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NOTAS

1 Elguibnde A la recherche du temps perdu, publicado como The Proust

: Screenplay ya ha sido analizado por mi mismo en “Lenguaje cinematogréfico, estilo

y.punto de vista en The Proust Screenplay”, Misceldnea, n® 7 (1987), pp. 37-52.

2 Hubiera sido la segunda vez en la historia del cine en que una pelicula se

“narrase” integramente en primera persona o con cimara subjetiva. El hasta ahora

tinico experimento lo realizé Robert Montgomery en 1946 en Lady in the Lake.

3 En este sentido ver Almansi y Henderson (1983), quienes analizan toda 1a
producci6én dramética y cinematografica de Pinter como distintos tipos de juegos.

4, Harold Pinter, Accident, en Five Screenplays (1976), p. 228; cn sucesivas
citas de este guién, me referiré a la pgina que ocupan cn esta edicién, precedida de
las iniciales FS (Five Screenplays).

5 Nocl King (1981) hace referencia a esta intencién inicial del autor, poste-
riormente abandonada.

6 Joseph Losey es citado en Jack Byme (1982: 140).
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FORM AND MEANING
IN THE COLLECTOR

Susana ONEGA

Of all the novels writiecn by John Fowles The Collector is possibly
the one which shows the most discreet handling of time: a very simple
story, with no subplots to divert our attention, The Collector seems at

first sight a linear story told from the point of view of one narrator-

character (Frederick Clegg), only interrupted by the reading of
Miranda’s diary.

Clegg’s narration can be described as a narrative with internal
focalization where the narrator and the focalizer are the same: Clegg
speaks in the first person and restricts his observation t.o hj§ own
perception of events, to his own “point of view”. Inserted in this first
narrative, Miranda’s diary functions as an enormous anachrony, within
the primary discourse. After the first chapter, Clegg hands over the
narration to the only other actor in the story, Miranda, the victim, who
gives her own version of her drama. That is, we have the same story told
twice from different perspectives; thus The Collector may. be de-
scribed, in Genette’s terminology (1972), as a narrative with variable
internal focalization where the second version functions as a homodi-
egetic internal analepsis. The function of Miranda’s digry, asa recall,
is to modify the mcaning of the first narrative by offering a divergent
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interpretation of the story: the handing over of the narrative from Cle gg
to Miranda, thus, implies a change of narrative level: Miranda, who
was an actor in the first narrative, turns now into the narrator of the
second version, which continues to be subordinated to the first. In thjg
sense, Miranda’s diary functions as a hypodiscourse!, a discourse
subordinated to the first narrative and engulfed by it.

The b_éginning of the whole story can be traced back to some time
during Miranda’s last year at school:

The year she was still at school I did't know who she was... (p. 1).

Its ending to, approximately, three weeks after Miranda’s death, which
takes place sometime after the 7th December of her second year at the
School of Art:

The days passed, it is now three wecks since all that (p. 282).

Clni)'nologically, then, the events that constitute the story take
place in the course of three incomplete academic years. '

- Being both the narrator and the focalizer, Frederick Clegg will tell
his tales retrospectively, recording a scries of events he lived in the past
and which he will try to sum up for us, following a rough linear order,
though often digressing to add details about hisown background. Thus,
he will begin by evoking the first times he watched Miranda during her
vacation from boarding-school, and will go on to tell us about the
winning of the pools, the buying of the house, the adaptation of the

-cellar, the kidnapping, his relation with Miranda, her illness and dcath.

Basically, Clegg will alternate summary with reported dialogue: He
will often resort to summary itcratively, that is, instead of telling us
about the way he patiently spied on Miranda every day, for instance,
he will choose one particular day at random, implying its representa-
tive character by locutions denoting habitual action:

When she was home from her boarding school I used to see her almost every day

sometimes. (p. 1). -
T used to go and sitin her room and work out what she could do to escape. (p. 25).
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There were moments when I thought I'd have to go down and drive her back to
London like she wanted. (p. 38).
Well, every day it was the same... (p. 63).

ctc. B
This technique, which is a traditional one in realistic fiction, is also
the least mimetic: “summary” as opposed to “scene”, in Plato’s
rccommended narrative style: indirect spcech in which the narrator
boldly assumes his role of reporting the events in his own words. The
effect of such iterative summaries is to quicken up the pace to the
narrative, while with “scene” story time and narrative time tend to
proceed pari passu. '

Somectimes, Clegg abandons this narrative technique to report a
dialoguc. In general the dialogues he reports are singulative, that is,
they reproduce once events which only happened once: this is specially
the case with particularly significant conversations with Miranda.,

By altcrnating iterative summaries with singulative reported dia-
logues, Clegg’s narrative acquires a peculiar thythm of its own with
alternate quickening up and slowing down of the tempo of the narra-
tive. It was the Russian formalist Boris Eikhembaum? who first coined
the expression “unity of tension” to differenciate a short story from a
novel. Drawing on evidence from Edgar A. Poe’s criticism on his own
short stories, Eikhembaum stated that the structure of a short story is
similar to that of a lyric poem in that it has a “unity of tension”
throughout; the novel, on the other hand, has an epic structure, that is,
a structure where tension cannot remain unchanged but must perforce
concentrate around certain notable pinnacles. One factor contributing
1o the slackening or heightening of tension is the pace of the narrative,
which can be altered through the alternation of narrative techniques.
The Collector, like all novels, is an anisochronous narration in which
its peculiar rhythm, in this case in Clegg’s narrative, is obtained by the
alternation of iterative summaries and singulative reported speeches.

Clegg’s reported speeches are heavily marked by declarative
phrases and verbs. The narrator often tends to” synthesize a remark
uttered by himsclf and even by Miranda in his own words; and he often
adds to the report his own reflections and comments on what he or she
said; ‘
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‘If you let me go, I should want to see you, because you interest me very much?

Like you go to the z00? I asked. '

*To try and understand you’.

You'll ricver do that (/ may as well admit [ liked the mystery man side of our 1),
1 felt it showed her she didn't know every thing). ' '

“I don’t think I ever should’.

Then suddenly she was kneeling in front of me, with her hands up high, touching
the top of her head, being all oriental. She did it three times.

‘Will the mysterious great master accept apologies of very humble slave?’

I'1l think about it, I said.

‘Humible slave very solly for unkind letter?*

I had to laugh; she could act anything.

She stayed there kneeling with her hands on the floor beside her, more serious
giving me the look. ‘

‘Will you send the letter then?’ :

I made her ask again, but then I gave in.

It was nearly the big mistake of my life. (p. 71).

In a dialogue like this, choscn at random, Miranda’s uttered words
are isolated from the rest by the usc of inverted commas. These indicate
the change of level implicit in the narrator’s handing over of the
narrative to a character, also marked by the use of declarative verbs: /
asked; I said.

Alternating with Miranda’s direct speech we have in this dialogue:

1.- The narrator’s own remarks, either between brackets or
in reported speech:

a) (I may as well admit...)
b) She could act anything.
¢) It was nearly the big mistake of my life.
2.- The narrator’s report of their actions:
a) then suddenly she was kneeling...
b) I had to laugh...
¢©) she stayed kneeling... .
3.- And the narrator’s-indircct report of his own specch:
a) I made her ask again, but then I gave in.
One remark of Clegg’s in this dialoguc shows that the narrator
addresses himself to the reader:
It was nearly the big mistake of my life.
This remark functions in the narrative as a prolepsis, that is, it
functions as an anachrony directed into the future. It is a device the

FORM AND MEANING IN THE COLLECTOR 151

narrator uses to catch our attention, to excite our curiosity by alluding
1o some hidden fact the narrator alrcady knows and, thus, promises to
tcll. The paragraph following the onc quoted above includes a similar
prolcpsis: ‘

The next day I drove up to London. I told her I was going there, like a fool, and -
she gave me a list of things to buy. There was a lot. (I knew later to keep me busy).
. 71).

These prolepses are not soliloq\iizing comments or reflections, but
arc explicitly addressed to the rcader:

I used to have daydreams about her, I'used to think of stories where I met her, did
things she admired, married her and all that, nothing nasty, that was never until what
I'll explain later. (p. 11). .

The days we spent together, not together exactly, because I always went off
collecting and he’d sit by his rods,though we always had dinner together and the
journey there and home, those days (after the ones I'm going to say about) are
definitely the best I have ever had (p. 11).

In these two examples, the reader is clearly addressed. Often, the
prolepses also have a specific effect: they heighten the tension by
hinting at an imminent threat or horror:

She was so changed... that... I managed to forget what I had to do later. (p. 81).

There were just all those evenings we sat together and it doesn’t seem possible
that it will never be again. (p. 64).

what [ am trying to say is that it all came unexpected. I know what I did next was
a mistake, but up to that day I thought I was acting for the best and within my rights.

(p. 113). ‘
I could have done anything. I could have killed her. All I did later was because

of that night.(p. 101). :

When Clegg tells us that Miranda’s beauty allowed him “to forget
what I had to do later” the rcader cannot know that he is referring to his
decision to break his promise to release her after a month. Neither can
the rcader know that “it will never be again” refers to Miranda’s death;
or that “the mistake” he made was taking sadistic photographs of her
when she was in her last illness; or, again, that, “all I did later” was,
simply, to let her die without any medical aid. The reader doesn’t know
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all these things the narrator alludes to, and it is precisely this lack of
concretion that makes these prolepses horrifyingly threatening, while
at the same time they increase our desire to know the rest.

So far, we have considered Miranda’s diary as a hypodiscourse
within the first narrative. As regards its effect on narrative order, the
diary acts as an cnormous rctrospective anachrony, forin it a different
narrator will tell the same story again. From the point of view of its
reach, itis an internal analepsis, for Miranda will only report a part of
the whole story, the only part she was conscious of: from the day of her
kidnapping to the day (or a few days) before her death.

.I.\/ﬁranda’s narration, like Clegg’s, is told retrospectively: she starts
writing on the “seventh night” of her confinement, a night she tenta-
tively dates as the 14th of October. Except when she digresses into her
own past before the kidnapping, the gap between story and narrative
time is very short, for she theoretically records in her diary every night
the events of the previous day. This gap is further shortened as the diary

- reaches its last entry dated “December”. At a certain point Miranda

lapses from the preterite into the present tense:

(Evening). He brought a thermometer. It was 100 at lunch and now it's 101.1
feel terrible.

I've been in bed all day.

He's not human.

Oh God I'm so lonely so utterly alone.
I can’t write. :

T will not give in.
I will not give in.

I won’t die I won’t die.
Dear G.P., this (pp. 256-9).

The change from the past to the present and the ending of the
chapter with a broken sentence Miranda fecls too weak to end, indicate
the overlapping of narrative and story time: the end of the story
Miranda narratcs coincides with the end of her life. Still, as the last but
onc entry of her diary is dated 7th of December and the last one simply
as December, we can say that the diary runs from the 14th of October
to a day or perhaps a few days after the 7th of December of Miranda’s
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second year at the School of Art, while Clegg’s narration continues for
several more days —three more weeks, to be precise, as we shall later
leam— so that both the beginning and the end of Miranda’s narration,
and so her present are included within the past of Clegg’s narration.
That is to say, Miranda’s present is still past with respect to Clegg’s
present. ' '

In Clegg’s first narrative, as has alrcady been seen, narrator and
focalizer coincide: the person who “tells” and the person who “sees”
are onc and the same. The handing over of the narrative to Miranda in
the sccond chapter has interesting implications: Miranda becomes the
narrator of her diary, a diary she has hidden under the mattress of her
bed in the prison-cellar where it is likely to remain for ages after her

death, unless Clegg himself finds it, as, we later leamn, he does. This

mcans that if we,as readers, have had access to it at all,it is through
Clegg's own reading of it, that is, through his “eyes” and mind. Only
by accepting that we have access to the diary through Clegg’s own
reading can we understand why Clegg’s first narrative interrupts itself
mid-way: for Clegg’s “confession”, his brooding over the incidents of
the kidnapping and murder of Miranda, is interrupted when he finds the
diary and begins to read it. ‘

Aftcr Miranda’s diary, Clegg takes up the narration exactly at the
point where he had interrupted it. So far, throughout the first and the
third chapters, Clegg has insistently reported his tale in the preterite,
cither by using itcrative habitual past or singulative simple past tenses.
Reading his report, one has the fecling that the whole drama took place
a long time (or, at least, some time) ago. There is nothing in the first
threc chapters to lead us to relate the death of Miranda in December to
our own present. In the fourth chapter, however, and quite unexpect-
cdly, Clegg says:

The days passed, it is now three weeks since all that. (p. 282).

Just as the final remarks of Miranda’s diary coincide with her
present, so the distance between narrative time and story time shortens
first to three weeks, and immediatcly aficrwards they are made to
overlap:
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Ionly put the stove down there today because the room needs drying out anyw, Y.
(p- 283).

In this complex sentence, the main verb is in the past and that of the
subordinate clause in the present, as in the preceding quotation, but
here the time gap totally disappears with the adverb “today”.

Being a hypodiscourse within the main one Miranda’s present g
included within Clegg’s story time, so that the time of her narration and
the time of her story coincide in her present though with reference o
Clegg’s narration, they have taken place in the past: when Clegg’s
diegesis and narration overlap in the present, however, his present can
only be measured with reference to our own present. Thus, the
psychological effect of this degree zero of writing reached at the end
of the novel is important: we realize with a pang that Miranda’s awful
experience and her torturing death took place just three weeks ago: we
are not dealing, then, with the confession of a remote crime, but with

the account of some horribly near experience, so near indeed that it
threatens to stretch into the future: ,

I'have not made up my mind abour Marian (another M! T heard the supervisor call
her name), this time it won't be love, it would just be for the interest of lhe'lhing and
to compare them and also the other thing, which as I say, I would like to 80 into in
more detail and I could teach her how. (p. 283).

The novel ends with the threat of new kidnappings of young girls
like Miranda, but kidnappings that might take place,not only in the
story’s future, or in Clegg’s future, but in our own future: as the gap
between narrative time and story time narrows, the threat hanging over
Marian’s head also threatens the reader: the collector is alive, he is one
of us, and is perhaps watching us.

Through this peculiar handling of time, this progressive compres-
ston of the distance between story time and narrative time, this funncl
technique, John Fowles manages to produce a specific narrative
thythm best described as a progressive heightening of tension which
will blow up like a bomb at the very end of the novel, when past and
present merge into the future. With delicate symmectry, Miranda’s
hypodiscourse echoes and reflects the timing of the major narration by
reproducing its structure.
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Technically speaking, Clegg’s “confession” takes the f?x;ré qf a
soliloquy. Soliloquy, as defined by Robert H_umphney (1.954. ) 1: :
tive technique characterized by two major featgres. the narrato
nar::li(s in the first person with clear syntactic and logic coherence,and
;;;c addresses himself to an audience. Syntgétic coherence, car_cful
ordering of the sentence through the convcngonal use of punctuation,
and a perfect, logical development of the train of tho’ught are all tral-ts
that characterize Clegg’s narrative.- In fact, Clegg’s monol.og.ue ‘}s
painfully clear, structured, systematic: no t_'low of free assocxauo.n is
ever allowed to express itself unchecked, without prompt explanation.
We have already seen how the prolepses are openly dlrecfed 10 an
implicd rcader and how they hint, carcfully encloscd .by bra.ckfet; oi
commas, at some information the narrator.refuses to give us m1 ull al
the moment the association occurs to hup, pxeferrmg to de ayhan
account of it in the interest of preserving his lineal §tory. ljlve,tr;1 wﬁzrlz
Clegg allows an association of ideas to devglqp, he tries to h1d§ e !
between the two elements of the assos:;atxor-l. Thl,}s, for 1r§stczlmc(i
describing a sadistic dream he has had, in which Miranda cried an
knclt for mercy, he says:

Once I let myself dream [ hit her across the face as I saw it done once by a chap
in a telly play. Perhaps that was when it all started. (p. 11).

The account of the dream ends here. There comes Fhen a space on
the page separating it from the following account, which turns out to
bc a memory of his family:

My father was killed driving. I was two. That was .in 1937: He was drunk, but
Aunt Annie always said it was my mother that drove him to drink. (p. 11).

Both acounts are apparently highly disparate .—the sgcond o;e
appears to inaugurate a digression with no thgmanc relation t(t) ne
account of Clegg’s drcam of Miranda. There is, howcvcr: a sd{c:ﬁ%
psychological connection between on the one hand Clegg’s stzll 1.lhc
fantasics with the woman for whosc love he cares, and on the oth cr ¢
frustrated love he feels for his mothcr,‘who abandoneq him to the carl
of Aunt Annic aficr the death of his father. As a rcading of the nove
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amply demonstrates Clegg’s unav ip
ye tes, owed Oedipus complex, f,
. ’ 0

;hnz \glcmus _atmosphere. of Aunt Annie’s non-conformist holsltemd oy
- c feehr}g that he is unloved and unwanted, are at the bostelhom’
: cgi; S passion for er_anda, a substitute mother who, like himm of
“unu dt,a,mcouszl‘y arouses in Clegg hatred and love, as cxprcsseds'owr-]’
Cglgo hiand . bad” dreams. The thematic jump, then, from th;n s

famgg’ t eranda across the face in a dream, to the account ofda'
f gr § accident, for which his mother is blamed, is psycholog;i a? S
;?rllzxstf:nt, and the very fact of wanting to separate them by the (gjecv l‘y
sub(;i;lsr(l;igo?l Spacc on the page points to Clegg’s refusal 10 admit L:;z

§ conncction. As the chapter pro
progresses, howe

Clczlgg goes on from the account of his father’s death and his n:i)rth and
;;g ect, to the accoupt of his life with Aunt Annie, Uncle Dick e
abel, the subconscmus identification of Miranda with his motin d
;ef;:cr[sl oncfe arécll again. Before her, the only person who had shown anc :
on for Clegg had been his uncle Dick: it is th ignifican,

that the firs i 1€ DICK: 1t 15 therefore significant

, s about him is that he died wh
fifteen. The parallelism wi i R
siriking with the account of his parental dcprivation ig
My fathes was killed driving. T was two. Tﬁat was in 1937...
Uncle Dick died when I was fifteen. That was 1950, (p- 11).

Thus, in a seemingly objecti :
, jective and detached way, Clegg bri
}lﬁil; :;1 g;ca![)]l(;:ak s:}c,)ry of successive deprivations in his childlﬁ)%)d nFcilr]s)l,
mother and then Uncle Dick, the onl ‘
. . , ¥ person who c:
forhis buslcrﬂxcs and who had made him happy by taking him fortr‘;g:sq

Those days (after the ones I' i .
ever had. (p. 11). © S gong o say about) are definitely the best I have

Mir?;;g glncle Ir?icl:lk, Clegg’s first substitute mother, is associated with
rough the remark in brackets. Soon aft i

Miral . erw

uon 1s made explicit: ' o the associa

Well, I won’t go on, he was as |
) 5 8o0od as a father to me. When I held that chq
Inmy hands, he was the person, besides Miranda, of course, 1 thought of. I would ::3:

given him the best i
o, st rods and tackle and mqulg he wanted. But it was not to be. (-
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Miranda herself knows that this is Clegg’sv ultimate reason for
|idnapping her, even if he cannot admit it:

“You want to lean on me. I can feel it. I expect it’s your mother. You’re looking
for you[ molher’. (p. 59).

Clegg’s successive deprivations, his unsatisfied yearning for love,
nave progressively blunted his capacity for affection. To express his
jove for Uncle Dick, Clegg tells us, he would have bought him anything
he wanted, now that he was rich, and this is precisely the means Clegg
will try to employ to make Miranda fall in love with him: money and
objects is all Clegg can ‘give, for he understands love merely as

possession:

What she never understood was that with me it was having. Having her was
enough. Nothing needed doing. I just wanted to have her, and safe at last. (p. 95).

The deprived child must rely on possession: possessing butterlies,
possessing money, possessing Miranda, they are all forms of exerting

power, a power traditionally denied his social class:

...at the hotel... of course they were respectful on the surface, but that was all, they
really despised us for having all that money and not knowing what to do with it. They
still treated me behind the scenes for what I was -a clerk. It was no good throwing
money around. As soon as we spoke. or did something we gave the game away. (p.

14). .

In Frederick Clegg, then, two major sources of mental derangement
merge: his dearth of love and his painful class consciousness. The well-
behaved child (‘I was never punished at school’ (p. 13)), really hides
an enormous desire to prove that he deserves to be loved and cared for,
and that he is socially acceptable. It is through Aunt Annie’s life-

and respectability: he must be well behaved to obtain his aunt’s
approval. That is, his feeling of social inferiority is so inextricably
bound up with his feeling of emotional deprivation, that, in order to be
loved, he must first leam the behaviour of the class above his own.

denying non-conformist teaching that Clegg has come to identify love .
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Typically, the first thing he will do, after
Miranda, will be to behave as he thinks educa

“falling in Joye»
ted people do:

With

Another thing I began to do was read the classy newspapers, for the s
I went to the National Gallery and the Tate Gallery. I didn’t en joy them
I went so as I could talk to her, so I wouldn’t seem ignorant. . 19).

aMe reagy,
much, ...Bu{

The formal way Clegg dresses, his painful efforts at educatip
himself, his profitless readings, his attentive listening to Mirandy’g
lectures on art, are all symptoms that denote his obsession with Socig]
respectability -of course, hs approach to art and culture with thjg end
in mind effectively prevents him from profitting from the experience:

‘Do you know anything about art? she asked.
Nothing you’d call knowledge. ,
‘T know you didn’t. You wouldn’t imprison an

‘innocent person if you did’
I don’t see the connection, I said. (p. 43). )

~ In John Fowles’s allegory, Miranda’s art stands for rcal life,
Clegg’s collecting and photographing, for death:

"I do' photography too...

She looked at them, she didn’t say anything.

They’re not much, I said. I havent’t been doing it long.
‘They’re dead’. She gave me a funny look sideways.
‘Not these particularly. All photos. When

you photograph it it dies’.
It is like a record, I said.
‘Yes. All dry and dead’. ®. 55).

you draw something it lives and when

Miranda’s implied censure touches the core of Clegg’s deficiency
as a human being. Behind Clegg’s madness lies an incapacity to feel,
and to live: Clegg’s life is an imitation of life, a life of appcaranccs
made up of moral and linguistic clichés. Clegg’s use of language
thoroughly reflects this stercotyped, lifcless and deadcning quality of
his. The very fact that, as a narrator, he chooses to express himsclf in
the traditional convention of the “confession” points to his incapacity
to create. It is significant, then, that whatever knowledge he has he has
picked up from the pictures or from the media, or has simply heard:
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Once I let myself dream I hit her across the face as / saw it done once by a chap
; lay. (p. 11). )
na ‘elllilfvags lfnderstood (from something I heard in the army) that a gentleman
trols himself to the right moment... (p. 98). . . o
alwayss;;)r;mclt so nice I could have stood like that all evening. It was like being in
0 the adverts come to life (p. 82). . - '
e g{le dress was right off her shoulder, I could see the top of one stogkmg. Idon’t
w what reminded me of it, [ remembered an American film I saw once (or was
l':::)magazine ) about 2 man who took a drunk girl home and undressed her and put her
othing nasty... (p. 87). o
© belil;:e end% got her to take a double dose of pills, it said on the packet not to exceed
the stated dose, but [ heard once you ought to take twice what they say, t.hgy were
scared to make it too strong for legal reasons. (p. 26?5). ‘
[ felt her and she was cold, though her body was still warm. I ran and got a mirror.
that was the way... o .
! knjwknow you're meant to wash dead bodies, but I didn’t like it, it didn’t seem right,
so I laid her on the bed, and combed her hair and cut a lock. I tried to arrange her face
so it had a smile but I couldn’t.... Then I knelt and said a prayer, the only one I k:new
was Our Father, so I said some of that and God rest her soul, not that I believe in
religion, but it seemed right. (p. 274).

The rim compendium of stereotyped rites he perfgrms vu_'nh
Miranda’s body clearly expresses C!egg’§ obsgsswn with
appearances,with “what is right” fron} a soc1al_ po‘mt of view, not from
the point of view of his inner convxcthn. Significantly, he utte.rs a
prayer, after confessing himself an unbeliever, b;causez he senses it to
be “right”. Significantly too, he cuts a lock of Miranda’s hair and tries
to make her smile (after her awful death!) to accomodate her death to
the stale, stercotyped, romantic cnding of a cheap novelette:.

It was then I got the idea... All 1 had to do was kill myself..: Post a lette]r3 first 3)
the police. So they would find us down there together. To.gelher in the Great Beyond.

We would be buried togehter. Like Romeo and Juliet.

It would be real tragedy. No sordid. (p. 276).

Clcgg’s behaviour, his ideas about “right” and “wron.g”, his general
knowledge of life, are simply the product of his opsgw ation of manners
and the media, not the result of his personal convictions and reg.eﬁlons.

“Right” and “wrong” simply mean “what most people do”, “what
everybody believes”.
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Clegg’s language is as dead and stale as his ideas: a neat, wej)
punctuated language, full of clichés and Stereotyped locutions he has
picked up. It is a language that cxasperates Miranda;

* ...She wanted écup of tea... when it was made, 1 said shall | be mother?
‘That’s a horrid expression’.

What’s wrong with it?

‘It’s like those wild duck. It’s suburban, it’s stale, it’s dead, it’s... Oh, everything
square that ever was. You know’.

1 think you'd better be mother, 1 said... (p. 56).

Clegg’s incapacity to see the point in Miranda’s criticism of hjg
cxpression shows the unbridgeable gap between them both.Her angry
reaction to this stale phrase si gnificantly takes the form of swearing -
she insults him to shock him into life, but the effort is doomed to failure:

Then she said something I've never heard a woman say before. It really shocked
me.

I'said, I don’t like words like that. It's disgusting. Then she said it again, really
screamed it at me. I couldn’t follow all her moods sometimes. (p. 56).

Clegg’s dislike of swearing, his idea of propriety, is closely related
to his confusion between good and beautiful, ugly and bad. Through
George Paston Miranda has leamned to separate the two: beautiful or
ugly is all-important, good or bad irrelevant:

Al your age one is bursting with ideals. You think that because I can sometimes

. see what’s trivial and what’s important in art | ought to be more virtuous. But I don’t

want to be virtuous. My charm (if there is any) for you is simply frankness. And
experience. Not goodness. I'm not a good man. Perhaps morally I'm younger even
than you are. Can you understand thai?

He (G.P.) was only saying what I felt... (. 179).

Frankness, experience, knowing what rcally matters is what distin-
guishes G.P. from Frederick Clegg, a man without personal convic-
tions, who accomodates his notions of right and wrong to the narrow
popular morality of his social class. Again the staleness of his moral
code is reflected through his use of language:
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What irritates me most about him is his way of spc.aak'ing. C liché after cliché af::
1é, and all so old-fashioned, as if he's spent all his life with people‘overlﬁfiyd.
-'time today he said, I called in with regard to those records they’ve p aed?,on

I said, why don’t you just say, ‘T asked about those record:s you.order 2"

ordf‘;:[e said, I know my English isn’t correct, but I try to make it correct. I‘d{dn t

o. That sums him up. He's got to be correct, he's got 1o do whatever was ‘right
Zﬁl ';u'ce' before either of us was born. (p. 161).

clic
junch

Miranda finally understands the quality of Clegg’s personality
shrough his stale and stereotyped use of lgnguage; a languagf, Pefer
Conradi (1982: 36) has characterized as being full of euphemisms:

The rhetorical figure that characterizes Clegg’s la‘ngu‘age is euphenu;rir}, t.}:lax
decorous imprecision which reveals a world in concealing it. ?{e refers to h u"an‘[a
sot as his prisoner but as his guest. Death is *The G}'eat Beyonfl , ar{d 10 mur t:'; is '(:

L out’. A bikini is a “Wotchermercallit’ (when Miranda specifies 11: he says can
zﬁow talk like that’). ‘Nice’ is a genteelism for non-sexual, ¢ gax‘n.lch. f?r clothes; sex
is ‘the obvious’ or ‘the other thing’, naked is ‘stark’, and ‘artistic’ often r}1:ear.1$
pomographic. His language is impoverished, and sex produces the most hectic
ellipses and periphrases... .

We might apply to Clegg’s use of euphemism the expresspn
“linguistic sensitivity” coined by Ian W.att §1?74) tg- Q¢scnbc
Richardson’s prose in Pamela. Clegg has a linguistic ss:nsmvny very
much like that of Richardson’s heroine, who, on hearing her master
offer her her dead mistress’s clothes, is acutely eglbﬂ.nass’ed an:l1
reports in a letter to her parents that (when Mr. B. said “Don’t blus
Pamela, dost think I don’t know pretty maids should wear s_hoes and
stockings™), she “was so confounded at these wqrds, you m1gk'1t‘ h.avg
beat me down with a feather” (p. 162). Pamela’s “linguistic sensitivity’
scems to be a new phenomenon in the 18th century. Ian .Watt traces it
back to the very beginning of the century, “fhen Ma_nd;vnlle noled qxat
“among well-bred people it is counted hxghly cr{mmal ‘f’ mention
before company anything in plain words that is rela-ung to this Mystery
of Succession” (p. 163). As Ian Watts points out, this nc:,‘w phenomenon
reaches its climax at the end of the 18th century when “even the T.atler
and the Spectator were found unsuited to women rcaficrs: ‘Colcndgc,
at least, thought that they contained words “which might, in our day,
offend the delicacy of female ears and shock feminine susceptibility

(p. 163).
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In Richardson, and in the 18th century generally,
sensitivity is restricted to women, who are increas
guardians of family morality: the linguistic distinction
biological discrimination, the conviction that only men
sexual passion, that women dre immune to it. As Ian
demonstrates, the double standard of morality applied

i{lgly seen g
1S baSed ong
are subject 4,
Watts amply
10 man apq
lVlty is On]y

a sympton, is a phenomenon closcly linked to the development of the

middle class:

...Sexual prowess and sexual licence both tended to be linked with the anistocracy anq
the gentry in middle-class belief. Defoe, for example, placed the responsibility for e
immorality of the times squarely on the upper classes, and it is natural that dislike of
the upper-class licence should extend to the literature which expressed middle-clasg
opinions. (p. 158).

By attaching this linguistic sensitivity to Clegg, then, John Fowles
is not only pointing at his incapacity to live, but is also evoking the
narrow-mindedness of Non-conformism, a Puritanical attitude to life
closely connected with the development of the lower-middle class,
called by Miranda “the horrid timid copycatting genteel in-between
class”, (p. 161).

Clegg’s painful attempts at “corrcction” then are based on a desire
10 go up in the social scale. Consistently cnough, he will Lry to employ

formal and often old-fashioned terms, such as “the deceascd” referring

to Miranda’s body; or as Peter Conradi pointed out, “Wotchermercal-
Iit” for bikini; or pseudo-leamed expressions, such as “As per usual”,

Ironically enough, though, his low-class origin often shows in his use
of incorrect expressions:

C. It is like I said.
M. As I said. (p. 181).

and in the typical substitution of adverbs instead of the correspondent
adjectives:

— she says the young ones don’t clean proper nowadays. (p. 186).
-1 did it scientific (p. 282).

lhis Iinguis[ﬂc .
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igni ’ of language is his lack

ther significant feature of Clegg’s use guag
.A: oination, his inability to go beyond the literal meaning of words.
1I:ngNliranda is dying, she keeps calling G. P. Typically, Clegg

‘mjsundcrstands her:

i 3 et the doctor, please get the doctor
t on saying, get the doctor, get e ge
mse?,'fn:seg was general practitioner — G.P. she kept on, over again, like a ryhme).
50

(p- 263)-

Or, again, when Miranda refers to the children of the third world she
used to collect money for:

“We collected money for them last term, they eat M' and then a bit I:xer,
«We're all such pigs, we deserve to die’, so I reckon they pinched the money they

should have given in. (p. 265).

Clegg’s tendency to interpret everything he.hear‘s or leamns in
economic terms further reveals himself as an unimaginative square,
illiterate and selfish being, one Miranda describes as the modern

equivalent of the 18th and 19th centuries “economic man™:

everything he pays for and sees himself get is suspicious to hun He‘doesr.x't b.elieve
m any other world but the one he lives in and sees. He’s the one in prison; in his own

hateful narrow present. (p. 212).

Thus Frederick Clegg, or rather Miranda’§ Caliban, becomes the
representative of a whole social class: the working-class G.P. so utterly
despised, the class come to maturity under the first Labour Party and

The Welfare State:

The New People, the new-class people with their cars and th.eir money and thei.r
tellies and their stupid vulgarities and their stupid crawling imitation of the bourgeoi-
sie. (p. 207).

By identifying Clegg with The New Ptcople J.ohn Fo»yles togches
the cental theme of his allegory: Clegg’s klfinappmg Qof eran?la:;i; pot
simply (as Fowles himself angrily protests in The Arz_stos) }hem mlg
account of how a petty-minded bank clerk pgcomes rich w1‘t1.1 he poo S
and exerts power over a young and promising art student; it i1s muc
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more than that, it is a modemn alle '
s ] gory of the rape of ar
meanness, expressed through the assault of the jca:)

masses ~The Many-- intelli N
Few: . y-on the intelligent, the imaginative

by vulgari
us and j

.1 see :
‘deadwci‘gv::nolf’c lh(G.;’.) feels, I mean I feel it myself more ang more, th;
countryside, Dc at litde New People on cverything. Corrupyi & this awfy,
Counide 3 D. st in bis sqive moos.. Eveyting maveqegycr™, 1
who hiave t(’--;tmlds ;; aﬁxsx:talu f:hcl l.heseI days. That I belong to a sort otP banlcjicc?. Mas
e rest. I don’t know who th Ol people
- 80od people. They have weak moments, Sex moment(; a:g ;:n;c They're Tot evey,

and money moments. The i : Mmoments. C
one with the band. Y have holidays in the Ivory Tower. But a Part o.f u;‘:nar'd
is

The Few. (p. 208).

The victim of Non-Conformi
” - ormism, the repressed
_represen . d and lov
: JoI})m | Fot;;lc‘;?sogltlhe Many, 'Fredengk Clegg has revealed h?nf;:?f,?d
accordance with tggory through his specific use of language ;n
Clegg, like Moll Fle picaresque tradition established by L’azar.'lln
addreses b Ob‘ anders, or Roxana, speaks in the first o
.emotionl- § public and “confesses” his crime in ancat,intelligig?rson’
analysedcshsj w;aty: the characteristics of his prosc we have alri:agd
—his altcmation of suriimary and . ady
lepsic: hi ; reported dialoguce; his
il;r;; ;,12512 hlfs tendency to resort to formal and slightly %)]d-fz::hlilsc o
misms" Tll,s requent vl{lgarisms; and, above all, his recurrent‘ euor;fd
him Mirangz \i/l:;lnt:; t(I)ngs.ment«';ll and human deficiencies. Oppose% ::0
. ive us her i
a different medium: the oy own version of the tragedy through
JOhf);:gl;)losng to exp.rcss Miranda’s point.of view through the diar
assumptioness ;181 ‘:}‘:“SC!OUSIY asking us to accept a different sct gf
. e first place, the diary is never addressed to an

implied i
- Implied reader, but, on the contrary, its message is directed to the writer

himself. It is thus a conventi iti ;
self. ention traditionally used b ini ion:
Rob‘;rlltsl?n Crusoe is the prototypical exarflple. Y hemmes insolaion:
. Suong(:]légitclslzili;alr;dzoexpects. nobody else to read her diary, she fccls
mmunicatc with the outside wo i
) ' com ¢ world, and s
Iy to break her isolation psychologically, by choosing (o addrcssc:o‘::lcl

of her entrics in the di ;
: 1ary 1o her sis i ; -
letter: Y 10 her sister Minny, as if she were writing a

Y ang
gnOrant
tive

some!
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[ can’t write in a vacuum like this. To no one. When I draw I always think of

one like G.P. at my shoulder.

All parents should be like ours, then sisters really become sisters. They have o

pe to each other what Minny and I are.

Dear Minnie,
[ have been here over a week now, and I miss you very much, and I miss the fresh

4ir and the fresh faces of all those people I so hated on the Tube and the fresh things
{hat happen every hour of every day if only I could have seen -their freshness, 1

mean... (P 124).

With contrived simplicity John Fowles fuses here two different
iechniques: the diary and the letter blend into a single form: a diary in
which Miranda feigns to write a letter to her sister Carmen for the sake
of psychological communication. So far, Miranda’s consciousness of
reality and unreality is intact, she still knows her letter is just make-

pelieve:

Minny, I'm writing to you, I’m talking to myself. (p. 127).

In Pamela, or Virtue Rewarded, Richardson’s heroine offers us her
version of her attempted seduction by Mr. B. by means of letters: after
every encounter with Mr. B, she sits down 10 inform her parents of the
day’s incidents by writing a letter to them. As the novel progresses,
however, the letter convention breaks down, Pamela’s letters unex-
pectedly turn into her diary. The shift from the letter convention to that
of the diary points to Richardson’s growing need to devote more and
more time to the expression of the workings of Pamela’s mind; the
answer to the letters become less and less impotant, as Pamela’s writing
s into a kind of cross-examination of her feelings, desires and
intuitions, in a word, as she fecls a stronger nced for introspections.

From the very beginning of the second chapter of The Collector
John Fowles draws upon both conventions. Miranda’s primary reason
for writing her diary is aneed to act: writing is simply a way of making
life in the cellar more tolerable: ‘

1 can't sleep
1 must do something
I'm going to write about the first time I met G.P. (p. 151).
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Miranda’s first attempts at writing are not very successfy],
sense the conscious effort she is making when we read the broken by
of thought her stream of consciousness is able to build afier scven day:

her thoughts as they are forming in her mind:

It’s the seventh night,
I'keep on thinking the same thing. If only they knew. If only they knew.
Share the outrage.

So now I'm trying o tell it to this pad he bought me this morming,
His kindness.
Calmly,

" DeepdownI get more and more frightened. It’s only surface calm__
(. 117).

Like Clegg’s confession, Miranda’s first and second entries ip her
diary are soliloquies. But whereas Clegg’sis a conventional account,
following a carefu] logical and grammatical pattern, Miranda’s soljjo.
quy, ironically addressed 1o the “pad” of writing paper Clegg hag
brought her, is basically a “stream-of: -consciousness” device’. Ag such,
the ideas she writes down on this paper are sim ply connected through
free associations. While Clegg’s aim is primarily to report the cvents
1o an audience, assumed to be present, Miranda’s trick of addressing
the pad is simply meant to aid her to come to terms with her new
Situation and to psychologically break out of her isolation.

In the third entry, dated October 16th, Miranda has already passed
her first traumatic phase: she is calmer now, she rcalizes that, whatever
Clegg’s intentions are, he does not want to assault her sexually, or kill
her. As she realizes for the first time that Clegg’s intention is simply to
“keep” her, she starts feeling the anguish of prolongued isolation: it is
now that she tries to break out of her confinement by directing her
writings to Minny. : )

Alter failing to convince Clegg to allow her to writc aletterto her
parents this hope of contacting the outside world finally evaporatcs,
consequently Miranda will devise alternative mcthods to break out of
her prison: on the one hand, she will lry to escape by diverse means; on
the other, she will try to turn reality into fantasy and the unreal into the
real. This she will accomplish by experimenting with different litcrary
techniques: .

of confincment. The first entry in the diary simply records the floy, of
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on October 18th, Miranda rcproduces in her diarg e}al d;a;lgsglsx(c)
dly held that morning between Clcgg apd hc_rscfl : she

SUPPOSC yccch as in a play, using stage dircctions in u.ahcs between

i dllicg er)ld calling Frederick Clegg “Caliban”. This dialogue repre-

ls)cr?lfsz step in the direction of unreality:

Dialogue between Miranda and Caliban.

(I was sitting on my bed, smoking. Caliban on his usualt;iha}ilr by tl:; door,
the fan was going outside). What do you think about the H-bomb?
Nothing much. v

You must think something.

hope it doesn’t drop on you. Or on me. - ‘ . .
i r:;ize you’ve never lived with people who take things seriously, an

s . P
discuss seriously (Ile put on his hurt face): Now let’s try again. What do
you think about the H-bomb?

... (pp. 132-133).

ES

200

At a certain point in the dialogue Miranda even acknowledges that
she is altering the actual dialoguc:

M. (I'm cheating, I didn’t say all these things - but I'm going to write what
. I want to say as well as what I did)... (p. 133).

hat is, Miranda’s report is consciously hlerary: she is creating a
ﬂctirf)n out of reality in which both Clegg and hex:elf a;::l Tsesﬁt(()l;sé :rslg
where the dialogue can be altered and bgttered. s soon s she docs so
she rcalizes that writing is an art very different from pain mg[ilcr tact
that to write you have to usc language for p.ur;?oscs ot!
communication strikes Miranda as a ncw revcelation:

i en poster
I write ‘he smiled” what does that mean? No more than a kindergarten po |

. ... - P
P g f a turni ith 441
vy ()]dS are’ so Cmdc, SO ICI”bly plulln,l\‘c COIllpaICd to d.lawmg, pamlmg,

sculpture... (p. 150).

i n, i ht for
i ’ j the ccllar, then, is not a fig
randa’s major struggle in ' . is a for
%urvl\i/f/lal in the literal scnse. For all its cm.dlty, lwmmg hgi ;l:xccrall;:s
off iranda she cannot {ind in painting: she can cv as
fcel for Miranda she canno ] ' / past
lclir;ugh wriling, bring back memorics of happy moments at home
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Minny, and above all, with G.P. By writing about the externg] worlg

- Miranda hopes to exorcise from her mind the horrible fecling thag the

other pcople secm to have lost reality. “The only real peson inm y world
is Caliban” (p. 140), thus:

My emotions are all topsy-turvy, like frightened mornkeys in a cage. I felt | was

going mad last night, so I wrote and wrote myself into the other world. To escape in
spirit, if not in fact. To prove it still exists. (p. 157)

By calling Clegg “Caliban” and reporting their conversation as a
stage dialogue and by devoting more and more pages of her diary 10 ap
evocation of her past, Miranda trics to evade her real situation, turning
itinto fiction: After the letters to Minny and the dramatized dialogucs,
Miranda will resort to other literary devices. One day, after having
offended Clegg with a curt remark, she trics to win him back by telling
him a fairy tale. It is the tale of “an ugly monster who caplured a
princess and putherina dungeon” (p. 187). The tale ends with the ugly
monster leaming to be good and luming out to be an enchanted prince
who eventually marries the princess. Miranda’s tale functions in the
novel as a wishfulfilment dream: it is a parable to convince Clegg
emotionally of his capacity for regeneration: all it does, however, is to
confirm Clegg in his love for her and, thus, to strengthen his desire to
keep her. ‘

From this day on, Miranda will envisage her confinement as
something increasingly unreal, or rather, she will try by every means
at her disposal to use literature as a barrier between herself and her
bleak reality: her next device was to make a “strip cartoon of him. The
Awful Tale of a Harmless boy. Absurd. But I have to kecep the reality
at bay”. (p. 203) And, in the entry of December Sth, which she
addresses to G.P., she refers to her situation as:

The Rape of Intelligence. Ry the moneyed masses, the New People. (p. 251).

Itis amocking remark with a heavy load of literary allusions: to The
Rape of the Lock, and in its subtitle to the typical Victorian tracts made
out of lurid passion and murder which constitute a vast subgenre of
19th c. fiction and which were so appealing to underlings and maids.
The fact that Miranda can objectivize her situation to the point of being

§
. ming” (p. 236); or as “The Old Man of the Sea” (p. 206). Olf[en,
a Cmrlvﬁranda likes to think of herself as “Emma and arrange amarriage
o m, and with happier results. Some little Harriet Smith, with whom
forh! ul’d be mousy and sane and happy”. (p. 213). She takfas _1he
he zlcl)clism with Emma and her own situation to the point of assigning
macr characters 10 her various acquaintances:
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ronic about it points to the soundness of her mind, and also to her
01

T3 ]
se: we feel the same when she refers 1o Clegg as “Prince
urpose-

Caliban is Mr Elton. Piers is Frank Churchill. But is G.P. Mr Knightly? (p 218).

The references to Jane Austen, and especially to Emma, apart from

i isi ous comment by Fowles on the mutual dep_end-
bmctgo:} ::,erzaﬁsvl\?frguof art, evoke J arfe Austen’s major concem in all
ﬁrelr novels with the opposition: reality versus appearances. In all Il(:f
them, the heroine must leam to te.ll, through trial and er;lc?lt', foe;
fundamental difference between reality and appearances. Reali }5)' o
Jane Austen, primarily means a self—kr}owlcdge ga§nc'd.throug e
fruition of virtue: being real means being true to life; it }:ncgnsfn
rcjection of the apparent, the changing, thc; fa_shx’?{lable, t ei) eetir fl
and cphemeral. Learning to “pride and prejudlce 1mposed. y soc:ll
rules. It is, therefore, extraordinarily fitting Lhat,.of all English ;1(;2/(}:( -
ists, Miranda should choose Jane Ausicn as a mirror {or herself. i e
Emma, Miranda has intrinsic values she has not bf:en at?le to deve olp;
yet: the kidnapping, the confincment and her relaqon with Cleﬁg Wld'
icach her the lesson, they will alter her vision of reality, her haugdfy ana
priggish assumptions, and will lead her to a deep understanding,

grasp of the ultimate reality of life:

It’s like the day you realizé dolls aredolls. I pick up my old selt.T and I see it‘;:.ﬂly.
A toy I've played with 100 often. It’s a little sad, like and old golliwog at the bottom
of a cupboard. Innocent and used-up proud and silly. (p. 247).

The maturing of Miranda, the copsciou§ncss of hc-r fuuln)él, tﬁcr
eventual understanding of life, her losu?g of innocence, in a »\t')or , Ilc:cr
anagnorisis, is both welcome and painful, for it brmg§ al out .
consiousness of human potentialities, but also of human isolation:

Y
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If there is a God he’s a great loathsome spider in the darkness
He cannot be good. .

This pain, this terrible secing-through is i
. . - gh that is in me now. It wasn’t
1s all pain, and it buys nothing. Gives birth to nothing... (p. 255). recessary.
At this stage, Miranda’s isolation has dee

Lo pened, it is not on
isolation from the external world, it is the metaphysical isolation oguin
¢

cxistemi_alist, the vision of the “ncant”, of the purposcless and uscl
;\/01d. M.lranda s final words before she dies, recorded in the ]ag{cn(;ss
in her diary, sum up her two major concerns throughout her confj

ment: the question of reality/unreality (or truth/falsch inc-
i ‘ ood
beastliness of her uscless suffering: ) and the

Nothing about last night, him or me.
Did it happen? Fever. I get delirious.
If only I knew what I have done.
I'won’t die I won’t die.

Dear G.P., this (p. 259).

H(if wgrds are echoed by Nicholas D’Urfe, at the end of The Magus
at his “point of fulcrum”, his moment of anagnorisis:

) Adpllhood was ']ike a mountain, and I stood at the foot of this cliff of ice, this
impossible and unclimbable: Thou shalt not inflict unnecessary pain. (p. 641)‘

But, of course, Miranda’s most sustained literary allusion is in
calling Clegg “Caliban™. It was Clegg himself who suggested this nick-
fame.to Miranda when he said the “F.” in his wallet stood for

Ferdinand”. In the entry for December 1st., Miranda tells us that she
has been “reading The Tempest again all afternoon” (p. 245). Of the

whc?lc play the thing that strikes her most is Prospero’s contempt for
Caliban: :

- “his knowing that being kind is useless™ (p. 245).

Prospero, like G.P., feels a strong contem pt for the half-creatures,
or as G.P. yvould call them, the masscs, the Many. Both G.P. and
Prospero think that the Many, Heraclitus® “hoi polloi’®, should ncver
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pe allowed to thrive; they ought to be kept in their place and taught
nhard; they are those,

“Whom stripcs may move, not kindness”. (p. 245).

Although Miranda knows the radical trﬁth of both Prospcro’s and
G.P.’s positions, she cannot wholly agree to this:

1 feel (beneath the hate and disgust) for my Caliban. (p. 245).

In an interview published by Counterpoint (Newquist: 1964) in
1964, John Fowles explaincd how he started to think about the plot of
The Collector after going one night to the opera to see Bela Bartock’s
Bluebeard' s Castle, and how a year later he read in the ncwspapers the
case of a girl who had been kidnapped by a boy and kept in an air-raid
shelter at the end of the kidnapper’s garden for serveral days in London.
These two avowed sources of The Collector were literally interpreted
by the first reviewers of the novel, who praised it for its thrilling story,
and for the clever organization of suspense. Behind the thrill and the
horror of the actual kidnapping, however, John Fowles was insistently
pointing at something, for him, much more important, and far less
obvious, something for which The Tempest is the only source. Mi-
randa, with fine sensibility stresses it in the first entry of her diary:

Power. It’s become so real.
[ know the H-bomb is wrong. But being so weak seems wrong now too. (p. 117).

These words sum up the quality of Miranda’s test: the dilemma she
has to solve has 10 do with the right human beings have to exert power
over other human beings and with whether the victim of opression has
a right to shake off the yoke by the use of force. Although Miranda
knows she is better than Clegg as a human being, she must submit to
him, because he controls her physically:

He is absolutely inferior to me in all ways. His one superiority is an ability to keep
me here. That’s the only power he has. He can’t behave or think or speak or do anythin
clse better than I can ~nearly as well as I can— so he is going to be the Old Man of the
Sca until I shake him off somehow. It will have to be by force. (p. 222). -
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hich he had no control. In short, I tried to establish the virtual innocence of the

L over W
'*:A any.- Miranda, the girl he imprisonned, had very litle more control than Clegg over

as: she had well.to-do parents, good educational opportunities, inherited

what she W . .
pptitude and intelligence. That does not mean that she was perfect. Far from it —she
was arrogant in her ideas, a prig, a liberal- humanist snob, like so many university

students. Yet if she had not died she might have become something better, the kind
of being humanity so desperately needs (p. 10).

The solution Fowles proposes to this confrontation between the
Many and the Few implies the recognition by the Few that theirs is a
pn‘vileged status they have got through mere good luck, luck in the
family they are born into and luck in the combination of genes which
has given them a superior intelligence. For.Fowles, then, being an .
«sristos” means realizing that you are in a *state of responsibility” (p.
10) with respect to the masses: it is the task of the Few to educate the
Many. Prospero tried to teach Caliban to speak and think, and he
succeeded 1o a certainextent because he was stronger. But all
Miranda’s efforts at teaching Clegg failed: Miranda tricd consistently
10 teach her Caliban to speak properly; to think seriously and deeply
about important matters; 1o accept sexuality; to understand human

{ricndship; to use his moncy positively ... All her efforts came to
nothing because Clegg controlled her physically. Either Clegg was an
irredecmable case and Miranda too young a teacher, or we must agree
that the tragic outcome of Miranda’s benevolist-humanist ideas put
into practice expresses Fowles’s conviction that Prospero and G. P.
were right, that there is o separating the teaching from the punishing.

There seems to be confirmation of this suggestion in the Counter-
point interview (1964: 218-9) where John Fowles says:

(In The Collector...) 1 also wanted to attack... the contemporary idea that there
is something noble about the inarticulate hero. About James Dean and all his literary
children and grandchildren, like Salinger’s Holden Caufield, and Sillitoe’s Arthur
Scaton (in Saturday Night and Sunday Morning). 1 don’t admire beats, bums,
punkies, psychopaths, and inarticulates. I feel sorry for them. I think “adjusted”
adolescents are betier and more significant than “maladjusted” ones. I'm against the

glamorization of the Many.
Afier reading Saturday Night and Sunday Morning Miranda her-
self remarks:
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i The most disgusting thing of all is that Alan Sillitoe doesn't show that he'
disgusted by his young man. I think they think young men like that are really m&? s
fine. (p. 230). er

By these direct allusions to such anti-heroes as Sillitoe’s Arthy
Seaton or Salinger’s Holden Cauficld, Fowles consciously tricg t(;
situate his novel within the realistic tradition of English literature of the
1950°s inaugurated by Kingsley Amis’s Lucky Jim and John Wain’s
Hurry On Down. Like James Dixon and his epigone, Clegg is the
prototypical lowcr-class hero jealously conscious of his deficiencies
who tries to thrive in a world that refuses to admit him, Dixon;s’
criticism of established art, his insensitivity outspoken defence of the
petty, the mediocre, the trivial and the vulgar arc all features inherited
by Clegg, but where Dixon’s rejection of established values is rcebel-
liously- conscious, Clegg’s inadequacics are inherent. In both cases
their behaviour is a sympton of social malad- justment: both The Ne“;
People, in The Collector, and James Dixon, in Lucky Jim are the result
of the political measures of the first Labour Govemment; the product
of the Welfare State. Hence, G.P.’s reticences with regard to Socialism:

‘G.P. was laughing at my being Labour onc day ‘early on’. T remember he said,
you are supporting the party which brought the New People into existence -do you
realize that? (p. 207).

In Lucky Jim Dixon is able to climb from his own social position
into the upper class with the help of a woman: Christine’s love enablcs
Dixon te become Amis’s version of the “aristos”. Her uncle Gore
Urquhart will give him a better job in London (as opposcd to the
provinces), and will introduce him to a restricted circle of the €lite.
Frederick Clegg, like Dixon, wants to better his social position by
means of a woman: Miranda symbolises for him all the remote and
alluring appeal of a superior way of life. For Clegg, however, going
upwards doesn’t mean conforming to the criteria of the upper classes,
as is the case with Dixon, it simply means possessing, exerting power
and finally destroying the thing he cherishes, as he has to kill the
butterflics to own them.

The Collector was first published in 1963, a dccade after the
publication of Lucky Jim, which may help explain the difference in the
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pandling of the subject. As Robert Huffaker (1980: 75) has justly
cmarked, we must not forget that The Collector and The Clockwork

¢ (range were published only with a difference of months: both novels

resent the lower-class inarticulate psychopath as the ultimate stage in

' he thematic line going back to Hurry on Down, Look Back in Anger

and Lucky Jim. At this stage hypergamy is not enough to assure the
adjustment of the maladjusted representative of the Many; neither is
there now compassion or sympathy for his misbehaviour. In John
Fowles’s existentialist world, where hazard and the lucky combination
of the genes will decide the difference in intelligence, beauty and
wealth among individuals, the control of power by the better-gifted
pecomes a question of life and death, not of comedy: what Clegg
destroyed and what might have survived with Miranda, is a superior
form of living, a “real lif¢” in Jane Austen’s terms, a meaningful and
ripe life made up of essences, which Clegg at best would only have
been able to imitate. In Fowles’s allegory, art stands for this superior
form of being, collecting for stalencss and death:

1 know what I am to him. A butterfly he has always wanted to catch. I remember
(the very first ime 1 met him) B.P. saying that collectors were the worst animals of
all. He meant art collectors, of course. I didn’t really understand, I thought he was just
wying to shock Caroline -and me. But of course, he is right. They are anti-life, anti-
art, anti-everything. (p. 123).

And again:

I don’t want to be clever or great or ‘significant’ or given all that clumsy
masculine analysis. [ want to paint sunlight on children’s faces, or flowers in a hedge
or a street after April rain.

The essences. Not the things themselves (p. 131).

Although brought up in the French tradition of fiction and an

avowed admirer of the “nouveau roman”, John Fowles has admitted 1o
Lorna Sage (1974: 33) the constant pressure on his writing of what he
has called the “crushing sort of (English) realistic tradition”;

You can see this opposite pull (of French and English literary traditions) at work
in the wragi-comedy of the class battle in The Collectore. (p. 31).

13 '“1\1\1
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NOTES

1 I agree with Micke Bal that the term “hypodiscourse” is more appropriate

than Genette's “metadiscourse” to define a secondary level of narration, for it implies
subordnation to the primary discourse, while the tetm “metadiscourse” does not. (On

this point cf. Genetie, 1983).
2 Boris Eikhembaum greatly contrib
cstablishing the differences between the novel and the short-story:
Le roman et 1a nouvelle ne sont pas des formes homoggnes, mais au contraire
des formes profondément étrangeres I'une 2 l'autre (...) Le roman est une
forme syncretique (...), la nouvelle est une forme fondamentale, élémentaire
s dire primitive). Le roman vient de I'histoire, du récit de

uted to the classification of fiction by

(ce qui ne veut pa:
voyages; la nouvelle vient du conte, de I’anecdote. .
“Sur la théorie de la prose”, Théorie de la littérature. T. Todorov (ed.) Paris:

Seuil, 1965, p. 202.

3 Robert Humphrey defines the soliloquy in the “stream-of-consciousness”

psychic content and processes of a

The technique of representing the
thor,

character directly from character to reader without the presence of an au
but with an audience tacitly assumed. (...) The point of view is always the

and the level of consciousness is usually close to the surface.

character’s,
Novel, Berkeley: University of

Stream of Consciousness in the Modern

California Press, 1954, p. 36.
4 For a general view of the author’s interpretation of Heraclitus® theory, see

The Aristos. Triptree, Essex: The Anchor Press Ltd. 1964 (1980).
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ASPECTOS DEL MITO Y LA PSICOLOGIA
EN LA NOVELISTICA |
ANGLO-NORTEAMERICANA
DEL SIGLO XX

Francisco COLLADO RODRIGUEZ

Lanovelisticadel siglo XX, como es bicn sabido, ofrece unejemplo
muy claro de esa relacién estrecha que la literatura guarda con su
creador, con ¢l hombre. Si nos atreviésemos a destacar los dos rasgos
que mejor podrian caracterizar metaffsicamente al hombre
contempordnco, probablemente deberfamos decir que éstos son la
angustia y la confusién. La novelfstica de los tltimos ochenta afios ha
sabido reflejar esta situacién; a lo largo de este siglo, de manera
vehemente en muchas ocasiones, el hombre ha tratado de poner fin a
su angustia metaffsica, y 1a novela también ha contribuido a encontrar
la solucién. v ,

A principios de siglo en Gran Bretaiia sc estd gestando el naci-
miento de una nueva narrativa fuertemente influida por las entonces
recientes teorfas sobre el tiempo y 1a mente humana de Bergson y de
William James (hermano del conocido escritor Henry James). El
liempo no es simplemente una cadena de sucesos que ocurren line-
almente. Por el contrario, lo rcalmente significativo es la concepcién
lemporal que cxiste en la mente humana, donde pasado y. presente a -




