets even the
slightest disruption of the decorum. The major distinction between people in this
world is less between rich and poor, as it is for instance in Oliver Twist, or between
the places they occupy in the social hierarchy, as in Great Expectations. The dif-
ference is that between the ability to use professional legal knowledge efficiently
but also self-servingly or to reject it altogether in the name of sheer survival.

The principles of individualism and private initiative, which are the ones
most often invoked in discussions of the Victorian bourgeois culture, might sug-
gest that left to the person alone, it would not be too difficult to achieve indepen-
dence and well-being. Bleak House, however, does not support such a claim. It
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dramatizes the difficulties, if not the impossibilities of arranging one’s life into
a coherent narrative both in retrospect and in visions of the future. The reason
is shown in the opening chapter but not only through the narrator’s declaration
regarding the iniquities of Chancery. The constant transformation of tropological
structures into narrative technique and theme and back is a principle at work in
the whole novel. Thus, the apparent chaos from the opening paragraph finds its
analogue in the seemingly random distribution of chapters and segments of the
narratives between the two narrators. On the thematic level, Richard Carstone’s
chaotic mind, whose weaknesses, as Esther says in Chapter XVII, have not been
disciplined by his education, leads to his unregulated wavering between one kind
of profession and another. The chaos in Krook’s shop, noted by both narrators,
hides the final Jarndyce will, which should have enriched Richard and Ada, had
not all the money gone up in costs. In its most concentrated form the chaos is dra-
matized in the madness of Miss Flite who, paradoxically, repeatedly hints of the
method in it. Its opposite — the rage for order — is life-saving, as is evidenced in
Esther’s obsessive mental preoccupation with her domestic tasks and responsibili-
ties. Dickens does not fill her narrative with details about how her rather obvious
self-reminders “Duty, Esther!” get transformed into practical action. Rather, her
function as Bleak House’s housekeeper provides her with a framework on which
she leans, while without such a prop Richard loses his integrity in the vain hopes
to find the logic of the Jarndyce suit. Yet the disorder of Chancery and of the pub-
lic world in general is only a surface feature, while beneath it are the workings
of the System — of self-enrichment, as in the case of the legal practitioners, of
preserving the political status quo, as in the arrangements the people gathered for
Sir Leicester’s parties at Chesney Wold make for the next government. Sticking to
the procedures, using “instrumental knowledge” guarantees success in the world
of Bleak House — as its most accomplished wielder, Inspector Bucket, well knows,
and so diligently applies this “knowledge of knowledge” to unravel any mystery
that comes his way.

In its turn, the lack of visibility, which is part of the image of the fog, is rep-
resented in the two narrators’ inability or refusal to enter other minds. While this
is understandable in a first-person narrator, the anonymous one mostly keeps his
external position, relying on the same impressionistic technique when following
his characters’ actions as at the beginning. For Dickens’s purposes, of course,
limited knowledge is the condition for sustaining the mystery in the book. But it
also enables the creation of interpersonal conflicts and mistaken interpretation of
identities — that is, of virtual narratives. It should not be forgotten that the very first
paragraph tells of the fog-blinded foot passengers “jostling one another’s umbrel-
las in a general infection of ill temper” (17). In a like mood Richard fails to see
Jarndyce’s true identity as his guardian rather than rival. Richard feels “ill temper”
for the man who loves him and only wishes to save him from Chancery’s fatal at-
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traction. There is also Esther’ godmother’s “distorted religion which clouded her
mind,” as Jarndyce says (249), which prevents her from seeing that she is muti-
lating Esther emotionally by refusing to give her even a modicum of love. Lady
Dedlock’s mind is similarly clouded by her sense of pride and shame. She blinds
herself to Sir Leicester’s unreserved devotion and fails to appreciate his true self
as her loving husband. Lady Dedlock ignores the fact that for all the pride in his
family “as old as the hills”, he “married her for love” (25). Unwilling to fathom
his thoughts about her — not unlike the omniscient narrator himself — she decides
to act on ready-made assumptions and so flees the safety of his home towards her
death. Unlike all of these, Inspector Bucket has a quick sense of how the others
would like to be seen — by him and by others. Flattery comes easy to him — ir-
respective of who its recipient might be. “Was you ever modelled now? [...] You
ought to be, you know,” he tells the manservant before extracting information
about my Lady’s comings and goings (724). He assures the “fair” Miss Volumnia
that Tulkinghorn’s death is “a deprivation to you” (721), seemingly confirming
her rather feeble pretense of sorrow at the lawyer’s demise. Sensitive to the hu-
man ambition to create and sustain an identity of high social value, he cleverly
manipulates people. He probes their self-images until they have revealed the full
contents of their minds. Yet the narrator never intimates that Bucket’s clarity of
thought is applied to anything that is not in the line of his duty. What goes on in
his mind outside his investigations remains just as obscure as do Lady Dedlock’s
thoughts until Tulkinghorn’s disclosure of what he knows about her and especially
after Guppy lets her know that her daughter is living. “Not dead in the first hours
of her life, as my cruel sister told me, but sternly nurtured by her, after she had
renounced me and my name!” she cries out (419). Opening the access to her mind
is concurrent with Tulkinghorn’s “closing in” on her (the title of Chapter XLVIII).
Enlightening the reader about her turbulent thoughts, the narrator in fact lights the
way that will lead to her death.

For many critics Lady Dedlock’s gradually growing sense of guilt and her
flight and death are instances of Dickens’s melodrama at its worse. Whatever the
emotional effect of this series might be, it serves as an important factor for the
perception of the architecture of the novel’s fictional world. For Lady Dedlock
is both an insider and an outsider to its powerful centre. In an important read-
ing of Bleak House as “autoethnography,” critic James Buzard observes that the
external perspective and the lack of epistemological visibility place the outsiders
to the public world in the position of observers of a strange tribal ritual. As in the
study of exotic cultures, they feel both hypnotized by its arcane procedures and
compelled to participate in it (16). Buzard finds the Chancery ritual “a travesty” in
Dickens’s presentation but, I would argue, the narrator’s ironic tone does not af-
fect the power relations involved. And nowhere is the power imbalance used more
effectively than in the way Tulkinghorn defeats Lady Dedlock and effectively
drives her to her death.
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The relationship between the lawyer and the lady initially looks like a contest
between equals. Both are at the beginning inscrutable to the outside gaze, and
deliberately so. As he introduces them, the narrator relinquishes even the limited
prerogative of knowledge about the characters that Dickens allows him. Lady
Dedlock is first presented via an intermediary — the circle of high society whose
centre she is (25). In a complex game of appearances, she turns to “the fashionable
intelligence” only a deliberately created image moulded to look inscrutable and
“quite out of the reach and ken of ordinary mortals — seeing herself in her glass,
where indeed she looks so” (27). Tulkinghorn’s inscrutability is of a different
nature and belongs to another judgmental and self-evaluative system. His person-
ality, as Lady Dedlock becomes increasingly painfully and alarmingly aware, is
concentrated within himself — he is the “silent depository” of family confidences,
a “mausoleum” of family secrets (26), “an oyster of the old school whom nobody
can open” (145). Lady Dedlock’s perfect equanimity is a posture, a cover that she
needs for a ritual that resembles a drawing-room charade where everyone knows
who is the personality behind the mask. Tulkinghorn’s “expressionless mask — if
it be a mask™ (176, italics added) is not turned to anyone in particular. He is per-
fectly self-sufficient: “He wants no clerks. He is a great reservoir of confidences,
not to be so tapped. His clients want HIM; he is all in all” (146). Like Bucket, he
has superior knowledge of how and what the others think but unlike the detective
he does not use it in the interest of his client — Lady Dedlock. One big question
that remains unanswered in Bleak House is precisely why the lawyer decides to
investigate her secret when its revelation will bring no good to anyone, including
himself. His claim to be thinking only of the Dedlocks’ honour becomes illogical
when this honour is the very thing that will be tarnished if he exposes her, as he
threatens. The meaning of Tulkinghorn’s act must lie elsewhere and in my opin-
ion, it is in his ability to carry the systemic knowledge that he possesses without
compromise and without restrictions — spatial, ethical, or moral — and to use it to
colonize people, space and even time.

Tulkinghorn’s knowledge is the prerogative of his professional status. He is
an attorney working for the wealthy families of the Dedlocks and their circle and
is “found sometimes speechless, but quite at home at corners of dinner tables in
great country-houses and near doors at dinner tables” (27). But the Peerage and
Sir Leicester make an error when they think of him as “retainer-like” and take him
to be merely “the steward of the legal mysteries, the butler of the legal cellar, of
the Dedlocks” (ibid.). On a superficial level, there is the hypothesis, voiced by the
narrator, that the power this knowledge gives him is the same as that possessed by
the maids, mercers, or the Manager of the Italian Opera. They all claim to know
everything about Lady Dedlock and to be therefore capable of “manag[ing] her
as if she were a baby [...] Therefore, while Mr. Tulkinghorn may not know what
is passing in the Dedlock mind at present, it is very possible that he may” (ibid.).
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The supposition is not, however, substantiated. Bleak House works to dispel it by
putting not Lady Dedlock’s petty whims and small caprices under the lawyer’s
attack but her very public identity. And he is successful because he has a personal-
ity but not an identity. He carries the legal procedure with him, not needing any
merchandise or cultural articles for sale, as the others do. His is the instrumental
knowledge that seeks its own satisfaction; he attacks her self by taking over her in-
ner world — that is, by colonizing her life. This is a kind of epistemic authority that
can generate plans but not intentions, that in fact destroys the very idea of living
by anything but structured rationality. That is why its power knows no boundaries
and is unrestricted by any need to adapt itself to circumstances or to take account
of the others’ emotional reactions or moral considerations.

No doubt Tulkinghorn’s procedural knowledge is the most successful means
of reaching the epistemological goal set by the story of Bleak House — the dis-
covery of the connection between Esther and Lady Dedlock. The reason is that it
works irrespective of the object on which it is applied. It enacts the mechanisms
of Chancery which D. A. Miller calls “an all-englobing system of power” (92).
This power is effective because it does not require and does not produce any reci-
procity. The system, to quote Miller again, “can be all-encompassing because it
cannot be compassed in turn” (89). But, as La Capra rightly points out, Miller’s
Foucauldian model is itself too totalizing and does not take into account the inter-
nal distantiation of the speaking subject from “the other,” as deconstruction does
(121).'? And indeed, if Miller is right, then this would result in a homogeneously
selected and arranged narrative material — and certainly not in the diversity of vir-
tual narratives that produces a tellable tale. The Tulkinghorn part of the plot is by
no means poor in such narratives and, in fact, foregrounds the canonicity against
which they work in the characters’ minds.

Paradoxically, on meeting Tulkinghorn all characters embark on a process of
de-canonizing their self-narratives. Lady Dedlock does it by bringing out the re-
pressed memories of her past and of her love affair with Hawdon/Nemo. George,
who is blackmailed into handing in the only extant specimen of Nemo’s handwrit-
ing while he was Captain Hawdon, submits to Tulkinghorn’s condition for the
remittance of his debt to Smallweed, but only after constructing a hypothetical
narrative of what might happen if he doesn’t. His friends the Bagnets have acted
as his guarantors but “Do you know,” he tells his friend and servant Phil, “they
would be ruined to pay off my old scores?” (481). His earlier refusal to give Tulk-
inghorn the letter takes him back to the past when he and Hawdon were together.

12 The problem of the speaking subject’s distance from what is spoken about lies at the centre of
James Buzard’s “‘Anywhere’s Nowhere’: Bleak House as Autoethnography.” For Buzard, this is
an epistemological issue the novel has in common with ethnography. Buzard rightly takes the line
that distantiation is a matter of language and not just of plot.
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Once having done so, he falls into a state of profound misery caused by remorse
for having betrayed Hawdon’s memory, but not only by it. His own memories
return to his wild youth and to the story of what might have been if he had been a
better son and brother. Yet what Tulkinghorn has been doing — pressuring George
into submitting evidence — has no reference to the ethics of the Trooper’s act.
He is merely following the procedure, finding and tracing connections — and all
of this because of a slight disturbance of Lady Dedlock’s usually indifferent at-
titude and expression of boredom. After Tulkinghorn first shows Lady Dedlock
the document written by Nemo, she is also taken back to a past that she has care-
fully concealed and to the self that she must have had then. As she walks after
Jo through all the places marked by Nemo’s presence, she sheds her appearance
of boredom and “exclaims,” “shrinks into a corner” and all the time speaks and
behaves “passionately” (236-238). Although the narrator sticks to his behaviour-
ist reading of her true temperament, he allows such comments to accrue until she
becomes sublimated in the cry going upward from a wild figure on its knees, “O
my child, my child!” (419).

Tulkinghorn’s competent use of the procedures has its most disturbing effect
on a character whose role in the story is the least due to anything he might have
done. This is Snagsby the stationer, who is involved in the affair only because he
has given Nemo work and because he takes pity on Jo and is seen to be doing so.
Interestingly, Snagsby and his wife are the only characters whom the anonymous
narrator sees from the inside. The behaviouristic approach is reduced in a typi-
cally Dickensian manner to a single repetitive verbal idiosyncrasy — the stationer’s
cough which expresses his embarrassment. In the meeting with Tulkinghorn, this
cough accompanies every one of Snagby’s lines. Yet unlike other characters rec-
ognizable by a single gesture, Snagsby’s mind is open to the narrator. So, after
being taken to Tom-all-Alone’s to find Jo not knowing for what reason, he leaves
the lawyer’s rooms

so confused by the events of the evening that he is doubtful of his being awake
and out — doubtful of the reality of the streets through which he goes — doubtful
of the reality of the moon that shines above him (327).

Snagsby’s reaction sums up the effect of Tulkinghorn’s personal epistemo-
logical style. What the lawyer knows and, more importantly, his allusive referenc-
es to it, literally kill Lady Dedlock because he keeps foregrounding the signs of
his knowledge but never indicates its object. His manner drives Snagsby, this most
innocent of all characters in the novel, to the very limits of his good-natured san-
ity, which is the characteristic that he himself has cultivated to present his identity
before his customers, his wife and even his servant. Tulkinghorn has invaded the
territory of his self and this self in fact disappears as his awareness of it gives way
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to Tulkinghorn’s awareness of him and is made to obey its orders. Snagsby does
not, like Lady Dedlock or George, embark on some retrospective or hypothetical
stories because without a self he has no memories, and therefore cannot project
himself either into the past or the future. In the final account, he is reduced to the
very same state as that of the Chancery suitors: all he knows is that “he is a party
to some dangerous secret without knowing what it is” (365).

The double meaning of Chancery and the public world of which it is a met-
onym, therefore, is not only life-destroying to those who are directly involved
in its proceedings. As a substantial but substance-less procedure, it deprives ev-
eryone who is in any kind of contact with it of the life of the mind, and therefore
of the ability to create a coherent narrative of self and others. In other words,
it colonizes their worlds, juridifying their existence and so distances them from
the opportunity to interact without fear and present their freely chosen identities.
Or, conversely, it fixates their minds on themselves, forcing them to change their
self-narratives in order to adopt another identity which this world requires them
to have, without explaining why. Their narratives of self thus become highly tel-
lable — “exceptional” in general human terms precisely because they look “unex-
ceptional” in the eye of the law. The law in the literal and the metaphorical sense
uses this criminal “canonization” of the individual life-story “to make business for
itself” and itself as its business.

3. STRANGELY HOLDING MY PLACE IN THE WORLD:
ESTHER’S SELF-(DE)FORMATION

By choosing Esther Summerson to be the second narrator of his Bleak House,
Dickens sets himself a task of formidable complexity. Not only does he cross age
and gender lines but he also lends her social and psychological characteristics that
cut into her suitability to be the teller of her tale and jeopardize her efficiency. In
the first place, Esther’s official identity is sealed with her birth — she is illegitimate
and therefore carries the burden of devising strategies for survival in a world that
at best is indifferent to her existence and at worst closes off all opportunities for
her agency. The narrative of her identity is therefore one of constant exclusion and
expulsion from the public territories of integrative action. Her self, on the other
hand, seems locked in another rigid stereotype — that of the victim — whose tragic
end is predetermined by the culture that has delegitimized her. As if that were not
enough, Dickens doubles her functional role by assigning her the task of telling
not only her own life story but also those of others, notably of Richard Carstone,
who is himself a tragic victim of Chancery’s practice. In the third place, Esther’s
individuality is overdetermined by her exceptional goodness and goodness rarely,
if ever, makes for an interesting story. Moreover, Dickens grants her a coyness
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which, because there is no other, external perspective on her, is never subjected
to any comment and evaluation. With all this against her, it is a miracle that she
manages to sustain a tellable narrative and that there emerges from it a self that
is both credible and forceful in its assertions. The sheer amount of critical studies
that Esther’s “portion” in Bleak House has attracted testifies to the fact that “little
Esther Summerson” is more than an image of conventional femininity, or solely
the victim of male patriarchy. Rather than being the unfortunate product of the
writer’s abandoning his emotional control, her story and her multifunctional pres-
ence in Bleak House work on a number of levels, focusing the whole problematic
of the narrative constitution of the self and its complex relationship with identity
and with culture — as both fictional and real entities.

How is all this done? As I have already suggested, one answer to this question
can be found in Dickens’s initial act of recentering the world of the novel in such
a way as to leave room for a complementary perspective that will strengthen the
ideological facet of the anonymous narrator’s focus on the public world. Esther
easily glides into the position left for her and her likes. As she enters London, the
first thing she notices is its chaos: “every other conveyance seemed to be running
into us, and we seemed to be running into every other conveyance” (43). The im-
pression intensifies when she approaches Lincoln’s Inn through the “dirtiest and
darkest streets that ever were seen in the world (I thought) and in such a distracting
state of confusion that I wondered how the people kept their senses” (44). The fog
enters her discourse following the same transformation from fact into metaphor as
in the novel’s opening. At first she notices that “the streets were so full of dense
brown smoke that scarcely anything was to be seen” (44). But the not-seeing im-
mediately becomes not-knowing. Not literally “deterred from entering” the Court
like “the uninitiated from the streets” (18), as she waits inside Kenge’s office next
to it she is similarly confused and intimidated:

Everything was so strange — the stranger from its being night in the day-time,
the candles burning with a white flame, and looking raw and cold — that I read
the words in the newspaper without knowing what they meant and found myself
reading the same words repeatedly (44).

Reading the world without knowing what meanings it carries is how Esther
herself defines her relation to it.!3> Beginning with the disclaimers that “I have a
great deal of difficulty in beginning to write my portion of these pages, for [ know
I am not clever” (30) and “I may be very vain without suspecting it (though indeed
Idon’t)” (31), she ends her narrative and the whole book with the uniquely clipped

13 Tn including Esther in the general pattern of reading I seem to disagree with J. Hillis Miller and
Robert Tracy, who exclude Esther from this activity. However, while these two critics analyze
misreading, my view is that Esther is reading without comprehension.
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and emphatically conditional “even supposing — (881). Throughout, Esther’s dis-
course remains stretched between uncertainty and diffidence in qualifying herself
and others, and fluency, calmness and confidence in the reporting of their doings.!#
Together with her almost compulsive references to her confusion, these reproduce
the semantic accents of the fog metaphor which invades what in Bleak House
seems to be the most private and intimate place — Esther’s psychological space.

But Esther’s autobiography is also implicated with the public world’s episte-
mological prerogatives by virtue of the fact that she is crucially and definitively
their object and cannot by any means be their subject. She is a woman and she is
illegitimate, and this combination delegitimizes any claim she might have on the
public world, just as it does Oliver Twist, who shares her status and is punished
for precisely such a presumption after he asks for “more”. The whole energy of
Esther’s told life goes into finding the way of avoiding being seen as “friendless,
nameless, and unknown” (33), as her godmother predicts she will be without a
protector like Jarndyce. The adjectival triad in fact defines her identity as an il-
legitimate woman from the perspective of the public world. It immerses her into a
narrative that leads to her isolation, disgrace and disappearance. The aptly named
Miss Barbary also offers a triad of the goals Esther should set before herself:
“Submission, self-denial, diligent work are the preparations for a life begun with
such a shadow on it” (33). But this is a recipe for survival, not for changing that
identity. Esther, however, reciprocates with yet another triad: “to strive as I grew
up to be industrious, contented, and kind-hearted” (33). This already is a definition
of self and the morphology of a life narrative that will establish the legitimacy of
being known — by others, as well as by herself. It is the kind of knowledge and
of recognition indeed granted to her by John Jarndyce, by her friends first at the
school she is sent to and then by Ada, Richard, and her London circle. Esther’s life
narrative aims to recanonize the one predicted at her birth and to confirm that in
this decision lies her modicum of freedom. Her concern also is to prevent anybody
from seeing her as a victim and therefore from pitying her. The new story set be-
fore her is made up of the elements constituting Feuerbach’s image of perfection
as defined in his The Essence of Christianity: “Reason, love, and power of will
are perfections of man; they are his highest powers, his absolute essence in so far
as he is man, the purpose of his existence. Man exists in order to think, love, and
will” (3).

The inherent potential for exceptionality in such a canonical narrative, how-
ever, is very small. It coincides with the one prescribed for all Victorian women.
Although it is embodied in Esther, it keeps in view the ideological aspect of the

14 The best study of Esther’s confusion is, in my view, that of Judith Wilt who investigates in full its
narrative potential. Audrey Jaffe’s reading has become the paradigmatic text for psychoanalyti-
cal approaches, but I disagree with her singling out Esther’s denegation as her principal mode of
discourse.
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perspective of those who have devised it and who control its enactment, making
sure that passive contentment does not change into its opposite. No wonder that
Esther announces the success of her strategy so often, as if to convince herself and
her readers that she has managed to achieve the “recanonization” she has sought.
Nevertheless, like the jingling of her keys that ends all moments in which she
indulges in dreams of change, these declarations can have only a temporary effect
and do not carry any potential for a narrative of interest to anyone. They preclude
active agency, and to become the agent of her own life she needs to construct and
take up the subject position in an extended and coherent life story. Esther’s task as
narrator is to discern from within the fog the bright spot of Summerson — ‘summer
sun’ — where she stands as an individual disengaged from the conceptual bonds
of the definition enforced by others. That spot is not the locus of work, where her
godmother’s and her self-directed injunctions meet.!> It is created by removing
the limits to the kind of agency imposed on her and by embarking on the story
of her exceptionality. That new line of being and doing lies, paradoxically, in the
area delineated through her rejection of the very same knowledge that she de-
clares she is so certain about when she almost obsessively quotes the praises she
has received and the gratitude she has culled. The exceptionality of her life story
depends on her adoption of another way of knowing, different from the kind dic-
tated by her godmother. Often hidden behind the stylistic barrier of equivocations
and parenthetical qualifications, the uniqueness of Esther’s life narrative and its
tellability come from the epistemological originality she grants only to herself and
to none other in her world.

Early criticism commented with displeasure on Esther’s coy mannerisms, see-
ing in them an artificial construction, a model of femininity that belonged to the
social and psychological fantasy of the age and of Dickens the man.'® Comparison
between her and Dickens’s other “ideal” heroines may partly support such a view.
There are in the first place obvious parallels between her and David Copperfield’s
Agnes, whose housekeeping genius fills Dora with admiration and respect. Esther
and Agnes also share the ability to show tact and delicacy in interactions with
people of whom they are critical. In both respects, Esther also shows kinship with
Biddy from Great Expectations. Neither Agnes nor Biddy, however, is placed in
the position of having to look back over her own life. Esther begins with the verbal
sigh of worry about this very task, apportioned to her by nobody knows whom:
“I have a great deal of difficulty in beginning to write my portion of these pages”

15 Work in Bleak House is discredited as the locus of a complete and authentic selfhood. The issue of
the contradictory relationship between gender and labour is explored by Danahay. He writes, “By
the end of the novel Esther has been differentiated from ideals of beauty and sexual attraction,
from ideas of work, and from images of women abandoning their domestic duties for evangelical
causes” (84).

16 For a review of the negative criticism, see Axton, “The Trouble with Esther.”
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(30, italics added). The absence of such narrative necessity means therefore that
neither of the other two heroines is required to negotiate the two kinds of dis-
tance — the moral and ethical one — that separates her self from her interlocutors’
in those interactions, and the cognitive one which results from the fact that this
separation now exists only in her memory. Not being autobiographers, Agnes and
Biddy are frozen in a kind of stasis: they are the male heroes’ moral beacons but
their significance lies precisely and exclusively in their immovability and perma-
nence. Their functionality aligns them with the comic characters rather than with
the narrator: Agnes and Biddy are “flat”, in the sense given to this qualification by
E. M. Forster. Most importantly, not being narrators, they are not entrusted with
the creation of the factual domain of the fictional world and with the need to ac-
count for the selection and organization of the information that builds it. Union
with them, actualized in David Copperfield and remaining virtual in Great Expec-
tations, establishes the destination point of the Bildungsroman hero’s journey of
maturation. Still, the two heroines’ selves remain opaque, while their identities
are sustained with the sole purpose of providing the positive markers of the moral
paradigm within which the male protagonists should form their own identities.
Unlike Agnes and Biddy, Esther is the author and heroine of her own life
narrative and as such is the maker of the self she projects through her account. Its
hallmark is not something that she has or is. Her godmother is the first to tell her
that: “You are different from other children, Esther,” she tells her, “because you
were not born, like them, in common sinfulness and wrath. You are set apart” (33).
The very grammar of that statement makes the power it refers to formidably im-
personal and denies Esther what Jerome Bruner identifies as “cultural speciation”
— “the shared conception of legitimacy” of beliefs, pursuits, and values (1997:
151). Set apart not for what she is but for what she is not, Esther indeed needs
different ways to negotiate her relationship to the others if she is to survive, physi-
cally and socially. And she wastes no time finding them. The very night she hears
these words, she makes the promise not only to be “industrious, contented, and
kind-hearted” but also “to do some good to some one, and win some love to my-
self if I could” (33). The indefiniteness of the pronouns, the use of the conditional,
the verb “win” — all these leave a lot of room for specification. What kind of good,
to whom, how much love to win back and by what means are questions that her
narrative will repeatedly try to answer but in very different ways. Left unspecific,
they serve as a way “to keep one’s options open,” Bruner writes (1997: 156) and
be better prepared for the vicissitudes of life. In spite of the seeming rigidity of the
image Esther subsequently encases herself in, the open-endedness of the newly
created virtual story of her future allows for variations, for trials and errors, for
peripeteia. “For fixing the story of one’s life,” Bruner continues, “and with it one’s
conception of one’s Self, may shut down possibilities prematurely” (156). Esther
indeed keeps “diversifying” her self-narratives and opening new avenues for them
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by changing the nature of the good she does, the people she does it for, the efforts
she makes and the reactions she gets.

One of the most illustrative examples of the flexibility of her narrative self-
constructions comes in a passage where she rounds off her impressions of Rich-
ard’s character, summarizing its positive and far more numerous negative aspects.
Richard, according to her, is the victim of an erroneous education which did noth-
ing to train in him the habits of “application and concentration.” In this paragraph
Esther puts the finishing touches on his portrait and launches him, as it were, right
into the hands and mouth of the juridical vulture Vholes. Assisted in his fall by the
irresponsible but irresistible Skimpole, Richard seals his fate. Yet Esther does not
openly predict his tragic end. Instead, she goes on to vindicate herself as narrator
and focalizer, stressing that her narrative is an honestly composed record, even
though it is based on her subjective knowledge and experience:

I write down these opinions not because I believe that this or any other thing
was so because I thought so, but only because I did think so and I want to be
quite candid about all I thought and did. These were my thoughts about Richard.
I thought I often observed besides how right my guardian was in what he had
said, and that the uncertainties and delays of the Chancery suit had imparted to
his nature something of the careless spirit of a gamester who felt that he was part
of a great gaming system. (240)

On one level, this could be read as a metanarrative comment intended to dis-
arm objections that Esther’s perspective on Richard is too subjective and that her
claims to be telling the truth are self-serving. For being always right can easily
degenerate into self-righteousness, of which Dickens in Bleak House has a lot to
say. By contrast, in Esther’s discourse there runs a constant undercurrent of ironic
dissociation from the Christian missionaries and charitable ladies like Mrs. Jel-
lyby and Mrs. Pardiggle. These two respected ladies, together with the preacher
Chadband from the other narrative, live and do wrong in the conviction that they
are right according to the doctrine of what Dickens calls “telescopic philanthropy”
(the title and the substance of Chapter 1V). But Esther does provide an argument
against possible objections that her own criticism of Richard is similarly prompt-
ed by selfish interests. Her line of defense is that what she is saying about Richard
is not based on any preconceived ideas about what a young man should be like.
Its foundation lies in the evidence she has gathered from her own observations
throughout her interaction with him and, more importantly, from John Jarndyce’s
superior judgement. Jarndyce is the one who sets the norm not according to some
large impersonal scheme of propriety but in terms of Richard’s particularized self
as a Chancery victim with a scanty personal fortune, one who must actively seek
ways to survive and be happy.
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This is not the only occasion when Esther’s narrative branches off in another
direction without letting that complementary story leave the level of virtuality.
The need to cull support for her truths from another authority is rooted in the self-
definition announced in the very first sentence of her narrative, where she draws
attention to what she knows she lacks. “I know I am not clever,” she says (30)
and with this she sets up the recurring pattern of negation which is her stylistic
marker especially in the first part of the novel. Within only three paragraphs in the
first chapter, the word “never” occurs 14 times. On an obvious level, one of the
purposes of Esther’s negatives is that of ironic blame by praise, as when she states
that her godmother was

a good, good woman! She went to church three times every Sunday, and to
morning prayers on Wednesdays and Fridays, and to lectures whenever there
were lectures; and never missed. She was handsome; and if she had ever smiled,
would have been (I used to think) like an angel — but she never smiled (31).

Miss Barbary’s Calvinist sternness is easy to subject to critical denunciation.
Yet what follows is by no means ironic or as easy to interpret through simple
reversal of meanings, as in the rhetorical model of blame-by-praise. The passage
evokes Esther’s childhood self when she genuinely felt that she

never could be unrestrained with her — no, could never even love her as I wished.
It made me very sorry to consider how good she was and how unworthy of her
I was, and I used ardently to hope that I might have a better heart; and I talked
it over very often with the dear old doll, but I never loved my godmother as I
ought to have loved her and as I felt I must have loved her if | had been a better
girl (31).

It is typical of Esther never to allow any open expressions of resentment for
those who have deprived her of a “normal” identity by not allowing her to go
through the experiences of “normal” people. These experiences, cancelled out as
early as in the first chapter, construct the unrealized canonical narrative of healthy,
positive individual growth and development. But the non-events and non-facts in
her virtual narrative are ones that belong to her as protagonist and not as narrator.
The most important of these are the facts concerning her mother:

I had never heard my mama spoken of. I had never heard of my papa either,
but I felt more interested about my mama. I had never worn a black frock, that
I could recollect. I had never been shown my mama’s grave. I had never been
told where it was. Yet I had never been taught to pray for any relation but my
godmother (31).
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In the strictly chronological structure of her story, Esther carefully avoids
passing judgement on the past from the position of the present. Still, the repeti-
tion of “never” is already a verdict and an evocation of what should have been the
case. The imposed isolation, the burden of guilt and shame, the dark predictions
for her future — these indeed presuppose that the “al/ I thought” in the passage I
have earlier quoted is less than truthful, yet that going deeper than Esther allows
will trivialize her suffering. The opening part of her narrative thus authenticates
the facts out of which she builds the fictional world, including her psychology, and
asserts the rightness of her self-definition as the “nothing” that her doll used to
stare at while she told her “every one of my secrets” (30). Speaking of herself as a
non-being for her godmother but also for “the other” represented by the doll and,
as a consequence of this, of narration as dis-comfort, Esther in fact produces the
missing positive concept of the autobiographical narrator’s identity as constructed
through the recognition of others. As early as this, her discourse insists that self-
narrative is intersubjective, always open to interpretation, extension, supplemen-
tation — precisely how she goes on formulating it and diversifying it, thus making
it tellable.

Esther’s opening is therefore crucial for the setting up of the elements mak-
ing for the exceptionality of her narrative. As early as this, it points to the pres-
ence and the nature of the trouble which will later emerge in the paragraph about
Richard and which is precisely the kind of Trouble with a capital T that Bruner
defines as the source of tellability in autobiographical narrative. Esther recasts the
world to fit in with the image of herself as the “nothing” that her doll stares at.
Her reluctance or downright refusal to modify the shape of the world by changing
her discourse about it clashes with the story level — her account that proves that
such a fit does not actually exist. This contradiction has been noted by all critics
who have approached it from a psychoanalytical, feminist, or feminist-psycho-
analytical point of view. In her important interpretation of the use of negation as
Lacanian “denegation” and its link to Esther’s refusal of “the responsibility of
knowing,” Audrey Jaffe asserts that while Esther “knows too much, her pathology
insists that we forget or ignore her knowledge.” Pathology produces the discourse
of Lacan’s “denegation,” a linguistic organization which denies what it asserts
and “overflows with what is presented as unconscious material, assuming we un-
derstand the unconscious to be that which exceeds the subject’s own knowledge
or control” (Jaffe online) But I would argue that the contrast between knowledge
and pathology does not exhaust the issue of Esther’s self-construction because it
excludes the fact that self-construction is a process taking place in historical time
and involving the continuity of the person’s memory. The reversal between “I
don’t know” and “I know” which Jaffe applies is indeed called for by the text, yet
it is too facile and narrows down Esther’s narrative to a case of neurosis. And even
though we could map on it the Victorian confusion about the relation between
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women and power, as Jaffe insists, it is not, I would suggest, enclosed within her
particular circumstances nor does it have to bear only on “the woman question”
which they exemplify. We can assume that on a subconscious level Esther knows
that her treatment has been unjust, that her dignity has been violated when her
inner awareness of herself was irrevocably tied to the sense of guilt, that her self-
effacement was enforced. However, this subconscious knowledge, which emerges
through her “denegation,” does not explain the perfect plotting of her narrative,
the “concordance” in the discord that comes with knowledge acquired in time and
providing the necessary understanding.

To approach this problem we need first of all to go back to Esther’s first
claim — that she is not clever. But nowhere in Dickens is cleverness used in the
sense of a virtue; on the contrary, it is synonymous to cunning and selfishness.
The very word is sparsely and selectively employed in his novels. Thus in Little
Dorrit, simple, good-hearted Affery seals an association between cleverness and
sharp practices when she invariably refers to her mistress Mrs. Clennam, who is a
stern Calvinist but also an astute businesswoman, and to her villainous clerk and
partner Flintwitch as “them two clever ones.” In Our Mutual Friend cleverness
is attributed to the unscrupulous money-lender Fledgeby, who wrings out money
from anybody he suspects of having it, while the stratagems of the opportunist
and equally clever Lammles successfully deceive the world about their financial
status. In Bleak House the word occurs much less often and apart from Esther’s
protestations, mostly in the meaning of skillful. Yet all the characters who can be
described as clever in the sense used in the other works are in fact people with
sharp calculating minds: Krook, Skimpole, Vholes, Smallweed. Skimpole, how-
ever, is different, which explains why Dickens grants him such a vast amount of
narrative space, unwarranted by his secondary role in Esther’s story.!” For while
the rest in this group are more or less “humours,” Skimpole is a world-builder, and
a very successful one. His deft casuistry stipulates a world that is a combination
of romantic belief in nature’s supreme beauty and Leibnizian satisfaction with
the divine “scheme” according to which things adapts themselves to causes and
mostly to his own needs. What makes his philosophy so dangerously effective is
its amazing coherence which manages to take in even such a seasoned skeptic as
Jarndyce. His version of reality flaunts a unity of meaning at whose core lies the

17 The character of Skimpole was based on the writer Leigh Hunt, and the prototype himself rec-
ognized and was offended by the likeness. Nevertheless, the relationship between the two men
was not severed. One of the best and most extensive studies of Skimpole is Fradin’s. John Jordan
has recently made the interesting suggestion that Skimpole functions as an ironic avatar, through
whom the author speculates on “what it would be like to live without responsibilities, without
having to be a sober, responsible Victorian public man” (93). Jordan also reads him as an experi-
ment of self-parody on Dickens’s part. Skimpole’s fixation on the abuse he has suffered by Jarn-
dyce inverts, according to Jordan, the motif of the “abused child making himself into a famous
artist” in Dickens’s autobiographical fragment and in David Copperfield.
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Romantic concept of the child as innocent of evil and free from responsibility in
worldly matters. More than that, the world Skimpole stipulates is timeless, its
grammatical tenor being the simple present. It is even transcendental and there-
fore claims to contain an absolute measure of moral behaviour — as long as it
serves him, Skimpole. His construction thus threatens to erode Esther’s notion of
selfless goodness by depriving it of its divine sanction. Inspector Bucket states it
in plain words: “Whenever a person proclaims to you ‘In worldly matters I’'m a
child,” you consider that that person is only a-crying off from being held account-
able and that you have got that person’s number, and it’s Number One” (779). As
Jaffe rightly observes, Skimpole and his legal “double,” the grasping, vampire-
like lawyer Vholes, cunningly use their own version of denegation in their own
interest. Like Skimpole, Vholes naturalizes a discourse of greed by locating it in
an unobjectionable representation of the family: “with my three daughters, Emma,
Jane, and Caroline — and my aged father — I cannot afford to be selfish” (542).
Esther’s narrative places Skimpole’s and Vholes’s cleverness continually in view
by allowing them longer monologic discourses than anyone else. They stand out
within the typical structure of quick and rhythmical short dialogic exchanges char-
acteristic of Bleak House. But by doing so, they already expose the difference be-
tween the two notions of cleverness Esther has come to know. And that knowledge
has been brought to her in the course of her experience of its effect not so much
on herself personally as on the others who serve as its testing ground — Jarndyce
and Richard.

Related to cleverness with its shifted semantics is another claim about herself
which Esther makes at the beginning and which cannot be emended. This is her
explanation of her way of knowing which she sees as her individuating character-
istic: “I had always rather a noticing way — not a quick way, oh, no! — a silent way
of noticing what passed before me and thinking I should like to understand it better.
When I love a person very tenderly indeed, it seems to brighten” (31). Curiously,
Esther does not even use the word “know” here and this is a telling absence. In the
first place, it seems to suggest that noticing can be detached from knowledge and
that it happens spontaneously. Certainly this is how Dickens wants his Esther to
be taken — as a person with heightened sensitivities and with attachments based on
instinctive empathy. But what Esther is claiming is that her understanding — and
therefore her knowledge — is dependent on the objects she has chosen to love. The
question that arises is what comes first — her noticing or her moral and emotional
choices. Again, the case with Skimpole is telling. She first meets Skimpole on
the very night of her arrival at Bleak House. Having been told that she would be
meeting a “Child,” she is surprised to see a man of Jarndyce’s age who has “the
appearance in all respects of a damaged young man rather than of a well preserved
elderly one” and who looks to her like “a romantic youth who had undergone
some unique process of depreciation” (84). The way she places Skimpole as one

145



of a class, but a class nevertheless, indicates that Esther’s knowledge precedes her
“noticing,” and that categorization also controls her virtual narratives about her
interaction with the people she notices. This knowledge prevents her from being
drawn to those of them who do not deserve her love, like Skimpole, Mrs. Jellyby,
Mr. Turveydrop. It also determines her mode of narration in the scenes where she
is with them. Skimpole’s first lengthy discourse, in which he lays out his philoso-
phy, is rendered in Free Indirect Style. The distancing Esther enacts as she meets
him is thus reflected in the object that she herself constructs with reference to that
object — her narrative. Skimpole is in fact Esther’s only antagonist, one whose
compliments do not fail to sound like ironic blame-by-praise. Though she rarely
comments on him in her own words, she allows him to reveal the whole danger
that his light-hearted irresponsibility holds for her doctrine of earnest dutifulness.
Skimpole, indeed, may well be the “other” who provides Esther’s reference group
even negatively and to whom she addresses her narrative as an argument against
everything that he professes.'®

Esther’s choices of objects of love and the amount of affection she exchanges
with them are never wrong or out of proportion. Jarndyce, Ada, Richard, Caddy,
and, of course, Allan are worthy objects, all desiring the togetherness and fruitful
interaction characteristic of the lifeworld. Yet it could be argued that they are so
central to Esther’s narrative not only because they did fill her life at the time but
also because they reflect her understanding, and therefore her self in her memory.
Their presence, let alone their lavish compliments, make up the empirical reality
that she as protagonist wishes to know better and to learn about. This is close to
Feuerbach’s insistence that the empirical route which starts from the object leads
towards self-consciousness. As he writes in his Essence of Christianity: “In the
object which he contemplates, therefore, man becomes acquainted with himself;
consciousness of the objective is the self-consciousness of man. We know the
man by the object, by his conception of what is external to himself; in it his na-
ture becomes evident; this object is his manifested nature, his true objective ego”
(Feuerbach 1957: 5).

For Esther, togetherness has an epistemological value and not just an emo-
tional one. She learns about herself by self-projection on others and by aligning
her circumstances with those of the people she is surrounded by. Thus her heart
falls when she sees Richard and Vholes together, and when she understands that
Richard has been introduced to the lawyer by Skimpole. Again, Esther knows that
this combination spells ruin for the young man — financial, emotional, and, as it

18 Tt is significant that Dickens, who uses coincidence so extensively in Bleak House, manipulates
it in such a way that it never brings Esther and Tulkinghorn together, even in a chance meeting.
He would be an adversary she would not have been able to naturalize in her world model. On
coincidence in Dickens, see Neil Forsyth.
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turns out, physical too. She does not have to say anything to Vholes about this,!”
for apart from his sallow complexion and black clothes and gloves, his “lifeless
manner and a slow, fixed way he had of looking at Richard” (540) already spell
out Richard’s future. Filled with a strong predictive potential, her acts of notic-
ing set going hypothetical, though unspoken developments, among which the one
whose centre she is manoeuvres with great force and agility towards its own final
point that seals her position of a complex moral and psychological entity.

But if Ada, with her requited, even if doomed love for Richard, and even
Caddy in her love for the unfortunate Prince, embody and enact Esther’s projec-
tions of her own desires, does Jarndyce feature with the same status? In her dis-
course, she gives him an almost divine status and he gets the most lavish praise as
“the best of human beings” (837). Their togetherness is also presented as a perfect
state of harmony. Jarndyce, nevertheless, provokes what can be seen as the turn-
ing point in Esther’s narrative and her key act of distancing herself into her own
territory of epistemological activity. It has usually been claimed that this turning
point is her recognition of the freedom of her self, after her mother’s confession.
Suddenly, Esther’s whole world seems to take on a different configuration:

For I saw very well that I could not have been intended to die, or I should never
have lived; not to say should never have been reserved for such a happy life. |
saw very well how many things had worked together for my welfare, and that if
the sins of the fathers were sometimes visited upon the children, the phrase did
not mean what I had in the morning feared it meant. I knew I was as innocent of
my birth as a queen of hers and that before my Heavenly Father I should not be
punished for birth nor a queen rewarded for it (523).

Esther presents her revelation as a fact: “I saw very well” contains no hint that
she may have any doubts about the correctness of her understanding. “Seeing”
here is all the more significant as it comes after her temporary blindness during her
illness, which is the physical counterpart of her spiritual transformation. Though
it cannot change her identity, this realization should act as the beginning of the
change in her self, relieving her from the burden that has made her so submissive
and self-effacing.

This does not happen, though. Moreover, the moment of truth about herself
anticipates what should be taken as the real turning point in Esther’s story — Jarn-
dyce’s proposal of marriage. Lady Dedlock’s confession paradoxically leaves a

19 The most straightforward account of Vholes’s immoral exploitation of Richard’s plight for his
benefit comes in two chapters (XXXIX and LI), in both of which Dickens removes Esther from
the narrator’s position — in the former case, by assigning the storytelling to the anonymous narra-
tor, and the latter to Woodcourt. Esther, of course, confronts Vholes herself on several occasions
but her power as his opponent has already been consolidated by the participation of these two
other authoritative figures.
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rather thin trace on Esther’s consciousness, for losing her mother has already ex-
erted its traumatic effect on her as a child.?’ The darkness of that morning, she says,
“was not upon my sleep; and when the next day’s light awoke me, it was gone”
(523). Jarndyce’s letter of proposal, by contrast, is felt as the close of her history,
“as if something for which there was no name or distinct idea were indefinitely
lost to me. [ was very happy, very thankful, very hopeful; but I cried very much”
(617). The modality in “I should not be punished for birth,” lost in the energy of
the indicative mood of Esther’s revelation, returns to give rise to a new narrative
of the expiation of a guilt that can never be purged. The repressed returns not just
to haunt Esther but to imprison her in the canonical narrative that for a moment
she thought could be removed from the possibilities open to her self for further
development. Esther’s identity has so far sought some kind of disengagement in
the knowledge of power; it is the power of knowledge now that invades even that
area of her self-awareness which she has thought to belong only to herself — that
of being able to direct her life away from the force that in her childhood branded
her as different, as “set apart.”

Jarndyce’s ultimate gesture of renunciation of his claim on Esther on Wood-
court’s behalf is, of course, a miraculous development unprepared for by the
preceding logic of her narrative. The discourse of pain and suppressed suffer-
ing which weaves in and out of the surface layer of her account enunciates the
impossibility of such wish fulfilment. It confirms the determining force of the
public definition of her identity as “nothing” and her utter inability to imagine for
herself a narrative with an end that makes her into a significant “something.” It is
telling that when she sees herself in the mirror for the first time after her illness,
she cannot find the terms to define her disfigurement: “It was not like what I had
expected, but I had expected nothing definite, and I dare say anything definite
would have surprised me” (511). Whatever the new circumstances, neither she
nor the world will forget that “so strangely did I hold my place” in it (520). Her
epistemological tangle — both knowing and not knowing — resolves itself into an
affirmation of the inextricable link between the inner awareness of oneself and the
way the culture of knowledge penetrates its borders. What Bleak House proves is
Dickens’s conviction that in a modern, knowledge-based world escape into willed
uncertainty and ignorance can at best be temporary. The past is always with one,
making possible the unity of the self but also shaping the social forms of its exis-
tence which are by necessity public and subject to fractures and pressures beyond
the individual’s control.

20 On the trauma of losing her mother, see Dever and Jordan.
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Bleak House is Dickens’s most discussed novel and this is hardly surprising.
None other of his works is so elaborately structured and it is a miracle that it does
not fall apart owing to failures in its narrative logic or that it manages to retain its
level of emotional intensity without sinking into melodrama. The reason, as my
study shows, is that all the narratives in the novel, whether actual or virtual, have
a point. This point, moreover, reverberates with the tonality of modern times a
century and a half after the novel was published. This modern appeal is largely
due to the remarkable stylistic competence with which Dickens endows his two
narrators. On both the level of story and discourse, therefore, Dickens emphasires
agency, the individuals’ ability to transform the raw events of their experience into
parts of a teleologically oriented, carefully constructed whole.

The wonder of their accounts, their tellability lies in their believability as
instances of psychological truths. Dickens’s preoccupation with the psychological
and ethical impact of love and guilt adds personal dimensions to social concerns.
The drive of the public world to juridify the family and colonize even the inner
life of the individual acquires the conviction of truth due to the fact that Dickens
gives it a narrative shape. Esther’s seeming ordinariness is continually belied by
the various ways in which she manoeuvres among the multiplicity of canonical
narratives offered by the culture. Her disengagement from the totalizing concep-
tion of her as an illegitimate woman is also the result of her having a separate
stylistic homeland. Her self-negating, epistemologically ambiguating discourse is
different from the anonymous narrator’s impassioned but plain and referentially
loaded language. Yet, with most of the characters appearing in both narratives,
the two narrators should ultimately be seen as engaged in a collaborate activity
of building a fictional world that contains individuals who experience the vicis-
situdes of life each in his or her distinctive way. This activity — the narrativization
of life in an exceptional yet truthful way — ultimately defines Esther’s identity
as an autobiographer in full epistemic and structural control of the material that
makes up her life.
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PA3KA3BAEMOCT U HAPATHIBU HA A3-A B ,,CTYAEHUA IOM*
HA YAPJIC TUKEHC

(Pe3rome)

CrarusTa pasmiexk/ia HaunHHATE, 10 KOUTO JIMKEHC Ch3/laBa HApaTUBCH UHTEPEC, U3BECTCH Ch-
IO KaTo ,,pa3ka3BaeMocCT, B poMaHa c ,,CtyaeHus aom™“. OCHOBEH (OKYC Ha U3CIICIBAHETO € aB-
ToOHorpadUIHUAT paszka3 Ha repounsTa Ectep ChbMBPCHH, KOUTO ce aHATU3UPA C OTJIe] Ha B3aUMO-
JICHCTBUSTA CH C APYTHUsA pa3Kas, Ch3IaBaH OT aHOHUMEH pa3ka3pad. [IoHATHETO 3a pa3ka3BaeMOCT
B CTAaTUsITa O3HAYaBa Ch3/IaBaHE HAa alTCPHATHBHU M MPOMEHSIIINU CE MOJICTIM HA CBETa M BEPCUU HA
a3-a C oIvie]] Ha HaJlaraHeTo Ha SCHO OTpelelieHaTa UICHTUYHOCT Ha aBTOOHOrpadUuHIs pa3ka3Bay.
Pa3ka3BaeMOCTTa B IBPBOJIMYHUS HAPATUB Ha FEPOUHATA CE pa3lIckKIa Karo pe3yiTar Ha YMCHU-
€TO Ha MUcaTelis Ja U3IM0J3Ba MOTEHIMAIA Ha ITFPBOJIMYHOTO IOBECTBYBaHHUE 32 KOHCTPYHUPaHE Ha
as-a B cBeTa Ha MojiepHOCTTa. M3nom3eat ce Teopunte Ha FOpren Xabepmac 32 KOMyHUKAaTHBHOTO
JICHCTBUE KAaTO CIOCO0 3a CHIIPOTHBA CPEIy KOJOHM3UPAHETO Ha KH3HEHUSI CBAT OT CUCTEMUTE Ha
MyOMMYHAaTa BIACT U 3a TPUTE BUJA 3HAHUE, KOUTO JCHCTBAT B MOACPHUs CBAT. [IbpBara yact Ha
CTaTUsTa Ce CITUpa Ha TEMAaTUYHOTO 3HaucHHe Ha KaHIUIepCcKHs ChJl KaTO arcHT Ha ropuauduka-
[USTa B aHDIMHCKOTO 001IecTBO oT cpenara Ha XIX Bek. Bropara gacT pasmiexna yBogHaTa 4yacT
Ha pOMaHa KaTo JICWCTBHE, OCHIECTBCHO HA HUBOTO HA MOBECTBYBAHHMETO M HA CTWIIA. 32 pa3iiKa
OT BBBSKJIAIIKMTE IIABH Ha APYTH poMaHH Ha J[MKeHC ¢ 00IIeCTBCHa TeMAaTHKA TYK IPOYYyTOTO OIH-
CaHMe IENTU Ja MPEMECTU IEHThpa Ha peallHHs CBAT C OIVIEA Ha YCIEITHOTO JpaMaTU3UpaHe Ha
mpolieca Ha opuaudUKaIK Ype3 XapaKTepa W JCUCTBHATA Ha agBoKara ThIKUHXOPH. THIKHH-
XOPH JICHCTRA IIEJICHACOYCHO CPEIY )KU3HCHUS CBAT, B KOWTO OOCKTUTE Ha FOPUIUYCCKATa MYy BIACT
Morar Jia u30Upar U HaJIOXKaT CBOSATA HICHTUYHOCT. KOCBEHO BIacTTa HA KAHOHHMYHHTE pa3Kasu, C
KOUTO TOH yIpakKHsBa KOHTPOJ, OMpPEesis U UICHTUYHOCTTa Ha He3akoHoponeHaTta Ectep. B Tpe-
TaTa 4acT Ha CTAaTHATa CE MPOCIICAABAT BUPTYATHUTE HCTOPHUHU, KOUTO Ch3J1aBaT pa3ka3BacMoCTTa B
HeifHaTa HapaTHBHA TCPUTOPHUS. AHAIM3HUpa CC CMHUCTEMOIOTMYHATa HECTAOMITHOCT Ha TePOUHSITA
pa3ka3Bad KaTo METOJ Ha CHIIPOTUBA CPEIly KAHOHUYHHUTE pa3KasH, ONMpPEACIIANIA HICHTUIHOCTTA
u. [IpuBumHUTE KONIEOAHUS MEXKIY 3HAHHE W HE3HAHHE CE TPETHPAT KaTO Bh3MOXKHOCT Ja HaMEepH
pa3sHOOOpa3HU MO3UIIMK U KOMYHUKATUBHU JICHCTBUS MPH OTCTOSBAHETO HA SIMHCTBOTO M CTAOWII-
HOCTTa Ha a3-a CH.
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TOJUIIHUK HA COOUIMCKUS YVHUBEPCUTET ,,.CB. KJINMEHT OXPUJICKH“
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TPAMATHKH, PEUHULIA U IPYTY [IOMATAJIA
3A U3YYABAHE HA TPBIIKU E3VK B BbJITAPUS
JIO OCBOBOXJIEHUETO

BOPUC BYHUYEB

Kameodpa no knacuuecka ¢unonozus

bopuc Bynues. TPAMATUKY, PEHHULIN U IPYT'U TIOMATAJIA 3A U3YUYABAHE HA
I'PBIIKH E3UK B BBJITAPHA 10 OCBOBOXJAEHUETO

B tasm crarus ce npencTasst KynTypHaTa u 00pa3oBaTeIHATa CHUTyalusl B OBITapCKUTE 36MHU
mpe3 mbpBara monoBuHA Ha XIX B. M ce aHAIM3MpAT, TPAMaTHKUTE, PEUHHUIUTE U APYTUTE yIeOHU
roMarasa 3a u3y4aBaHe Ha IPBIKH €3HK, MIcaHu oT Obarapu 1o OcBodoxaenuero. B m3cinenBaneto
ce pa3mIexIaT KaKTo CTapOIeYaTHN KHUTH, TaKa U PHKOIKCH, OTTOBAPAIIN HAa TOPHUTE KPUTEPUH.

Boris Vounchev. GRAMMARS, DICTIONARIES AND OTHER GREEK TEACHING
RESOURCES IN BULGARIA TILL THE LIBERATION FROM THE TURKISH YOKE

In this paper we present the cultural and educational situation in Bulgaria during the first half
of the 19™ century. The main part of the research is concentrated on the analysis of the grammars,
dictionaries and other Greek language learning resources, written by Bulgarians till the Liberation
from Ottoman domination (1878). The object of our research was the old imprinted books, as well
as the manuscripts, covering the mentioned criteria.
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1. YBOJI

IlenTa Ha HACTOAIIOTO M3CJIC/IBAHE € AHAIN3BT HA IPAMAaTUKUTE, PCUHUINTE
" JpYyruTe nomMarajia 3a n3ydyaBaH€ Ha I'PbILUKU €3UK, CbCTABCHU OT 6Lnrap1/1 mpe-
1mu OcBoOokaeHneTo. B cpaBHeHue ¢ qpyru MogoOHU Mperyieny aKIeHThT TYK €
IMOCTaBCH BBPXY HO}IpO6HOTO OIMMCaHnEC Ha CbABPKAHMUETO, aHAJIM3a Ha I'PbLUKUA
€3MKOB CTaHJApT, 3aCThIICH B CHOTBETHOTO MOCOOME (KarapeByca WM JUMOTH-
Ku'), 1 0COOEHOCTUTE B IPEJABAHETO HA OBITAPCKM €3WK HA TPBIIKATAa FPaMaTH4-
Ha TCPMUHOJIOT'US.

1. 'PBIKO KVJITYPHO 1N E3MKOBO BJIMAHUE 110 BPEME
HA OCMAHCKOTO BJIAJIMYECTBO?

1.1. TPBIIKOTO BJIMAHUE B BbJITAPYA B ITbPBUTE 'OJJMHU
HA BBJITAPCKOTO IMPOCBEIIEHHUE

Ot XVII B. HaTaThK ce 3aCHJIBa IPBIIKATa aKTHBHOCT B 00JIACTTa Ha MOpETLIa-
BaHETO U THProBusTa. [lo-TecHN cTaBar U KOHTAKTHTE Ha T'HPIUTE C OCTAHAIINTE
bankanu, GakT KoiTO ch3maBa MPEANIOCTaBKH 3a IPEHOC HAa €3UKOBO M KYJITYPHO
BIMSHKE, a JIOPH M 3a IOrbpuBaHe’. [PHIKOTO BIMAHUE B OBJITapCKUTE 3€MHU €
0CO0EHO 0ce3aeMO B TOJIEMHTE TpajioBe, KbJETO KyATypHATa W eTHUYeCcKaTa JH-
(y3ust ca [aIGHOCT U KBJIETO TPBIKHAT KIUP U TbPBEHIIN TOTPUHACST 32 HaJlara-
HETO Ha IPBIKUS €3UK U Ch3HAHHUE.

IMorbpuBaneTo B bhirapus o6ade HaMa HacHICTBeH xapakrep?. [IpuunHuTe
3a HEro ca OCHOBHO MKOHOMMYECKH M mcuxojiorudecku. Cien ocBoOOXKIeHHe-
TO Ha ['bpIIus THProBCKHUTE KOHCYIIM Ha HOBATa TPBIKA AbpiKaBa 3allovBaT OIIIE
MO-PEBHOCTHO J1a 3aIUTaBaT MHTEPECUTE Ha TPHIKUTE OOIIHOCTH, IIPHCHATH U3
mstata Teputopus Ha OcMaHCKaTa UMITEpHs. YCTaHOBSIBA C€ TPaKTUKaTa OQUIIH-

Jlumomuxu (dnuotixy, sc. 01dlextoc “HAPOJICH €3HK’) € OCHOBAaTa Ha JHCIIHHS CTaHIAPTCH HO-
BOTPBIKH €3HK. MI3BOpHTE HAa TMMOTHKH Ca pa3roBOPHMAT e3HK (T.Hap. Volkssprache), HapoqHoTo
TBOPYECTBO U HSKOM JINTEpaTypHH Ipou3BeaeHus oT HadanoTo Ha XIX Bek Hacam. [IpexumHnst
€3HMKOB cTaHnapT (mon3san 1o 1976 1.) e T.Hap. kamapegyca (kabapedovoa, sc. o1kAekTog “UUCT
€3UK’, T.. KHIDKOBEH I'DBLKH) — €3UKOB BapHaHT, B KOWTO ca M3YHCTEHH MOPQOJIOTHATA, JIeK-
CHIKaTa U CHHTAKCHCa Ha PAa3rOBOPHUS €3MK U Ca 3aMEHEHU ChC CPEAHOBEKOBHU M CTAPOTPBIKU
¢dopmu 1 m3pa3u. KarapeByca nma pa3iudHN HHBA — OT MAKCHMaJHO BE3MO)KHA aJanTalys Ha
MopdororusTa, JeKCHKaTa ¥ CHHTaKCHCa KbM IIpaBHiIaTa Ha aTHYECKOTO KOWHe (cTpora Karape-
Byca) JI0 yMepeHa apXau3alys Ha MOP(OJIIOTHYHO HUBO C OrpaHUUYCHA yrnoTpeda Ha KHIDKOBHU
IyMH (OIIpOCTEHa KaTapeByca).

3a xapakrepuctukute Ha [pbukoTo npocsemenue Bxk. Janosa 1994 u Ilanagonynoc 1994. 3a
oipoOHOCTH HaNIpUMep 3a eTHUYECKHs cheTaB Ha [ItoauB Bxk. ['annes 1976: 705.

3a opoOHOCTH HanpUMep 3a eTHUYECKUs cheTaB Ha [IosnuB Bx. [annes 1976: 705.

4 Bux. IlIummanos 1965: 51.
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aJTHY TIPEJCTABUTENN Ha TPBHIIKOTO KPAJICTBO JIa JaBaT TPHIKO TPAXKAAHCTBO Ha
MECTHH T'BPIY, KOUTO TI0 TO3W HAauWH Ce€ PajJBaT Ha J[OCTa NMPUBHIIETHH B CPaB-
HEHHUE C OCTaHAINTe UM ChHapomHuIH. OT Ta3u BB3MOKHOCT C€ BB3MOJI3BAT H
HSKOH OBJTapCKH THPTOBIH, KOUTO IO TO3HM HAYWH YJIECHSBAT AeHHOCTTa CH. Ba-
*KeH (aKkTop 3a MPOHUKBaHE HA TPHIIKOTO BIHMSHHE € U PAa3IpPOCTPAHEHOCTTA Ha
TPBIKHUS e3WK B 15u10T0 Cpenn3eMHOMOpHeE (Haii-Bede B TOIEMUTE MPUCTAHUIIA,
KBJETO TOi € ennH Buj lingua franca), koeTo Hanara oBlIaJsiBAHETO MY 32 H3IThJI-
HEHHUe Ha ThPrOBCKHU 3aja4du. OCBEH TOBa T'bPUUTE BUHATW Ca TIEAaliil Mpe3pH-
TEJTHO Ha ObJTapuTe, OTHOIICHHE, OTPAa3eHO B €MUTETH KATO ,,TBHPIOIIIABIU H
,,HEITOJSUTAHUITN *, 3aTOBa PEaulla TO-UMOTHH OBJITapy ca MPEATOYUTaIN J1a ce
MOrbpYaT, 3a a He ObJaT Bh3NPHEMaHU Karo 4acT OT MacaTa ,,HeKyITYpHH ® H
,,MaJ1000pa3oBaHu" OBJITAPH.

B kxyntypHO OTHOIIEHHE TPBIKOTO KYATYPHO MPHCHCTBHE 1O OBITapCKUTE
3amu 10 kpas Ha X VII B. e mourn He3abenexumo. OT cpenara obade Ha X VIII B.
u 10 cpernata Ha XIX B. TpBIIKOTO 00pa3oBaHNe B bearapus 3aemMa 3HAYUTEITHO
msicto. [IpuanauTe 32 TOBa ca MHOTO. KOHTaKTHTE Ha I'BpPIIUTE C OCTAaHAJIATa YacT
Ha EBpora nonpuHacsT 3a HaBJIM3aHeTo B ['bpIUsl Ha HOBU €BPOMEHCKH TTOJIUTH-
YeCKH HJICH, Ch3IaBaHEeTO Ha ocBoOOmMTETHa Iporpama, pedopma B oOpa3oBa-
HUETO Ha CBETCKA OCHOBA, MOSBaTa Ha IUIesA A MHTEIEKTYalH, Bh3MUTAaHUIIA Ha
3amafiHA YHUBEPCHUTETH. L[10TO TOBa TyXOBHO JBM)KEHNE OKa3Ba BIHUSIHUE BHPXY
rphIKuTe 00mHOCTH B OCMaHCKaTa NMITEpHs, a M BbPXY yUeHOIIOOUBHTE ObJIra-
pu. ['ppliknTe yUrUIIa IpUBINYAT HAIINTE CHHAPOIHUIN ChC CHbBPEMEHHHTE CH
METOAH ¥ MOAEPHHUTE yUeOHH MPOrpaMu, HAMUPAIIH C€ Ha CBETIIMHHU TOAMHH OT
KIWIHHHOTO YUIIHINE, KOSTO € Hal-pa3npoCcTpaHeHUT ,,00pa3oBaTeeH HHCTH-
TyT y Hac kbM Kpast Ha XVIII B. B rppukuUTe yuninila ObpBUTE HALLW HUHTEJIEK-
TyaJlIii c€ y4aT OCBEH BCHYKO APYTO M Aa oOWvar pomauHara u cBoOomara. Upes
TPBIKOTO 00pa3oBaHWE 3a BTOPH IBT (CIEH XPUCTHSHH3AIMATA Ha OBITapuTe
mpe3 IX B.) rbpuuTe TOCPETHUYAT TIPH MPEHACIHETO HA HOB MHUPOIVIEIT M CTOM-
HOCTH B OBJITapCcKOTO TyXOBHO MPOCTPAHCTBO. B pasmiexnaHust OT HAC MEPHO
OBJITapCcKUTE KHIDKOBHHIIM MTPEBEXKIAT TOJISIM 00eM TPhIKa KHIKHUHA, HEMAIIKa
9acT OT KOSTO € IPEeBOIHA U Ha TPBIIKH, KaTO TI0 TO3W HAYHH YPe3 TPBIKHS €3HK B
boearapust mpoHUKBAT 3ammafHITe TPOCBEIICHCKH HICH.

Psi3kara mpoMsiHa B OTHOIIEHHWETO CHPSAMO TPBIKHS €3UK U KYITypa 3arodBa
cnen Kpumckara BoiiHa (1853—1856). Ilo BpeMe Ha BOSHHUTE ACHCTBUS MHOTO
OBITapCKH THPTOBIM HA OPBKHE 3200TaTsBaT PA3KO M 3aII0YBaT Ja THPCAT Ia3a-
pu 3a Buarase Ha Kanutanute cu’. OcBeH ToBa cien [TapyKKus MUpPEH JOTOBOD
(30.03.1856) OcmanckaTa IMIIepHs C€ OTBAPS 3a 3aIMaIHNA CTOKH B KarmuTainu. [1o
TO3W HA4WH Ce yBeIINYaBaT TUPEKTHUTE ThPTOBCKH U KYJITYpHH BPB3KU Ha Obira-
pute ¢ ocranana EBpona. Ta3u qupekTHa KOMyHHUKAHA IPaBH HEHYKHO ITOCPEI-

5 Tampes 1976: 713.
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HUYECTBOTO Ha TPBIIKUS €3HK, a TI0 TO3W HAYHH 3aMa/ia 1 HHTEPECHT KbM IPhIIKa-
Ta KyJITypa ¥ MpocBeTa. MACTOTO Ha TPBUKHS ce 3aeMa OT (PPEHCKIUS €3HK, KOUTO
ToraBa € o(MIANIeH €3UK Ha MEeXTyHapOJAHNUTE OTHOIIEHHs. MHO3MHA MIIaIeXKH
MPEIIOYNTAT EBPONEHCKUTE YHUBEPCUTETH Tpe MPEeONBaBaHETO B TPBIKH YUH-
numa B HecTabunHara u 6exua [epius. T.Hap. ,,Merann unes“® cbino usurpasa
podst 32 OTOTBCKBAHETO HA YACT OT ObJrapcKara MHTEIUTEHIHS ITOpagl MpeKo-
MepHUTE U HEOOOCHOBAHU IPBHLKH MPETEHIIMH 3 TOCTIOACTBO.

I'pbuKO-OBNITapCKUTE KOHTAKTH, pa3dupa ce, He crmupar BHe3amHo. Cren
KpunMckara BoiiHa o0ade B JHEBHHUS pel Ha bhIrapckoTo mpocBeleHne mpocBe-
TaTa OTCTHIIBA MSCTO HA Mapelus IIbPKOBEH BHIIPOC M HEOOXOAMMOCTTa OT Ha-
YepTaBaHe Ha HAI[MOHAITHOOCBOOOANTEIHA ITpOrpama.

1.2. BbJITAPU B T'PBIKUTE YUUJIMIIIA

T.Hap. erunobvrcapcku yuunuwa ot enoxara Ha bparapckoTo mpocsenieHne
ca BaKHO SIBJIEHUE, IPOMEHUIIO KOPEHHO JTyXOBHOCTTA M MOJUTUYECKOTO MHUCIIE-
He Ha Obirapute B rbpBara nojosruHa Ha XIX B. [losiBara UM ce IbJIKM HA MHOTO
¢akropu, cpen kouto Anekcuena (1979: 157) otnnuasa criennute: a) nuncara (B
kpast Ha X VIII — Hauanoto Ha XIX B.) Ha ObArapcku yumiuiia, yueOHa KHIDKHUHA
Y YUUTENH ¢ HeoOXoIuMaTa MOAroTOBKa U 0) HATWYMETO Ha TPBLKU CBETCKH yUH-
numa B bearapus, ch3ganeHn oT MECTHUTE TPBLKH KOMOHHU. TOYHO B T€3H y4U-
JIMIA 3aT109BaT J1a c€ y4aT ¥ MHOTo Obirapu. [1ouTH 1s10TO MbpBO MOKOJIEHUE Ha
Brarapckoro Bb3paxkgaHe ce 00pazoBajio B TE3W YUWIMIIA. Bb3nutanuuure um
OBJrapu BApBaJM, Y€ T ca HEOOXOAMMH, 3a 1a CTHIIM Ha Kpaka ObJrapckara mpo-
CBETa U JIa 3aII0YHE CAMOCTOSITEIIHOTO CH pa3BUTHE O€3 UyKI0 HOCPEIHUIECTBO.
[lepuoasT ot 1815 1., xorato EManyun BackunoBud oTBaps mbpBOTO €IMHOOBII-
rapcko yumimiie B CBumos, 10 1835 1., Korato ce OTKpHBa IIEPBOTO OBJITAPCKO
yuunuiie B ['abpoBo, e 3maTHUAT BeK Ha rpblKara KyiTypa y Hac. ToraBa ca Ha-
MUCAaHU U MOBEYETO MpaMaTHKH M TloMaraia, IpeBeJeHN ca yUeOHUIH, TPOU3Be-
JCHHS HAa aHTUYHU M HOBM IPBIKH MuUcarend U noeTH. ChIIEBPEMEHHO TOraBa
ce ToyiaraT OCHOBUTE M HA aBTEHTHYHAaTa ObJTrapcka MpocBeTa. BhIpexku enrHo-
(GUICTBOTO CH KHMYKOBHHULIUTE OT IBPBOTO U BTOPOTO MOKOJICHHE Ha bbarapckoto

I'pbuknsT HanmoHamcTHYECKU OJISTH 3a BpbliaHeTo Ha Llapurpan, Bp3cTaHOBsIBaHETO Ha Bu3an-
TUS U TPBLKO IOJIUTUYECKO U KyIATYpHO rocnofcTso Ha bankanute, 3rounoro CpeauseMHOMO-
pHe U 110 3eMUTe, 3aBIaJICHU IIpYU 110X0Ja Ha Anekcanabp Bemnuxu.

XapakTepeH B TOBa OTHOLLICHHE € CICAHUAT IIacax OT oemara ,,J opcku nbTHUK Ha I. PakoBcku:
] PBIIKH JHEIIHH W3TYIUIEHH CHHCATEeNIN M CTUXOTBOPIM OBJIHYBAT M MEUTAsT IOJIEMH CHHUILA.
3aBnajieHne ceIMOXbIMES! Pa3xoTKH MO BBCIIOPCKOTO KpaHOpexkune chbe 311aT0y0031aHu KoHe!
A3parcku yBecelleHUs 110 KpacHus My rpajunu! Busantuiicku crap npecron! Komy rpanunu na
cst mpoctupar ot Llapurpana no Edpara pexa! [lo MpakietoBure cThimose 1 nocie gak 1o lyHas
u no Casa peka... Jlanu He 1ie uM To nonpuceane? .
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IIPOCBEILCHNE KYJITHBHPAT B TE3W YYWIMIIA JII00O0OB KbM POAMHATA U CBOOOIATa
U HE T03BOJIIBAT OT HHCTPYMEHT 3a IIPOCBETA IPBUKUAT €3HK J1a CE IPEBbPHE B
JIOCT 3a YHUKEHHE U MOJLECHABAHE HAa HALMOHAIHOTO JOCTOHHCTBO®. O6pa3oBa-
TEJIHUAT METOJ] B T€3U YUWIHNIIA € TOMyJISIPHUAT ToraBa B3auMOYUUTENIEH METO
Ha Anzpio ben u [Ixoy3ed Jlankactsp, BbBeeH B I'bpIHist OT YUUTENS IO XUMHUS
ot Kepkupa Aranacuoc Ilonuruc, a B bearapus — ot Heodur Puscku.

EnHo or Hali-roneMuTe €NMMHOOBITApCKH YUWIMINA ¢ ToBa B MenHuk. B
,,OOMKHOBEHOTO * (HaYaTHO) YUIIHIIE OBJIrapuTe JOOMBAIH €JIeMEHTAapHH IT03HA-
HUS, a TIOBEYETO MPOABIDKABAIN B T.Hap. ,,/PBLUKO" YUIIHUIIE, KHJIETO B TOIUHU-
Te 1804-1837 mpenonasan u3BecTHUAT ToraBa Anam llanexk or Menoso. Hero-
BU yueHunu ca Heodur Puncku (1821-1828) u BepositHo Xpuctaku IlaBnoBuy
(1825-1828)°.

Emnno6bnrapckoro yurnuiie B [1moBaus, ocaoBaHo npe3 1780 1. 1 M13BECTHO
TOZT UMETO ,, | [eHTpaTHO TP BIIKO YIHIUIIE", OMIIO CMSITAJIO 32 Hali-aBTOPUTETHATA
rpblika oOpazoBaresiHa HHCTHTYIUS B bbnrapus. [loseue nHdopmanus 3a nei-
HocTTa My uma ciief 1840 ., Ho U mpeu TOBa € U3BECTHO, Y€ TaM Ca MPEenoaBain
BUJHU TPBLUKH U OBJIrapCcKu KHIKOBHHUIMN KaTo HeponsikoH AHTuMoc, Koncran-
tuHOC MKkoHomoc, Anam [lanek, iBan CenuMHUHCKHT 1 z[p.lo. OcHOBHUTE NpeaMe-
TH ca ,,[pbhIIKa TpaMaTHKa“ [T.e. TpaMaTHKa Ha CTApOTPBIKUS €3UK — OCII. aBT., b.
B.], aputmeTtnka, uctopus, reorpadus, GpEeHCKH, TYPCKH, IIPEBOM OT CTApOTPHII-
k1 Ha ripo3a — Kcenodownrt, Uzokpar, [lemocren, [lnyTapx u np. u moesust — Omup,
Ecxun, Epunun, Codoxsbi.

Enuno6sarapckoro yunnuiie B Co3omoin € ocHOBaHO B Kpas Ha XIX B. Tam
yuautencrsa Camymun Kunpuortuc, yuenuk Ha ['puropuii Capaduc u Bennamus ot
Jlecboc.

3a pa3nuKa OT IpaJoBeTe C MHOTOYMCIECHU I'PBLKH KOJOHUHM B I10-MaJIKU-
T€ CeJIMIIA M0 MPaBWIO YUUTEIUTE B IMHOOBITAPCKUTE YUMIIUINA ca ObJIrapu.
CrezBar JaHHM 3a HAKOM OT Te3u yuuauimall:

YueHnuu Ha rpbUKOTO yuniuule BB Benuko TepHoBO ca FiBan Momuunios,
Credan M3Bopcku, [letko CnaselikoB u Ap. BbB B3auMoyunTenHaTa cTeneH, Kos-
TO IPOIBJDKABAJIA TPU TOAMHY, YICHULIUTE NPUI0OUBAT eIeMEHTapHH 3HAHUS 110
TPBIKH, a B T.HAp. ,,IPBIKO* YUHIIMINE NPENOAABAHETO HA BCHYKU IPEAMETH CE
MPOBEXk/1a Ha TPBIKH.

B rppukoro yunnuie B CiuBeH y4yaT BUJIHU IpeAcTaBUTENN Ha briarapcko-
To mpocsenienne karo Visan Cenumuncku, Casa JJo6pornognu u 1o6pu UunTy-
JIOB.

8 Ilummanos 1965: 176.

° Tlak Tam.

10 B toBa yuumumte yun u K. ®otunos, px. [llummanos 1894: 623-624.
' TTannute nutupame o Anekcuesa 1979.
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Bo3nuranuuu Ha rpsukoto yumnuie B Koren ca Paitno IlomoBuy, Paiino
CrosinoBud u Iletsp bepon. Cnen 3aBbpriBaHeTo Ha KHsikeckara akaaemus B
Bykypew B nepuona 1819-1826 r. Paitno IlonoBuu craBa npenogasaren Tyk. B
yUHTENCKaTa CH JEWHOCT TOW HE 3arbpOBa OBJITApCKHUS €3WK, a TO pa3BHUBa Karo
HeoOXOoMMa MPeNOCTaBKa 3a MpUEMaHe B YUWIHIIETO. Benuku pa3sicHeHus 1o
ydueOHaTa MaTepHus CTaBaT Ha OBJITApCKH, KOETO JOMPUHACS 32 BH3JAWTaHETO Ha
OBATapcKus €3UK Karo 00pa3oBaTeieH HHCTPYMEHT.

Jocrta Obarapu n3y4aBaT TPBUKH 3K B ydminmieto B KapioBo, koeTo ce
rocelaBa OT MHOTO Jiella OT chceauuTe rpagose — Koren, [lnosaus, XKepaBHa,
Tymua u JloBeu. Be3nuranuuu Ha yuunuieto ca Einoru u Xpucro I'eopruesy,
botbo IlerkoB, Ban Cenumuncku, MBan boropos, I'eopru PakoBcku, I'aBpui
Kpscreny u mp. 12,

W3xmrounTenTHo romsiMa € posisiTa 3a QHIIONIOTHIeCKOTO 00pa3oBaHue B bbi-
rapus Ipe3 TO3W MEepPHoA Ha eTMHOOBIrapckoTo yumiuine Ha Emanynn Backu-
nmord B CBUINOB. BackuaoBud mpuBinya BHUMaHHETO Ha MHO3MHA OBJITapH C
aBTopHuTeTa Ha N0OBp yumrten. ToBa y4wmnuiie OT ,,eTHHOOBJITApCKO™ OBP30 ce
MPEBPBINA B ,,CIIOBEHOOBITAPCKO M IMa JIBE MPEUMYIIECTBA: a) OBITAPCKUIT Ce
Mpero/iaBa HapaBHO C TPBIKHS U 0) KaTo BB3NUTAaHUK Ha KHshkeckara akagemMus
BackunoBuu npbB mpuiiara TyK B3auMoyuuTenHust Merod. Ot 1832 1. Heros cb-
Tpynuuk € Heodur bossenu. [IpomykT Ha TOBa ChTPYIHHYECTBO € YICOHUKHT
,,Cnassnoboneapcroe demegoocmeo’ (1835).

Baxno msicTo 3aemar rppukute yuniauia B Makenonus — Oxpun, butons,
Kykymw u np.

Crnopen Anekcuesa (1979: 165) rppIkuTe yqminia ©MaT U3KITIOYUTETHA PO-
JIS1 33 Pa3BUTHETO Ha OBITAPCKOTO 00pa30BaHME MOPAIH CIASTHUTE IPHINHU:

a) B Te3W YUYWIWIIA 32 MPHB IBT MPe3 TYPCKOTO poOCTBO Ha OBITapUTE Ce
MIPEIOCTaBS Bh3MOXHOCT 33 CBETCKO 00pa30BaHIE;

0) BbB B3aWMOYYMTEIHUTE YYWIHIIA c€ 00ydaBaT KaJpu, KOUTO MO-KHCHO
pasnpoCTpaHIBaT B3aUMOYUYUTEITHUS METOI 110 IPYTH KpauIlia Ha cTpaHara;

B) OCBEH T'PBIIKH B TAX CE MPEIoiaBa U ObITapCKA U

T') TPBUKHUTE YIHITUINA OCUTYPSIBAT HA HAIIMTE KHIDKOBHUIIN JJOCTHII JI0 YIeO0-
HUTe 3aBefieHns B ['bpIiuist u B octaHanute yacTh Ha OcMaHCcKara UMITEPHS, J10-
MIPUHACAWKHY 32 TOBUINIABAaHE HA 3HAHUATA UM.

Hemanka gact ot yueHHIuTe He ce 3aJ0BOJISIBAT CaMO ChC 3HAHUATA, IPUIO0-
OuTH B rpbhlIKATE yuriuina B bearapus, u npogbikaBaT 00y4eHHETO CH B TIPOUY-
TUTE TPBIKY YYHUJIUINA U3BBH Npenenute Ha boirapus — B I'spuns, B JlyHaBcKuTE
KHSDKECTBA | TIP.

B mepBuTe necermnerns Ha XIX B. Haii-3HaUNMMOTO OT Te3W y4eOHH 3aBelie-
Hus e Kasokeckara akagemus B bykypenr, n3BectHa karo [ pwiko yuniwie ,,CB.

12 Anexcuena 1979: 163.
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Capa“. B mepuoma 18161821 1. Tam ce obyuaBar Paitno ITomoBud (1816—1818)
u Iletsp bepon (ot 1819 1. mo 3akpuBanero Ha yumwmieTo). [To oHOBa BpeMe B
KHusxeckara akajgeMusi IperoaBaT BUIHA IPBIKH KHWKOBHHIY KaTto Heoduroc
Hykac, Credanoc Komurac, Bennamun ot Jlec6oc u mp. [Ipe3 18141821 r. e
pasuBeThT Ha Knsbkeckara akagemus B SIII, KbIETO ydaT ceAMHHA Obarapu'.

B rpeukoro yunnume B Kunonus (AiiBanm) B Mana A3zus, U3BECTHO Karo
~EnuHomy3ei®, yun MBan CenumuHcku. ToBa yunmnuiie, Kakto U Te3u B CMup-
Ha 1 XWOC, ca CMATaHU 33 HaW-IIPOTPECUBHUTE YUeOHHU 3aBe/leHUS KbM Kpas Ha
XVII u nHauanoro Ha XIX B.

3a emuH kparbk nepuon (1836—1838) Haii-mpodyTo cpell yueHOIOOHBHTE
Obsirapu e ,,Cuponuranumero’ Ha Teodunoc Kaupuc na 0o-8 Anapoc. [Ipes tpure
TOJIMHU, B KOUTO ()YHKIIMOHUPA YUWIHIIETO, TaM ydaT MBan CennumuHcky, MBan
Hobposcku, 3axapu Ctpymcku, Ctosa Yomakos, I. Atanacosud u Ap. OCHOBHU-
Te TIpenMeTy ca gmrocodus, GUIOIOTH, MaTeMaTHKa, MeTadu3uKa, ETHKA, pe-
TOpUKA, aCTPOHOMHUS, XUMUS U Teonorud. EHTycnasupanu ot cBoOOI0MI0ONBUTE
uaen Ha AJaMaHTHOC Kopauc”, HAIIMTE ChHAPOHUIIM OCHOBARBAT ,,ClIaBIHOOBJI-
TapcKo APYKECTBO™ C IIeJl Pa3NpOCTPAHABAHETO M KyITUBUPAHETO Ha OBJITapCKUS
€3WK, KOHTO € CMATaH OT YICHOBETE Ha APYKECTBOTO 32 MOIAXOISII HHCTPYMEHT
3a mpoOyKIaHETO Ha HAPOJa M M3rOHBAHETO Ha TPBIKUS KIMP OT Bhirapus'.
[TarproTaHOTO MEN0 OT AHApPOC ce ImpoabbkaBa mpe3 1841 . oT ObJIrapcKuTe
CTyAEHTH B ATHHA, OCHOBAJIU ,,MaKeTOHCKOTO APYXECTBO™, YUATO I Omia e-
HOBPEMEHHOTO BbCTaHNE HAa BCHUKU OBJITapH.

®anapuorckoto yunnuie B Lapurpan (c opunmanno ume ,,Bennko yannu-
e Ha Hammara®™) e Haii-cTapoTo ¥ aBTOPUTETHO TPBIKO yummiie B OcMaHCKara
nMmrepus. [lo nHnnuatua Ha Jumutpuoc Mypy3suc, JOBEpEH YOBEK HA CyITaH
Cemuw 111, ipe3 1804 1. yummmeto e npereceHo B Kcupokpunu (Kypydemme).
B t03u npouyT obpazoBarenen HHCTUTYT npenoaasat Suuc [lanamac, Hukonaoc
Jloraguc, Camyunn KunpuoTuc u Ipyrd BUAHU TPBUKU KHIKOBHULIU. Tyk ciex
1836 1. mpoxwsmkaBar oOydeHueto cu 44 Owarapu, cpen xkouto ['aBpun Kpbcre-
Bu4, ['eopru Pakocku, MBan boropos, Casa [loOpomionnu, ex3apx AHTuM I.
OCHOBHHUTE AUCIUILIMHY Ca TPEBOJ] OT CTAPOTPHIKH aBTOPH, METPHKA, ITOETHKA,
TEOJIOTHS, PETOPHKA, CHHTAKCHC U MPUPOIOMATEMAaTHIECKH HAYKH.

B BorocnoBckoTo yuunuiie Ha 0-B XaJlKH MPUCHhCTBUETO Ha HAIIM CHHAPOJ-
HUIM € 0c00eHo oce3arenHo ciien 1847 1., Korato € OCHOBaHa Karepa 1o YepKOB-
HOCTIaBSIHCKH, pbKoBOzeHa B ieprona 1848—1852 1. or Heodut Punckn.

13 Bx. Anexcuena 1979: 178.

14 Tpwuxy xamxonuk (1748-1833), nekap no o6pasoBanue, U3IaTeN HA IOPEIUIIA OT TIPOU3BEIE-
HUSI Ha CTapOrPBLKH aBTOPH M MHOTO IPYrM KHUATU. ENMH OT MHTENEKTyalluTe, MPeIIoKIIN
pelIeHre Ha IPBIKHS €3UKOB BBIIPOC.

15 By, [lIummanos 1965: 56 u Apuaynos 1928: 165.
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Crnen ocBoboxaeHHeTo Ha ['bpIms CuiieH cTaBa WHTEPECHT KbM BHCIINTE
yunnnma B AtuHa — [leqarorndeckisi HHCTUTYT U ATHHCKHAS YHUBEPCHUTET, OT-
BopwII BpatH ipe3 1837 r. EnquH oT mbpBUTE OBITApCKH CTYACHTH B Hero e VBan
CenmuMUHCKH, BB3ITUTAaHUK Ha MEAUIIMHCKUS (DaKyTeT.

B 00o0mienrne Ha Te3W AaHHU Ie NUTHpaMe CTaTHCTHKaTa Ha AJeKCHeBa
(1979: 178), criopen kosito B iepuona ot kpas Ha X VIII B. 1o OcBoOOKIEHHETO
Ha bearapus (1878) B rppIknTe YIHINIIA U BUCIIA YI€OHH 3aBeIEHUS y4ar HaJl
160 6bnrapu — 44 BB @anapuorckoTo yumnuiie, 35 B KHskeckara akaneMus B
Byxypemt, 30 B AtnHa (ATHHCKM YHHUBEPCHTET U 1p.), 23 B borocioBckoro yuu-
Juuie Ha 0-B Xayky, 21 B ThproBcKOTO yUMWIHIIE HA 0-B XaJlKHU, § B YUHIIUIIETO
Ha 0-B AHnpoc, 7 B KHsbkeckara akamemus B Smr u 6 B Kugonus (AiiBanm).

Ot HanpaBeHUs OBP3 Mperien Ha TPHLUKATE YIWUJIHINA, TTOCEIaBaHu OT ObJI-
rapu npe3 XIX B., MOXKEM Ja 3aKIHOYMM, Y€ 3HAYEHUETO HAa TE3W YUYWIMILA 3a
,,A3KOBABAaHETO " HA IIBPBOTO MOKOJEHWE KHIXKOBHUIM U Jielin Ha bbiarapckoro
MPOCBEIIeHNe, TIOCTaBUIN OCHOBHUTE HA CBETCKOTO 00pa3oBaHME U MOCENH CeMe-
HaTa Ha OBJTapCKUs MATPHOTHIBM, € OTPOMHO. | PBIKM BB3MUTAHUIN Ca TaKH-
Ba ¢urypu xaro ['eopru PakoBcku — uaeonor Ha HalMOHATHOOCBOOOIUTEITHOTO
nerxkenue, lleTsp bepon — aBrop Ha epBUs ObATapck yueOHnk, Heodur Pu-
CK{ — BUJICH KHIDKOBHHUK U INPEKTOP HA ITbPBOTO OBITapcKo yuniwiie B ['abposo,
KoncranTia @OTHHOB — W3JaTeN Ha MBPBOTO OBJITAPCKO CHHCAHHE, 3aCITYKUIH
uHTenekTyanuu karo EManyun Backugosuu, Jumutsp Munaaunos, iBan Cenu-
MuHCckH, CtosiH HomakoB, napuoH MakapHonojicKu ¥ MHOTO IPYTH.

2. BUOTPAONYHU CITPABKU 3A ABTOPUTE HA IIOMATAJIA
3A U3YYABAHE HA I'PBIIKHM E3MK 1O OCBOBOXJIEHUETO

B Ta3u gact ot yBoza npezasiaraMe KpaTky CBEAECHHUS 3a )KMBOTA U AEHHOCTTA
Ha aBTOpPHUTE Ha M3CIEIBaHUTE OT HAcC IloMarajga, OCHOBABAIllHM CE ITIaBHO HA €H-
LUKJIONEANATa ,,bbArapcku Bb3pOXKIEHCKH MHTENIEKTYallH ‘, CbCTaBEHa OT KO-
nextuB, Haueno ¢ npod. H. I'enues (I'enueB 1988). 3a cwkanenue qopu B Ta3u
n3vepraTeHa CHIHUKIONEANs Ha ObIrapcKUTe MHTENEKTYyalIlH, ThProBIH, CBE-
HICHUIM U Tp. JMIICBAT YacT OT MMeHaTa Ha aBTopute. ToBa JOHSIKBIE ce 0bsic-
HsBa ¢ aKTa, ye YecTo PhKOMUCHUTE ca OMIIM 3a JTMYHO MOJI3BaHE U HE Ca CTaBajH
00IIECTBEHO AOCTOSHKE, KOETO Aa MPeau3BHKa OOIIECTBEH HHTEPEC KbM aBTOpa
U OTTaM — [IOMAJJaHETO MY CpeJl IMYHOCTUTE, pa3IIelaHu B EHIMKIONEANATA. 3a
Ch)KaJIeHHE TaM He ce CIIOMEHaBa I0pH aBTOPHT Ha Hail-go0para rpbliKa rpaMaTri-
ka oT BpeMeTo npenu Ocoboxkaenuero — Gumn Bennes. ToBa ume nuricsa u B
JIpyTH ObITapCcKy EHIMKIONEANH. ENMHCTBEHUAT HAYMH 1a ce YCTaHOBST CBeJie-
HUSI 32 )KMBOTA HA HECTIOMEHATUTE B HUMKJIONEIUSTA aBTOPHU € €IHO M0-3a1bJ100-
YEeHO MpoyuBaHe BbB (POHI0BETE HA BBIarapckus HCTOPHUECKU apXUB.
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Jparan Manues!® (ncesnonnmu Jlumutsp Bacunes, J1. Becennos)

(1824-16.05.1908)

Ponen B barak, kpieTo mppBoHaYaIHO yuu npu Halinen Mosaxosuu. Ipo-
IbkaBa obpaszoBanueto cu npu Huxmdop IlomkoncranturoB B Ilazapmxux
(1849-1851). VYuwmrencrsa B PamgmmoBo, barak, Ilepymuma, [lmosmus. Ilpes
1862 r. 3anouBa AeitHocTTa My Kato u3paren. OTBaps BTopaTa II0 OHOBa Bpeme
kHIKapHUIa B [ImoBauB, a mo ksCcHO — HeliHN Ki1oHOBe B CBumIoB u ConyH. [Ipes
1875 r. e 3amono3psiH B yuactre B CTapo3aropckoTo BHCTaHHE W € 3aTBOPEH B
Comynckus 3arBop. Crex kato e ocBoOoneH, eMurpupa B bykypern mox nMeTo
. BecenunoB. Tam HacnensiBa nedarHuiiata Ha Xpucto bore, B KOsATO U3gaBa
penaktupanus ot Credan bobdues B-k ,,Ctapa mnanmaa“ (1876—1877). U3naren
€ Ha mppBaTa ctuxocoupka Ha MBan Bazos ,,IIpsmopen u rycia“ u Ha JeCeTKH
y4ueOHUIM ¥ KHATH. YdacTBa B CrequHennero Ha KusxectBo benrapus u M3tou-
Ha Pymenus. Ymupa B I1n0BauB.

Emanyun Backugosnu!’

(Oxomo 1795-30.09.1875)

Ponen e B MenHUK, KbAETO YYU B TAMOIIHOTO I'PBUKO YUMIIMLIE. YUYUTEN € B
CBuioB B mppBOTO enuHOOBATapcko yummiie (1815-1845). B Ceumios padotu
¢ Heodwur bo3senn, a ceq 1832 1. m ¢ Xpucraku [laBnosud. 3aeqHo ¢ bo3senn
CBCTaBAT ,,CraBsHOOOMTapcKoe aeTeBoactBo™ (1835). IIpe3 1845 . Backumosud e
yBoNHEH 0T CBHIOBCKOTO YYHIIHUINE, KBIETO TIPEeKapBa IBJITH TONUHU. ToBa IbII-
0OOKO o HacKbpOsIBa M TOM M3/IMBAa HETOAYBAHUETO CH B OWorpadmaHaTa CH TBOP-
6a ,,IIpeckpobHoe onmpasnanme’. Crex karo yuutenctsa B [Inesen (o 1854 1), ce
3aBpBIla OTHOBO Karo yuuTen B CBumoB. OcBeH ydacTHero B ,,CraBsHOOONTAp-
CKO€ JIETEBOJCTBO € TIPEBeI OT IPBLKH M MHOTO YUeOHHUITH, PETUTHO3HU KHUTH U
IIp. ABTOp € 1 Ha TPpBhIKa rpaMaTrka (Ne 2 B HACTOSIIIOTO U3CIICABAHE).

3axapuii [Tonxpucros Kpyma!'®

(11.02.1810-18.11.1881)

Ponen B CaMOKOB B CeMEWCTBOTO Ha CBEUIEHWK. B pomHUA cu Tpaj y4du B
rpeikoro yuniuiie Ha Heodur Pusickn, a mocie B 'abposo (1836). Yuurencrsa
B CamoxoB, Konpusmuia, Codwust, Bpama, Onpun, [Tarartopurie, Paqomup. Karo
yunren B OpuH mpHeMa pycKo MOJaHCTBO. EMWH OT pasmpocTpaHUTENUTe Ha
,,B3aMOYYHTEITHATa METOJA " U PaJIETel 3a JeBUIecKo oOpazoBanue B brarapws.
Bsewma ygactie B 6opbara 3a ppKoBHa He3aBucHMOCT. [IpeBern e oT rpwiky ,,Ka-
JIeHaap, COYNHEH 3HaMEeHHUTOro acTporHoMa Kazamusa“ (1854).

16 Tenuen 1988: 397-399.
17 I'eruen 1988: 107-108.
18 'erruen 1988: 363.
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Koncrantun ®otuHoB

(Oxomo 1790-29.11.1858).

Ponen B CaMokoB. Yuu B pOAHHUS CU Ipaj, a MOCJIE B IPHUKOTO YUHINLIE B
[TnonuB. Cren ToBa mpoabibkaBa obpazoBanueTo cu B I'bprwst (Kumonus). Oxo-
70 1842 1. paboTH KaTo MpeBoaad OT TPBIIKA BbB ()PEHCKOTO TEHEPATHO KOHCYII-
ctBo B CMHUpHAa, KBJETO pa3BUBa KHWYKOBHA U MPOCBETHA JeiHOCT. [Ipe3 1842 1.
n3aBa MpoOHMs Opoit Ha crmcanwue ,,JIF0OOCTOBHE, YMETO PEIOBHO H3JIM3aHE
3anouBa npe3 1844 r. Cnex 1850 r. 3amouBa J1a ce 3aHUMaBa ¢ ThbProBUs U Ce IIpe-
mectBa B Llapurpaz. Ilpuema npemiokenuero Ha bpuranckoro Oubieicko apy-
’KE€CTBO U 3amo4Ba pabdora mo npeBox Ha CBeroro Ilncanne. Ymupa B Llapurpan.
OcseH cr. ,,JItobocioBue* n3aaBa rpbplika rpaMaTHka, ,,JlymecioBre 3a moyueHue
Ha gemara™ (1852 1), mpeBexaa oT TPBIKH ,,00moe 3emieonucanne™ (1843) u
np. O6mupHa MOHOTpadus 32 HETOBHUS XKUBOT M JIEWHOCT M3Jm3a mpe3 1994 1.
(1anoBa 1994, mx. oubmuorpadusara, cwio I'erues 1988: 674).

Heogur Pusncku'® (cercko nme Hukona Ionnerpos bennn)

(1793-04.01.1881)

Ponen B baHcko, KbIETO YUU B TAMOLIHOTO IIBPKOBHO KWJIMMHO yYMIIHLIE,
a ciep ToBa B Puiickust MaHacTHp, KbAETO cTaBa MoHax. [[o-KbCHO TpOIBIIKa-
Ba 00yueHneTo cu B MenHHK npu n3BecTHUs yunten Anam llamek (1822-1826).
Crnen xaro 3aBbpmiBa oOpa3oBaHneTo cu, HeoduT 3amouBa yuurencka AeHHOCT
B CamoxoB (1827—-1831). Cien ToBa kKato TakcuauoT xoau B Kazannwk u Llapu-
rpaa. Ot KazaHinbk ThpHOBCKUAT MUTponoauT Mnapuon ro mpama B bykypeut,
3a J1a M3y4yH ‘B3aMMOYYHTEIHaTa MeTona’ (HapudaHa olle W OelUTaHKacThpCKa).
Crnen 3aBpblllaHETO CH B poauHara npe3 1835 1. Toil oTKprBa MbPBOTO B3aWUMHO
yunnmine B ['abpoBo u mpemonasa B Hero 110 1837 1. [lo-kbcHO e yuuten B Kom-
pusmmna (1837-1839), B Puickus manactup (1839-1848), kpaeTo ocBeH ydu-
Ten e u cekperap, B borocmoBckoro yumnmine Ha [lapurpaackara marpuaprms
Ha 0-B Xanku (1848-1852). [Ipe3 1852 r. ce ycraHoBsBa B Puiickus maHactup,
KBJIETO OCTaBa A0 Kpas Ha kuBoTa cu. B ronunute 18601864 e urymen Ha ma-
HacThpa. ABTOp € Ha peluiia AUAaKTHUYECKH TpyaoBe: ,,bonrapcka rpamaruka
(1835), ,,Banmoyunrennu Tabmunu® (1835), ,,Kpatkoe m sicHoe n3moxenme™
(1835 r., pasmmenano mox Ne 1 B HACTOSIIOTO M3CIEABaHE), ,,CITy>KOH C )KUTHEM...
orna Hamrero Moanxa Prickaro uynorsopia® (1836), ,,Kpacromucanue® (1837),
2Aputmeruka“ (1851), ,,Xpucromarus ciasHckaro sipuka® (1852), ,,Onucanme
Oonrapckaro cBemeHHaro MoHactups Pusckaro (1879).

19 Byk. I'enuen 1988: 459.
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Paiino ITonosuu?’ (Paiino Cx6eB CTOSHOB)

(Oxomo 1773-08.12.1858)

Pozen B c. KepaHa, CinuBeHCKo. YuH B KWIMitHOTO yuriinte Ha JKepaBHa,
nocie B Cnueed. Ciie; HIKOTKOTOAUIITHO YYUTEICTBAHE 3aMIHABA Ha TMTOKJIOHE-
Hue B AtoH. PasmmpsiBa ob6pazoBanuero cu B ConryH, Ha 0-B Xuoc U B bykyper
B yumunmieto Ha H. [lykac. Yuuten e B XKepasna u Kapmoso (1828-1852). He-
rosu yuenuu ca I. Pakoscku, I'. KpbcreBuu, EBnoru I'eoprues, borso IleTkon
Y JIp. BUJIHU BB3POXKICHIN. YecTo e yrmpekBaH B IpbKO(UIICTBO U HACAKJAHE Ha
rppukus nayx. IlpeBexxna ot rpbiku e3uk E3omoBute 6acam (1854), ,,Xpucro-
utuss uian Omaronpasme... (1837), ,,Kpatkoe TonkoBaHwme Ha 0O0KECTBEHHUST
xpam...“ (1837).

Xpucraku I1apnosuy?!

(Oxomo 1804-1848)

Ponen B Jynnuna. Yuu B Pusickus ManacTup, KbIETO € Kaiyrep. B nepuoaa
1825-1828 r. e u3npareH B rpbLUKOTO yUriInLle B MENHUK, KbJIETO € YUYEHUK Ha
Anam anek. [To-kbcHO yuu B Csip. [1o mokana Ha cBUIIOBIH, 3aeHO ¢ EManywmn
BackunoBud, npemnogasa B TAMOIITHOTO €IMHOOBITapcko yummmiie. [1pe3 1841 r.
OCHOBaBa CBUIIOBCKOTO JIEBUYECKO yUmiHiIe. YMupa B CBUIIOB OT Xonepa. AB-
TOp € Ha y4eOHUIN IO apUTMETHKA, TpaMaTHKa, peBoad Ha ,,bacHocnoBue CuH-
THH prmocoda’.

3. CTPYKTYPA HA U3CJIEABAHETO.
N3ITIOJI3BAHU BUBJIMOTEYHN ®OHJIOBE

W3cneaanute momaraia ca 000COOCHU B TPH TPYIIH: CHAPOneyamuy KHUSHU,
damupanu peKonucu u Heoamupanu pvronucu. B paMkuTe Ha BCeKH pasieln choT-
BETHHTE ITOMAarajia He ca MoApeIeHH 10 rOANHATA Ha 3aBaHe (MK TaTHPOBKATa
B TEKCTA 3a PHKOITUCHTE), & CITOPE]T BUA ChAbPiKaHKUEe — MBPBO Ca MOCTABSHH Ipa-
MaTHKUTE (TYK BKIIFOUBAME M ChUMHCHHUATA IO ()OHETHKA U CUHTAKCHC), CIICBAT
PEUYHMITUTE, PA3TOBOPHUIIUTE M HAKpas MmoMarajgara ChC CMECEHO ChAbPIKAHHUE.
3a ;1a ce KOMIIEHCHpa JIMTcaTa Ha moape0a Ha KHUTUTE B XPOHOJIOTHYEH Pejl, B
MPUIIOKEHHE TIPUIaraMe XPOHOJOTHYHH TaOIHIIH.

ITpu peanu3upaHeTo Ha HACTOSAIIOTO M3CICIBAHE Ca M3MOJI3BAHU CICTHHUTE
oubnmoreunu (HOHIIOBE:

1. 3a u3crenBaHETO HA CTAPOINCYATHUTE KHWTH € W3MON3BAH MOAPBYHHSAT
¢doua Ha OTena 3a pHKOIUCH U CTaporneyaTHy kuuru Ha HapognaTta 6ubmnoTeka

S99

,»CB. ¢B. Kupun u Meronuit. Curnarypure Ha T€3u KHUTH ca JIBa BUJA!

20 Bx. Tenuen 1988: 550-551.
21 Bx. Tenuen 1988: 488-489 u Pycunos 1982.
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a) [IepBuAT THI ca curHATYpH OT Thma 35.28; 58.32.427, KbI€TO HAW-ISICHO-
TO gucIIo (Hamp. 28 wiu 427 OT TOpHUTE PUMEPH ) € HOMEPBT, IO KOWTO KHATaTa
ce HaMHpa B KaTaJiora WiId Ha padToBeTe, HaA-IIBOTO uncio (35 wimm 58 B mpumMe-
puTe) 03HaUaBa rOAMHATA HA W3/laBaHe, a TaM, KBJIETO IO cpelaTa uMa OIIle €IHO
4quCIo (BBB BTOPUS mpuMep — 32), TO 03Ha4aBa HOMEpa Ha KHUTaTa CIpsMO BCHY-
KM U3IaJIeHH TIpe3 ChIara TOAUHA KHATH. Te3u KHATH ce ThPCAT Mo Hall-IsCHOTO
YHUCIIO Ha CUTHATYpaTa Wi 110 Hai-1s1BOTO Ha roguHUTE (7).

0) BropusT Bu CHTHATYpH Ha CTApONEUaTHUTE KHUTH € OT OHAA C PenKH
rpbIKU KHUTH Ha Hapomrara 6mbmmoreka ,,Cs. ¢B. Kupun u Meromuii®. Te nmat
curHarypu ot tumna R. rp. 837.4, R. rp. 802.1 u np.

2. M3crnenBanuTe phKOMHICH ca 000co0eHH B TpH (hoHAA:

a) Tesu cwe curHarypu camo ¢ yrcneHa cberaBka (791, 384 u mp.) ce Hamu-
pat BbB (DOHIA HA CIABIHCKHUTE PHKOMUCH (BXK. OnOnmuorpadusTa 3a CbOTBETHUTE
OTINCH).

0) Prromucure che curaarypu ot tumna Ip. 19, I'p. 125 u np. ca ot donma
Ha TPBUKH U APYTH yKI0€3UUHHU phKonuch Ha HaponHara Gubnmoteka ,,CB. cB.
Kupun u Meromuii*. Onmcanu ca ot Manso CrosHOB (1973).

B) Tperara rpyma ca HSKOJKO PBKOIMHWCA, ChbXpaHsABaHW B beiarapcku umcro-
pudeckn apxuB Ha Hapomnrara 6ubnmoreka ,,CB. ¢B. Kupun u Metommii“. imat
curHarypu ot tumna II B 6441, 11 B 9173 u np.

Tam, KbIETO CUTHATYPHUTE Ca Pa3INYHU OT H30POCHUTE, MaTEPHATINTE HE CE
nmazsaT B Haponnara 6mbnmoreka ,,CB. ¢B. Kupnin u Meromuii®.

OT BCHYKH TIPEACTaBEHH MOCOOHS JIMYHO CMe MPOYYHIN BCUYKH €IWHHUIIH
(cTaporeyaTH KHATH M PBKOIIMCH), ChXpaHsBaHu B Hapognara oubnmorexa ,,CB.
cB. Kupmn n Metomnii™ n YauBepcurerckara oubmioreka Ha CY ,,CB. Kimument
Oxpuacku®. OcraHanuTe PHKOIKCU Ce TpeaAcTaBsaT mno onuca Ha M. CTosHOB
(1970). Tam, KBIETO CME TON3BANN U IPYTH U3TOUHUIIH, TOBA € U3PUUHO YKa3aHO.

B n3cnenBaHeTo ca M3MONM3BaHU CIETHUTE CHKPAIEHUS:

HBKM-OPCK = Hapomna 6ubiauoreka ,,Cs. cB. Kupwmr u Metoamii“, Otaen
3a PHKOMHCH U CTAPOTIEYaTHN KHHTH.

HBKM-BUA = Haponna 6ubamoreka ,,Cs. cB. Kupwt u Meronuii, bsarap-
CKH UCTOPHYECKU apXUB.
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II. CTAPOITEYHATHU KHUI'U (Ne 1-13)

Ne 1

MECTOHAXOX/IEHUE: HBKM-OPCK, curn. Ne 35.28
BU: Kypc no gonetnka

ABTOP: Heodur Puncku

3ATJIABUE HA OPUTMHAJIA: , KpaTkoe u sICHOE H3JIOKCHHE 32 pa3zec-
JICHHETO, HaYepPTaHUETO, HAMMEHOBAaHUETO U MIPOM3HOIIEHHETO HA MICMEHara, 1
MPaBUJIa 32 CPULIAHUETO, IPOCOANATA U CJIOTAT U 33 IPABOTO YETCHE Ha IPEUECKUS
s3uk ot Heopur Mepomonax I1. T1. Punma, B Banrpaz, B kasKecko-cepOckoit Tu-
norpagum, 1835 .

I'OAVUHA HA U3JIABAHE: 1835r.

CTPAHULIN: 36

I. ,,Jlto6e3Hn eqHOIIEeMEHHN YHTaTeNo — ¢ ToBa 0OpbieHne Heodur 3a-
[0YBa yBOZA KbM KHHUTraTa CH, C KOWTO MCKa Jja O4epTae Moja3aTra OT IPbLKHS €3UK.
Wma MHOro rpbLKH yYWIMINA, TBBPAM TOM — M TO HE CaMO €JIEMEHTapHH, HO U
TaKrBa, B KOUTO c€ TPEeroiaBaT BUCOKM HAayKU. 3a CMETKa Ha TOBa OBJITapuTe Hsi-
MarT JIOpH €IHO YYHIIMIIE, B KOETO Ja ce mpemnoaasa Oparapcku. Heodut Punckn
yOexxJaBa 4uTaTeIuTe CH, Y€ IPBLUKHUAT € IOJNE3€H, 3all0TO Ha HEero ,,ce HaXoX-
JIaT pa3IUYHH JIIOOOMUTHU CIMCAHUS U CHYKHUTE EIUCTUMU . ABTOPBT € YOeIeH,
4ye e 1mo-1o0pe ObiarapuTe Aa ydaT TPBLKH, OTKOJKOTO JAaTHHCKH, HEMCKH HJIH
¢pencku. [lo-HaTaTbk aBTOPBHT TOBOPH 3a ObACUINTE CH IJIAHOBE B Ta3H HACOKA:
»--- VI TIOCIIE TOBa coOpaHHiile (KOETO € MPEeABAPUTEIHO MOHATHE Ha TPEUCCKUS
SI3UK) IMaM HaMepeHHe, ako MU JIOIyCTaT BpeMEHHUTE 00CTOSITEICTBA, U MOAe
nomo bonrapckoro uectonobue, Aa U3NaAeM Ha CBSIT U IBIHMUAT JEKCUKOH 32
I'peueckusat n boarapckusat s3uk. Tos JlekcukoH He mie Aa Oyle C TakOB YUH,
KaKBOTO 1110 Ca C€ U3JjaBaJli 10Cera HEKOU JIEKCUKOHYETa, B KOUTO CE COAEepKaBaT
TOKMO HSKOJIKO MOTPEOHH PeuH, U TO HE MO aj(aBuTy, KATO 1a MOXKE HEKOH Ja
HaMepH KOsITO My ped moTpedyBa, HO CIIOPET MOTpeOrTe COYMHEHH, HO I1Ie 1a Oy/e
YrHEeH, 0OraT W MOJH C pa3inyHu u3paxenus, [ pamaruuecku, ['eorpaduuecku,
Aputmetnuecku, Pu3ndyecky, ACTPOHOMUYECKU MOHATHSI, IOCIOBUIM, CTPAHHU
U Hey000cOpATaeMH B JPYTH JIEKCUKOHH PEUH... M npueomosnasa ce geujecmeo-
mo My noumu om nemuadecem 200uHu, N HE € HYXIa J1a My ce IpeACTaBIIsiBa,
JIoOpuHara, 3al10TO pauyUTeINTEe HAa My3HTE [TO3HABAT IO KAKOB € U KaKoB Ii1e Oyre,
HO TOKMO eJHaIl Jia TOMOTHe OOT Jja u3je3e Ha CBST, 3aIl0TO HE € JIECHO U Ma-
JIOTPYAHO TOBA JI€JI0, HO TPeOOBaT MOTH KPOBAaBU M WKAMBEHUS TE€XKKH, OCTABSIM
JIpyTUTE TPYAHOCTH, KOUTO ca HEM30E)KHU 3a BCSIKAa KHHUTa, KOSTO CE IPEBPYUH B
tuniorpadusra...”. B xpas va yBoga Heodut Puicku n3passiBa ONTUMH3BM, Y€ H
TO3H HETOB TPYA U U3JE3IUTE IPEIH TOBA B3aUMOYUHUTETHU TaOJIUIH U CIOBEHCKA
rpamarHka Iie IOoCTaBsIT Jo0pa OCHOBA ,,3a Oaru HalexIu .
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II. Onucanue Ha ChABPKAHUETO

I71asa nvpea. 3a pa3aesieHUETO HA MIUCMEHAaTa

Coabpika, yBOJIHA YACT 33 Pa3/Ie)ICHUETO HAa TPHIKUTE OYKBU HA ChIVIACHU U
mIacHU (‘ChITIAaCHU | ‘CaMOTIacHU):

1. ‘CamornacHu’, KOUTO OMBAT:

— nuTOHTH, AEJSIIM Ce HA TOCTIIONCTBEHU: (L, AV, EL, OL, OV, 3I0yNoTpeOu-
TEJHU: ¢, 1], @, VL;

— IpyTH IVIACHU, JEJAIIN Ce HA ABITH: 1], @, KPATKU &, O VI JBOEBPEMEHHU!
a, i, v.

2. CpryacHH, KOUTO OMBAT:

— cyryou (aBoiinn): (, &,

— TOHKH: K, T(,T;

—ryctu: 0, ¢, x;

—cpennu: 3, y, 0;

— HenpeMmeHseMu: A, L, v, p;

— €IMHCTBEHOE: 0.

Iasa emopa. 3a HavepTaHNETO, IMEHOBAHUETO U TIPOM3HOIIEHUETO HAa TIHC-
MeHara

B Ta3u mmaBa Heodut pasmiexga Bcska OT nBaliceT UM YETUPHUTE OYKBH OT
rpbplkara a30yka OTKbEM HeliHaTa (OHETHYHA CTOWHOCT M OCOOCHOCTHUTE B IIPO-
n3HoIIeHneTo. OMUcaHusITa ca MHOTO MOAPOOHH W ITBJIHA, HO Ha MO-0COOEHUTE
3By (), O, ) aBTOpPBT ce 3aTpyaHsABa Aa JaJie TOYHO ONPEeeNICHUE U TBbP/IHY, Y&
TpsIOBa Ja ce HaydaT ,,0T KUB TOKMO IJIac’, CHped OT HOCHTEN Ha e3UKa.

IIpumepu:

a

A, a, AP, TPOU3HOCH ce KaTo CIOBEHCKOTO a3'h, A, &v&. OHO KaTo ce
ycyrybu [yaBou — Oen. aBr., b. B.] mpousHocar ce u aBeTe 4ucTO H. 1. AXQWV,
APoad. To He cTpaga HUKOTANI, CHped He NIPMa HUKOE H3MEHEHHe IIe Ja ce
CJIy4H, HO BCETJ/Ia COXPAHABA CBOAT YUCTUN M €CTECTBEHHIA TIac (a).

d

A, 0, 0éAta. U To He ce MPOU3HECH KAaTO CIABEHCKOTO J00PO, HO C SI3UKBT
3p0HTE, dWEOV, dOWL 32 TO U HETO OT KUB TOKMO ITIaC MOXKE J1a Hay4d HEKOH.
OHo Koraro ce ycyryou Mpou3HecaT ce W JIBEeTe YHCTO H. M. K&ddosg. U To Ha
CTpajia HUKOTall HUIIO.

B kpas Ha rnmaBara ce oTOess3Ba MPOU3HOIICHUETO HA PA3IMYHHUTE BHJIOBE
TUGTOHTH U Ha 3BYIHTE, KOUTO Cc€ OTOeNA3BaT rpaddHO C JBe OYKBH, M KOHTO
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0Tpa3sBaT IIIaBHO TyMH OT YY1 POU3XOJ, WK KakTo ka3Ba H. Puickn ... (I'pe-
YEeCKHUAT SI3UK) TpeOyBa Ja MUCyBa M HEKOW WY)KIIM pedr WIIM M CBOM HEKOW WC-
MpodeHu [pa3Bajenu — Oein. aBT., b. B.] ¢ mpyru nucmena, KOWTo ce He HaxOoXKJaT
y Tus 24-te*. CraBa BBIIpOC 3a cbriacHuTe Yk [g/, um [b], vt [d], ©C [dz]. Tyk
H. Puncku usmycka 7o [ts], koeto € 7100aBeHO OT HAKOM YnTaTel Ha PhKa.

Thasa mpema. 3a cpurianueTo

B Ta3u maBa ce maBar Hai-00IIMTE MPaBUIIA 38 CPUUKOPA3ICIISTHETO B TPBII-
kust e3uk. Heodur pa3mens cprimacHUTE Ha pa3ielrMH U HEpa3AeINMH, KaTo I10-
MECTBa CHOTBETHO W TaONHUIIA HAa HEPA3AEIUMUTE [T.€. TPYIH ChINIACHHU, KOUTO HE
Ce pa3melAT IpH MpeHacsHe — Oel. aBT., b. B.].

Ihasa uemevpma. 3a npoconusATa, cuped 3a INacoyIapeHUeTo

B Ta3m mmaBa ce BpBeXa MOHATHETO 3a yaapeHue (ToH, yaaperue). Heoput
Puiicku ToBopH ¥ 3a cMUCIOpasnHuUTENHaTa QYHKIMS HA YIApPEHHETO, KaTo ce
IUTHPAT U300HMIIHU IPUMEPH, B KOUTO MPOMSHATA B MSCTOTO MY BOJIU JIO TPOMEHH
B CMHCBJIA Ha JlyMaTa: dpyog — apyoc, Patoc — Patog, ovn — uovi, EKtoc —
&xToG, Oéa — Ocar, O¢pun — Oepun, uioog — poog, neibw — metbw n T.H. Io-
HATaThK CE OMKCBAT CIIyYauTe, B KOUTO C€ YIMOTpeOsBaT pa3IMyHHUTE BHIOBE ya-
penus (0lelar, fapela U TEPLOTIWIEVN). Pasmienanu ca U BeTe NPUANXaHUS U
TsxHara ynorpeda. B kpas Ha rmaBata Heodur ce cimpa Ha npenuHaTeTHUTE 3Ha-
M, pa3/elieHnd Ha ‘CTpacT’ [OTOeNsI3BaIly MPOITyCKaHe Ha HIKOSA IJIacHa — Oedl.
aBT., b. B.] u ‘3HaMeHus’ [T.e. mpenHATETHN 3HAIN — Oel. aBT., b. B.].

Thasa nema. 3a cnoreT

BbBexma ce MOHATHETO 3a CpHYKa, KAKTO M HaWMEHOBaHUSATA HA AyMHUTE
criopesi Opost CPUUKH: TBOECIIOKHHU, TPOSCIOKHHU, YeTBEPOCIOKHH, TTETOCIOKHH,
MHOT'OCJIOKHH.

Kawurara 3aBspimBa ¢ MocBeNieHHE KbM JTFOO03HATSTHUTE JIella, Ha KOUTO €
IIOCBETEHA KHUTATA.

Ne 2

MECTOHAXOXJIEHUE: HBKM-OPCK, cura. Ne R p. 837.4
BU: I'pamartuka

ABTOP: Emanyun Backugosuu

3AITIABUE HA OPUTMHAJIA:  ,TIadaywyikt] YOOUUATIKY] ThG
naAaag EAANVIKNG YAWOoOoNG éoavioOeloa HEV €k TOAAWV KaTd Te TO
evovvonToV Kkal evAnmrov Vo Eppavourjdov Baokidov tov €k Trg
kata v Makedoviav moAewe MeAevoikov, eig xonow twv v Ziotofiw
avToL padnTv.
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Tovov d¢ TvToLg éxdobeloa prAotipw kataPoAr) Tov Evyeveotdtov
Apyxovtog Lepddon Kvpiov ADavaoakn Eevokodtn

Ertiotaoia 6¢ tov pabntov avtov Kwotdkn @eodwoov

Ev ZtedpavovmoAet év 1q Tvmoyoadeiow tov Twdvvov Gott

TOIMHA HA U3JABAHE: 18371

CTPAHUIINA: XVI+ 180

I. Craporpsikara rpamarika Ha EManynn BackumoBuy 3amousa ¢ mpero-
BOD, B KOITO aBTOPBT pa3Kka3Ba KaKk TPBTHAI 110 IIBTS Ha My3HUTE, T.C. HAa HAYKHTE,
¥ KaKk cTaHas yqutes. OOpblia ce M KbM MIIAJICKHUTE ChC CICAHUTE NMAaTeTHYHH,
HalucaHu Ha cTaporpsuku aymu ,‘Ocot é0nAadoate T YAUKO VEKTAQ ATOLE
é¢xeo0e g EAANVIKNG” [,,kouTO O03aXxTe clajgkus HEKTap, 3aHUMaBaiTe ce
HEOTKJIIOHHO € TPBIKHU’ — Oen. aBT., b. B.].

I[IpearoBopsT 3aBbpIIBa ¢ HpHOMCKaTa: , Eyooa kata v €v Ziotofiw
EAAN VKNV oxoAnVv t1)c Metapoodpwoews 1836 Maiov 20 EppavovnAog
Baoxidov”.

II. Onucanne Ha CHABPKAHUETO

KakTo camMmusT aBTOp 00SICHSIBA B TPEArOBOpa, IpaMaTHKaTa ChIbpiKa 5 yacTu —
TUTUKOV, KAVOVIKOV, OUVTAKTIKOV, OXNUATIKOV, AVAAVTIKOOVVTAKTIKOY,
o0equHEeHN B 4 KHUATH.

I kaura — TuTikov

B Ta3u masa mo TpaJMIMOHEH HAYMH Ce pasIiIekaaT OCEMTe YaCTH Ha ped-
Ta: ONpENeNUTEeNICH WICH, UMe, IJIaroji, MeCTONMEHHe, MpuJacThe (ChIIacHO aH-
TUYHATa TPAAULUS MPUYACTUETO € YacT Ha peuTa), Npeasio3u, Hapeuus, ChIo3H.
OrekTUBHUTE H3MEHEHHSI HA UIMEHATa ca IOMECTEHU Ha eJIiH pej, 6e3 J1a ce mpa-
BAT OTJENHHM Tabnuim (KakTo € B rpamarukara Ha Oumnn Benues??), karo Taka
MaTepuanbT € IpeACTaBeH ocTa Henperieano. ChliecTBUTETHUTE UMEHA Ce pa3-
TIIeXKIAT TIOOTACTHO CIIOpE]l pojia, @ B PAMKUTE Ha OTJEIHUTE POJIOBE CE TOACIST
Ha PaBHOCPMYHH, U3ITHIIHOCPUYHH (TTEPLTTOOVAAQPa) U KOHTpaxupanu. B oT-
JIeJIeH pa3Jiell ca MOMECTeH! HEeMPAaBUIIHUTE ChIICCTBUTETHH.

[maronure ca pasmnpenesneHu B MET CIPEKEHNS: C yIapeHHe Ha BTopa Cpui-
Ka OT Kkpasd (BapvTova), KOHTPAaXUpPaHU Ha -@ (< -Aw), KOHTPAXMPaHH HA -
(< -éw), KOHTpaxXMpaHH Ha -@ (< -Ow) ¥ METO CHpeKeHHe — maronure Ha -yt Ha
¢. 53-80 e momecTeHa TabiMIla HA HEMPABWIHUTE TIIATOJIH, TTOAPEICHU 10 a30y-
4eH pexa. Tabnumara e qoOpe HampaBeHa W U3YepHaTeIHa, BKIIOYBA TOIsIMA 4acT
OT HETPaBWJIHHUTE TJIATOJM U € U3KIIIOUYUTEIHO TI0JIE3HA KaTo CUCTeMaTu3alus Ha
Marepuania.

22 Bs. no-noiny, paszen Craponeuariu Kaurd, Ne 4,
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II xaura

Kavovikov

Tasu kHura e HepasjenHa 4acT OT I'bpBara, 3allOTO B TUTILKOV ca JaJeHH
CaMO U3MEHEHHUATA Ha ChbOTBETHUTE YAaCTH HA PeuTa CIOPE] YUCIIO, PO, MaJeK,
BpeMe, 3aJI0T U T.H. 0e3 HUKaKBH APYTH O0OsICHeHHUs. Te3u MMeHHO OOsICHEeHHS ce
CBHIBPIKAT BbB BTOPATa KHHUI'a, KOATO 3aI104Ba C Pa3IIIekIaHeTo Ha OyKBUTE, CpPHY-
KHTE, TyMUTE, IyHKTyallusATa KaTo L0, CIeJl KOETO 3allouBaT IpaBuiia 3a OT-
JIeIIHATE YacTU Ha peuTa, Hanpumep: Kavoveg 100 0vouatog, KbIeTo ca BKIIIO-
yenu rasure [lepi kAioews, Kavoveg T'evixoi, Kavovec twv Apoevikay,
Kavovee tov OnAvkwv, Tlepi Prjuatoc, KbaeTo ca BKIIOYEHM IIpaBUIIaTa
Ilept avénoewc twv Mapayouévwv, Ilept avénocwc twv XvvOetwv, Ilept
MéAAovtog, Tepi Iapaxeipévov, Ilept Yrepovvtedixov, Ilepi AopioTov
A, Ilepi Aopiotov B', Ilept Méoov Iapaxeiuévov, Ilept IlaOntikov
Iapaxewuévov, Iept IaOntixov Aopiotov A, Kavovec KaBoArkoi.

EtvpoAoyuov

B Ta3m yact Ha KHHra BTOpa ce pa3miiekia eTHMOJOTHATA HA MMEHATa, Ka-
TO Te ca pasjielieHu Ha Apnpnuéva, Lvyxexpiuéva, Pnuatixa, [emompéva
[3ByKomozpakarenHu — 6en. aBT., b. B.] u Emtppnuatika. OTaenHo ce pasriex-
Jla €TUMOJIOTHUSATA Ha [JIaroa.

B xpas Ha riiaBara ce 000011aBar npaBuiiaTa 3a MOCTaBsHE HA YJapCHUATA U
ce MOMeCTBa KPaThK Kypc 10 TPABOIUC C Ha-BaKHUTE MpaBmIia 3a yrnorpeba Ha
pasnMyHMTE rpaUUHY 3HALM 3a MIacHuTe [if — 1, L, U, €L, 0L; [o] — 0, w; [e] — &,
oL ¥ T.H. B Kpas Ha KHUTATa ce CIIOMEHABAT U Pa3IMYHHUTE 