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ABSTRACT

This dissertation has two primary objectives. First, a
descriptive, analytical study designed to examine tectpnics

and compositional strategies in Chretien and Chaucer is

under taken. . Spéciﬁl emphasis is placed qﬁ hitherto over looked
elements of medieval gl§gé§i£ig. Time relations, for exanple,{iéh
are explored in terms of order, duration and frequency. The
second, iIn some ways more difficudt, though related, aim, is

to demonstrate how discourse and narration in Yvain and

.

evolving textuality. The attempt is made to define this new

textuality and to describe its dynamics. To this end, such
4 3

1ssues as acts and levels of narration, communicational
processes between narrator and narratee, moments of

enunciation, as well as the expanding role of the. secular

.

v

thesis, Anglo-American narratoloey, with its emphasis on

.

pragmatics, is deployed in the exploration of narratio in the

second part. - Narratology 1s useful insofar as it provides the
! M .

critic with a clearly congeptualized and reasonably well

developed framework within which new perspectives on the
s P .

economy of the medieval! narrative can be carved out. Like

other methodological apparatuses, however, narratological

models are necessarily flawed and can be period-bound. For



1

. '&
this reason, steps were taken to adjust borrbwed models to
7

medieval literary studies. \\

Whenever appropriate, Chretien s and Chapcer'L works are
placed synchronically within the larger conte;t of medieval
literary tradition. The findings, hypotheses and arguments
proffered, however, remain torpus-specific and can not be

transferred wholesale to other works of the same period.

’

: : : v
ntlyy this dissertation 1s a tirst step towards the

fion of a

arratology" which wowld i1deally be
suited for the sééu he problematics of any medieval
narrative.

The fundamental goal of such a narratology would be to
attempt an adequate answer to the questions “"what is
l'itterature?” and "what 1is writing?" in the high and late
Middle Ages. The answers advanced in this dissertation gre
partially based on the examination of the conflict between the
medieval principle of clarity, or manifestatio, and the

ambiguity engendered by the written word. The medieval author

ig torn between "clarifying” his text, on the one hand, and
.opening the door for polysemy, dn the other. Without aoubt;
}he roots of this tension have to be sought in the transition
from orality to textuality. Sophisticated modi_legend: and
metafictional gloss, dramatized narrator-focalizors, elaborate
authorial personae, and duthorial signatures in abstracts an¢
codas, are means by which Chretien, Chaucer and others control

[3

their writing and facilitate reception and decoding.
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INTRODUCT ION

The tatle of this dissertation s “Towards a Medieval

‘ ~
Narratolaggy: Discourse and Narration in Chretien s Yvain and
Chaucer s roilus”, This study 15, as the tit|e SUgpests,
inspired by new developments in the tireld of narratology, o
etu-ld.whuh, as Morton Bloontield notes, i preat

})rnuww'/ but which has ver 1o bhe explorted o e ey gy

studies (Bloomtield [9%1) . Narratoelogy v closeiy allie!
with poetios but also with the peneral e ld ot rhetor (oo
When narratologrsts andestake to descrihe the SINSIRITIEIN R
d text o waoth "sopenttg oS Estenoy, they are g et tec o
the real o poetacs, whereas when they Toarn the o ooy o
to the text as 4 process ol corrngnaiodgliion o gangd to Vol sl r oS

they are Thvodved o an rhe ot i G Borh poe

Vs
.
[
~—
-

;s

b

complement each other 10 the present Study, tor whi te the
Pormer s particalarisy asetal o the g alye s o Tinposa o,

the Tatter ards o graspiog the oot ion o ot narrat, o,
That the preoccupat ion with narcative (s not str ity 4
moagern ph(*nn'wt}non by a well docagmented tact Inceed the

N

history o Titerdry Crortic s v trayht wy

—

oatternpt at

S

e%tdblxshln(: taxonomies to aid 0 classiiv g oand eXgmy ey
narrative. Mver the last tew decades, howesver , SSAEOY SICEPRN
structural and linguistic gnalyses have been brought to bear
on the study ot narrative (Fowler 1983, 1986).

Structaralism, with 1ts roots 1n Russian tor=aiism ard the



Prague Linguistic+sCircle, can be seen as a major conceptual
force behind some recent advances in what is now called
"ndrratolqu." Systematic namlng of narrative categorles as

well as attempts at introducing new strategies to descrlbe

-

the functioning of nafrative have contributed\to making
narratology a vibrant branch of modern lite}ary tﬁeory.
These "newly-named" (though not necessarily "newly-
discovered" or "invented") catégories are éf special
interest to us in this ‘thesis. One of our tasks will be to
défiAe these basic categories and terms in a way that is
meaningful in ihe\confext of medieval literature.

The aims of this project are twofold. First, a
descriptive, analytical study designed to exarnine the ways
in’which Chrétieﬁ and Chaucer construct their narrative will
be undertaken. Special emphasis will be placed on hitherto
over looked elements of medieval d‘SEQElELQ such as order,
dur&tion and frequency. For, just as to understand

A\ .
Robbe-Grillet and pthg\\postmodernist authors a critic has
to study dlscourse, the key to an enhanced appreciation of
medleval SELlEEES lies in an examination of medieval modes
of discourse, which, some have argued, are no less
éhallenging or innﬁva%ive than modern‘gr postmﬁdern ones
(e.g. Zumthor 1972, 339-45). After all, it is during the
ﬁigh and late Middle Agef that a linguistic revolution takes

g

- .
place. Not only do the vernaculars gain respectability, but

<



. : /
also the literary canons are slowly e§1ablished following a
'/ " - '
long period of experimentation with forms and genres
(Curtius 1953, 260-72; Le Gentil 1968, 7-55; Badel 1969,

137-216; Zumthor 1972, 19-63).

‘
*

The second, in some ways more difficult and ambitious,
I’ .

though related, aim, is to shéw how the composition of Yvain

g
S

examines ways in whicb;narration is foregrounded and the '
communication aFF cg?ried out in two texts which, while
belonging to diffe;ent literatures, languages and tenturfes,
still share enough formal and literary particulars to offer
.sufficient grounds for a comparison. In studying narration,
) 3

we will inquire into what Vance calls "the inter-
textualization of the iﬁstance of narrative discourse" and
tﬁe text as a "productivity" rather than "product" (1978,
133). This approach which analyzes how the wprk is
dramatized as performance and reception and how 1t situates
itself vis-a-vis "authority," or, other influential texts in
the medieval canon, constitutes, Vance suggests, a new and
promising way of describing and classifying medieval texts
(Lé78, 133).

How these goals wil| be executed‘will be the object of

discussion in the next chapter on methodology. We focus in

[4
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this general introductior‘)n some of the reasons why

medieval narrative from the twelfth century ‘'onward underwent

4
major change. The literary implications of this change are
central to this section as well as to the entire

dissertation.

o
4

The twel fth Century witnessed an important moment n
Western textuality, or rather, a series of important moments
all related to the birth and growth of various secular
gen}es meant for the European courts and, ;o a certéin
ext?nt,.for the burgeoning bourgeoisie (Zumthor 1972,
339-51). Emancipated and legitimized, the secular fabula
began to settle into the courts .and schools (Shepherd 1979,
56-54). In effect, from the twelfth—centu;y onward, the
story became se!f-sub51stent and a kind of storytelling
offered to the audience frequently w{thout explicit |
interpretation or sententious messages began to flourish
(Shepherd 197@&'“56). This ktnd of storytelling continued to
develop, reaching new heights in the fourteenth century,
which, acnording to Muscatine, saw concerted exper imentation
with ques of discourse and led, in Chaucer, to tne

. convergence of the "courtly" and the "bourgeois" styles,

both indispensable in understanding Chaucer’s overall craft



and mean-ing, and both orlgnnatnng in the French tradition in
the twelfth and thirteenth centurlqs (Muscatine 1957, 1972).

The new "poetics" and literary developments (Zumthor
1972, 339) coincided with, and‘were conditioned by,
hisforical and socio-economic factors lead;ng to what is
known as the "twelfth-century Renaissance" (Hollister 1969
Le Goff 1982, 222—33! 273-97, 1977, 80—50). The craft of
wriiing in the vernaculars was still as new as Lt was
visible, ‘and written texts continued to betray vestiges of
orality (Yinaver 1971, 17; Scholes & Kellogg 1966, 17-56).
As can be expected, these developments did not come .
unaccompanieé by complica}ions related to the issue of
"authorship™ and by the redefinition of the role(s) of the
‘traditional storytell;r. {

[t is not our intention here to reopen debates or
reformulate questions about ofali}y and folklore before
1100, or trace the development of what Fqucault cglls ”the.
author-functi&n” (1977). For, even if it were possible to
answer these complex though fascinating questionsAin a
cefinitive manner, such a study would be a Pandora’s box,
from which a plethora of peripheral issues would spring.
However; a certain amount of speculation about what happened
to literature in the twelfth century, how it was
metamcrphosed, and the rolé orality played in the new

developments is perhaps not unreasonable. Using some



By “
hypotheses about the nature of the oral versus the written

text,'we'will look at the valorization &f thg "author" and
the neQ process of "aﬁbiguation”.(Eco 19X7) which
aécgmpaniéd the integration of the written word:in ghe
wroduction of vernacular literature in the Middle Ages.

. Walter Benjamin argues that the oral story, in
éontradistinctiqn to the novel (or any wri;}én literary work
for that matter) is part of the teller’ s physical being, so ¢
much so that it éannof be divorced from His voice and
presence (1973, 87-89). This is Certainly true of the
jongleur, a medieval figure with mixed social fortunes who
was, amogg other things, a teller and performer of stories,-'
and who, as jé‘weli known, had a céntral role in medieval
entertainment (Le Gentil 1968, 22-40; Badel 1969, 91-95).
This type of teller is the "guarantor" of his story and is
responsible for whatever it may signify. Signifying by
wwan; of ve?bal and nonverbal messages, he supplies his
audience with thé deictics they need to decipher and decode

‘the text which he actualizes with his 6wn body‘and voice
(Godzich & Kittay 1987, 18-21).
discourse is attributable directly to him-and is part of his

very presence. I[f he recites somebody else’s story, as was

the case with many jongleurs, the composer’s or trouvere s

name is often cited. It is when this presence is effaced



that the name o% the person responsible for the production
and circulation of a particular piege of writing seems to
become integrated into Western textuality.

In this traditional or "semi-fraditional" narrative--in

ts little or no differentiation between a "teller" and ‘a
"narrator" (Scholes & Kellogg 1966, 51-52). As Scholes and
Kellogg explain: .

Oral narrative invariably employs an

éuthoritative and re}iable narrator. He

i; gifted, like Homer and the "Author"

of the Old Testament, with the ability

to observe an action from every side and

to tell the secrets of men s hearts. We

are acfustomed to identifying this

omniscient narrator with the author, and

to saying that the author is everywhere

present to interpret and evaluaté

» . ..
characters and events of his narr®tive
. . »

bl 0

for us... . . . .

Since there is no ironic distance
between the author and the teller of a
traditional story we are not in the
habit of distinguishing between them.

(1966, 51-52)

-



With the advent 6f "named" authors, ones who were valorized=

by society and who were conscious of their own worth as N
poets, began the experlwwntatxon with writing (Bade! 1969
100). And with the new medium came a dxstance between the
author and his product. Gradually, the author stepped back
from his story and could no longer be equated as a matter of
‘course with the "I" of his work. Gradually, too, the
indeterminacies and ambiguities in a text increased.

ft ds at.this point that Eco's definition of the work
of art as one containing many messages, organized
ambiggbusly and in a precise desigp begins to apply (1977,
271). The possibility for polysemy in the medieval --
narrative of thé fwelfth century, though still very limited
in csmparison to later literfature, seems to have been
facilitated by the transition from an oral (and aural)
culture, in which a "storyteller" spbke in his own voice, to
one permeated by writing where an "author" could communicate
with his audience through the mediation of a "narrator" "with
whom he did not necessarily ident{fy.

The written work has a certain independence from its
author even when it is destined for oral consumption. For
once“it is committed to visual messages, a story takes on a
life of its own and divorces itself from its teller. In the
medieval works with which we are concerned, the narrator

.

cannot be equated with the author, even if he who wrote the

<



text undertook to recite or read it in the context of a
performance. The writtenYWOrd revolutionized lite}ature
insofar as i1t helped engender this ironic, aesthetic or
epistemic distance between author and narrator, thereby
freeing the story from the storyteller and paving the way -
for the rise of a kind of discoursé where meaning was not as
finatized or as "controlled" as it was in traditional oral
narrative, Thus, with the development of non-traditional,
written .narratives, "the ironies multiply" (Scholes &
Kellogg 1966, 52).

But despite the work'g enhanced autonomy, the written
medieval narrative remained much closer than é modern one to
the body of its author who could potenmtially perform his own
compositions, Thus, the bond between theAper}ormer, be it
an author, singer or reciter, and the person to who% the
text was destined, remained stron!'nZumthor 1980). As a
consequence, we see in the twelfthicentury romance (and in
fater medieval narrative) the mingling of literary devices
which had been part of a long oral tradit;on, with néw
styles and technidues made possible by the development and
dissemination of writing. This commingling of oral and
written devices 1s illustrated by Yhe foregrounding and
dramatization of the narration and communication acts.

Fcr while it is true that during this period the text

began to dissociate itself from the bod;k31 the teller and
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to gain an autotelic function, the grain and texture of what
Zumthor calls la voix, the bedrock of oral delivery,

continued to have an impact on medieval written narrative,
will show, this theatrical quality was to persist in Western
textuality for a long time. For even when the teller was
dissociated from the tale, he continued to play a role in
the medieval narrétive tnsofar as he was-replaced by, or
"hetamorphosed” into, "the narrator." Just as the
traditional teller used to preditate his story on hhs own,
subjective or objective, point of view, this, often
omniscient, narrator became a technical device and a point
of focalization for the whole discourse. Even when the text

ceased to be regarded as a performance, the medieval

“inarrative retained and recreated the voice by means of a

marked authorial and narratorial presence. This is as true
of Chretien and Chaucer as it is of Boccaccio and Dante.
The theatricality of the medieval oral performance was

thus preserved, at least in part, when the flesh and blood

raconteur continued to live, albeijt vicariously @nd only
partially, via the voice of the narrator. Although, the ,
teller and narrator are obviously non-identical, the latter,

in many a medieval text, seems to be a representation and an
emulation of the actual teller who had his roots in the oral

performance and who was once one of the cornerstones of the



|

oral tradition. In other words, the medieval narrator seems

to be‘$ode}led"partly afté; the one who used to be the

teller}gf tales. -Agd, to put it in Bakhtinian terms, the

the narrator is impregnated by; and saturated with,
dnothl'ldistant voice, that of the storyteller of bygone
dkhtine 1968). This s particularly true of Yvain,’
i rtue of its historical moment, registers more

%ﬂs, such as tolkloric topoir and formulas, than

Conscious of the gradual and inevitable disappearance

of la voix as an integral part of the production apd

reception of literarg works, theShnedieval wriver sought to

recapture it_in a variety of ways, one of which being the

recreation of {%at voice in the communication aci between
the narrator and the narratee, with the "I1" and the "you"
appearing to share the same deictic field. This contributed
to the foregrounding of a fictionalized representation of
the process of producing and communicating a literary work.
Regardless of whether or not they were "staged," many
medieval narratives contaihed the representation of an oral
performance (Scholes & Kellogg 1966, 54-55; Maddox 1978,
16). But whether the relationship between the "actual" and
the "fictional" performance was iconic is difeficult to tell

due to the paucity of historical information about the

medieval literary modes of reception.



There is in medieval literature an emphasis on what

Jakobson calls the emotive, conative and the phatic

»

functions. These seem to have been vestiges of the oral
tradition th which the teller and the listener were at close

proximity and in direct communion. Yet, 1t 1s clear from
L)

Yvain and Troilus that, while the*nedxeval author wanted to

establish a close relationship with his reader or listener,
he was well aware of his need to distance himself from his
story. Unlike the traditional storyteller, the new auctor

was no longer the "guarantor" of his story and did not wish
to be i1dentified with his narrator or characters.

For this reason, Chretien and Chaucer sought to
distance themselves from their material by forging a complex
narrator whose "I[1" does not and cannot be mistaken for that
of the author. While recognizing their literary worth,
Chretien, Chaucer and other medieval wrlters felt the need
to create a d}stance, particularly on the axis of value,
between author aﬁd narrator, and between the narrative
voice, often the voice of authority, and the characters.
The purpose of this distance was twofold: to prévent the
reader’ s identification of an author with his$ narrator or
characters, on thi one hand, and to constrain the reader s

identification with a given character, on the other. I[n

Troilus this distance is closely monitored to elicit

specific responses from the reader.
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As indicated above, a major objective 1n this project
Is to analyze how two medieval authors present the
.
communication act and devélop a special relationship between
_harrator.and narratee. The ways in which the very act of

narration 1s foregrounded are of concern to us. For

tnstance, 1n Yvain, Calogrenant s story 1s a mise en abyme

Or 4 mirror-text (Bal 1985) ot Chretien s entire work. This
tconicrty can shed light on certain aspects of the act ot
communication and the modi legendi 1n this particular text.

Similarly, Chaucer s use ot deixis 15 indicative of a

certain kind of textual conmunication between narrator and

5
narjatee.
\ , ‘
\13:5 work is diachronic insofar as it registers changes
\
tn the ways of telling a story or in the role of the author
J
/
or narratog. As can be expected, various changes 1n the use
of a number of literary dev:ces and in the conception of a
protagontst as well as 1n tie treatment of time and space

accompany the transition from the High to the Late Middle
Ages. In the course of this study, or perhaps as a
consequence ot 1t, we will be able to point to some of these
changes. Having said that, we hasten to add that the
present study 1s not in itself diachronic, and that insights
Into the evolution of medieval discourse should be seen as a
corollary rather than an aim here. We have not set out to

show how the seeds of one author are actualized in another,

n



or, how Chaucer adapts and develops the French and Italian
stylistic traditions. In other words, this 1s not a study

In "influence". For such a diachronia—siydy would
necessitate the inclusion of a considerable number of

Italian and French thirteenth- and fourteenth-century

authors and would have to take account of a relatively large,
number of texts, a task well beyond the scope of this work.
Also, general studies 1n 1nfluence have long been available.
\;

' Preference for a certain literary technique or mode of

\

nar?atxon can be the function of un author s temperament or
.
personal view of his/her role as an artist. But It can also
be a reflection of his/her historical moment. Ditferent
types of narration prevatl at dlffsrent historical moments,
and critics of diverse backgrounds and vantage po?h{s, l1ke
Sartre, Booth, Chatman, Uspensky, Barthes, as well as s ome
speech-act theorists and sociolinguists, have been able to
suggest possible meanings and implications of numerous
rhetorical ahd literary devices and forms. The assumption
Is, of course, that style and form are not transparent
vehicles for conveying content, but that the. too,
"signify" and communicate a particular vision and
interpretation of the world. As Barthes puts 1t, "toute
Forme est aussi Valeur" (1953, 14), '

This dissertation, because it deals with two different

centuries and cultures, will have to compare and contrast
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aspects of Chretien' s and Chaucer s "mind-style,” Fowler s
reformulation of Uspensky s "point of view on the
tdeological plane" (Fowler 1986, lSO~67;’Uspensky 1973). An
author s mind-style, what Wittgenstein calls
"Weltans(‘hduung.:' LS woven into the tabric ot the work and
can be related to the 1ssue of point of view. Insotar as
this study deals with the historical shitt trom one
mind-style to another, 1t should contribute to tuture
diachronic studies in eprstemes. But this question s again
subordinated to the paradigmatic andalysis ot point ot view
and focatization in the two texts.

"Change" in the use ot diterary devices, or
"difterences" In world-view or form, cannot be equated,
however, with the normative notion ot “progress,” 4 notion
often adduced 1n literary histories. For, while 1t s true
that some technigues do'e\olve, mere change does not alwavs
imply progression. As Booth remarks i1n his Rpstor:c ot
Fiction, "every choice of 4 given tecﬁnnque .. ooentanls
the sacrifice of effects available to ather techniques”
(1982, 414). The general shitt trom "telling” to "showing"
in Western textuality, alreusy apparent 1n Chaucer and
Coinciding, perhaps, with the desire tor more "objecti Pty "
does not 1n 1tself 1mply that the English writer 1s more
accomplished than his French predecessor.

We see our work as part of a nastent bui concerted
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effort to apply certain aspects of, and trends in, modern -
diterary theory»to medieval texts, with the express godl_of
caskving out new perspectives on literature in the Middlé
Ages (e.g..Vance 1985, 1987). Narratology is useful insofa}
as it provides the critic with a clearly conceptualized and
reasonably wel | develope8 framework for the study of the
economyjof thé medieval text. It is our task in this
dissertation to see how this abproach, hitherto largely
untested in the field of medieval literature, can,
hopéfully, hélp us see thk.s literappre with fresh eyes.

We now tufn to the major divisions in this study. The
works of such @;itics as Genette$(l980), Chatman (1978),
Prince (19825, Rimmon-Kenan (1983),IChambers (l9§&) and Bal
(1985) ﬁFgCide the categories of narrative analysis and the

Troilus's micro- and Rmcrostructure. At the heart of thi§
project lies the“}ealization that, in order to understand
how narrative functions, the literary work has to be divided
into heaningful;amd opec tional segments which age amenable
to close aﬁalysis. Dividing the text into levels helps in
the developing of an édequate_apparatus for the description
(and interpretation) of literary works. And while these
blevels are interrelated and canﬁdt (;nd should not) be

thought of as independent entities, this process of

segmentation 1s a theoretical necessity.

\



I
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L4
Bipartite and tripartite divisions of narrative have

oeen advanced. The division of a text into story and

origin in Russian formalism. More recently, the desire for
more precision and accuracy has led some to suggest a more
functional tripartite division of works. For example,
Rimmon-Kenan speaks of "story," "text" and "narration"

(1983) and Bal of "fabula," "story" and‘"text" (1985).

Despite tbe difficulties engendered by the proliferation and

"adoption of multivocal terminology, one useful consequence

of + recent re-evaluation of narrativeglevels has been the
se n of focalization and narration, a valuable
Qén .1on to be discussed in Chapter [X (Genette 1980;

Rimmon-Kenan 1983; Bal 1985).
In Chapter 11, II1 and IV three of Genette' s five

e

"analytical segments" for the scrutiny of narrative or
relevant and specific questions about the composition of the
two works under study. ‘This is not to say:.tha* aspects of
these questions have not been asked before. Kinds of

..
ndarration in Chretien and Chaucer have, from time to t ime,
been the object of cr.itical attention, buf never in the

systematic and comprehensive fashion we are proposing here

(e.g. Lacy 1980; Jordan 1958). Also, the idea of sequence



18

where the second part of the parrative is largely built on
muitiple embedding (intercalation) (Zaddy, 1973; Haidu .
1983b) . . . )

After describing certain aspects of composition in
Yvain and Troilus, we move to the author (in Chapter V) 1=

____________ R

broach }he subject of what it means to be a medieval auc:
This discussion will lead us in Chapters VI and VII into an
examination of the role of orality and textuality in the
medieval narrative, as wedl as to the;”implied author™"
gleaned from our texts. Fina{ly, we focus on the narrator
in Chapter VIII and the ”Harrator—focalizor” in the last
chapter.

The examination of the author and the narrator reveals
that the ®I" of the trouvere conflicts with that of the
jongleur in both works. dn the one hand, the poet Chaucer
sees himself as undertaking the momentous task of adapting a
foreign literary tradition to the English language and
culture, and as being a worthy Composer of literary works.
In tﬂis sénse, the "I" (in specific parts of the poem) may
be thought of as signifying Chaucer the author. On the
other ﬁand, the narrating’self in-Troilus is, more often

than not, "deliberately" self-conscious, unreliable and

/ _‘
distant. Projecting himself as naiwe, humble and |imited in
his knowledge, the narragor often assumes an apologetic tone

with the narratee. His aiveté, In particular, seems to be
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a convenient mask designed to enable him to withhold
different kinds of information when he so desires. One kind
of teller is thus juxtaposed with another. Yvain's main

narrator, too, is unreliable, albeit for different reasons.

also be compared and contrasted. Like Calogrenant and
Troilus s narrator, Yvain's principal narrator, has a pact
with his narratee or his audience. He can assume as m ny

personae as he wishes, * i<e or misltead his narratece, fby

¥
withholding information, or champion contlicting causes so
long as the narratee is ¢ tertained with a coherent story
told in an interesting way .

To sum up, this dissertation has two major goals, the

first ot which 1s to inquire into discourse and the second
to examine the narrative ac ‘narration) in Yvain and
Troitlus. The two goals are interrelated. For by

scrutinizing techniques of composition and aspects of

insight into narratio and the text as communication. At the
same time, by examining how narration 1s executed, we add to
our knowledge of the properties of discourse, since
particular modes of narration require specif]c textual and

compositional strategies. We now turn to a more detailed

look at the methodology employed to achieve these goals.



CHAPTER 1
- ME THODOLOGY

The Present State of Medieval ScholarshiE

[t is in order at the outset of this project to define
our position vis-a-vis relevant medieva! scholarship, and to
delineate what we hope our contribution to the ffeld wil |
be. After a brief look at theﬁ§£§£‘9£§§99£ of 'medieval
studies, we wil] discuss why narratolgy can be used to
advantage in research on medieval narrative. The ensuing
question will be how narratology can be(pu; to use in the
examination of medieval literéture. \

Despite momentous contributions made by many scholars
to Cﬁrétien and Chauce; studies, 1t is not Incorrect ;o
argue that projection and commentary, to borrow Todorov s
terms, rer 1 the two dominant approaches to medieval
literature 71, 281-53). Projection is the general
approach whereby extratextual and extraliterary frames of
reference are brought forth to explain literary phenomena.
This "mediated" approach, in its various configurations, be
they ideological or otherwise, denies a literary product its
autonomy and autoreferentiality. Histprians, for exarmple,
resort to projection whenever they treat a work not as a

literary monument but as a socio-historical document.

Robertsonian critics, too, rely on projection, since the

’

20
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basic tenet informing their work is _that a specific

\
religious code and doctrine as well as a Christian

A
3,

world-view are inscribed in, and are the referent of,
medieval secular texts. Such critics reject the autotelic
function of art.

In a recent book, Alice Kaminsky divides the critical

_______ . )"

historical, philosphical, psychéldgical and formalistic i
(1980). While being primarily a review of scholarship on
major areas of research in English and French medieval
literature. That the first three approaches are based on
projection attests t6 the fact that Todorov' s statement "on
parle rarement de litterature [in medieval literary
studies]"™ is as true in the eighties as 1t was in the late
sixties (1971, 130).

The historical view often has a clear Christian
orientation, focusing as it does on the "moralitee" of a
given work. The premise underlying "Christian" readings
seems to be that the finalis causa or the raison d étre of a

medieval literary text is instruction (docere) or eyen
indoctrination. The proponent of this extreme position in
the English speaking world is D. W. Robertson, whose

criticism is founded on narrow exegesis. With unqualified

assurance, he, for instance, reduces Troilus to a poem about



22

Adam, Eve and Satan (Kaminsky 1971, 54-55, 33). In French
studies, this approach is represented b; those who argue for
the ubiquity of Christian plotsf\themes and messages in
Chretierf and others (e.g. Noble 1982). Since this approach
is not conducive to an aesthetic appreciation of a work of
art, it is inadequate. After all, had Chretien and Chaucer
wished ;olely to "instruct" they could have written sermons.

-

The philosophical approach to Troilus often takes the

shape of Boethian interpretations which focus on contemptus

mundi as a major topos in Chaucer as 1t is in Boethius (e.g.
Jefferson 1917;. Usually closely allied, both the
philosophical and historical approaches reach a similar
conclusion, albeit by different means, the éonclusion being
that Chaucer praises the hereafter while deprecating the
here-and-now, and that he extols heavenly love at the
expense of earthly passion (Kaminsky 1971, 39). All 1s
ephemeral except the love of God, Boethius 1is interpreted as
saying. While no one questions the fact that Chaucer was

translated, it is nevertheless legitimate to takKe issue with

readings which relate every element in Troilus to one aspect

or another of Boethian philosophy and thought. For Chaucer
is not a mere imitator; "what he borrows from Dante and
Boethius he subdues to the new soil he embeds it in" (Van

Doren 1946, 263). Hence his greatness as a writer.
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Much of the historical and philosophicgl criticism
Critics plunge their surgical instruments into the body of
the work, dissecting it into little pieces on which to
operate, without ever bothering to sew those pieces back
together. Unfortunately, this mutilated body thgn becomes
the object of ongoing debates, controversies and sheer

v

squabbles.
The results are often disappointing when a literary

text 1s analyzsd as though 1t were only a philosophical
14
treatise. Treating Troilus as a philosophical work is not

"treatise" on existentialist thinking and outlook. But
while 1t is perhaps acceptable, and even justifiable in many
ways, to subject Sartre s oeuvre to a rigorous philosophical
analys;s, students of literature can hardly be satisfied
with this functional use of a narrative that is as much a

novel as a philosophical work. Mediated approaches founded

- ooy
on projection do not, as a rule, aid the critic in,look}ﬁg

at a literary tex & , first and foremost, a literary
product of the N,

1t 1s to be t the philosophical approach is
widely applied . ieval writers, and that
schofastjcism ar x‘!ﬁm furnish the starting point for

a great deal of réj“ Without doubt, medieval
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philosophy and theology are so intertwined that those who

seek to extract a philosophical message from a litérary work s
often inadvertently "uncover" a Christian one. 1In this way,
the philosophical and historical, Robertsonian views

converge.

Another approach examined by Kaminsky is the

psychological view of Troilus, which is assoclated, I1n a

general way, with the vexed doctrine of "courtly love" or

caused unrest 1n medieval studies (Paris 1883, 459-534;
Lewis 1936). Volumes have been written about the
definitions and "characteristics" of courtly love,
hypotheses about its origins have been advanced, and
colloquia have been organized to probe whether or not this
ts an "aspect" of medieval literature (e.g. Newman 1968).
Psychological and psychoanalytical explications are still
popular, although they now tend to take a more diluted form.

Inasmuch as they lean heavily on extralliterary

phenomena to explain one or more aspects of a work,

historical, philosophical, psychological and biographical
approaches to medieval literature are tlosely linked to
projection. As scholars became disenchanted with

projection, commentary, which probes the "interiority" of by

the text and seeks to clarify meaning, and is, therefore,

linked to explication de texte (Todorov 1971, 242), gained
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currency in medieval studies. By seeking to study the
literary text within the framework of literary tradition,

Frappier, Kelly, Haidu, Muscatine and Donaldson (to name a

few) have worked towards dissociatihg l1terature from

AN
patristic exegesis. Medieval literature, thus, slowly began
to acquire the autonomy long granted to literary works of

other periods. And with this autonomy came close reading, a
-~ ~
freld 1n which valuable work has been done.

At the present time, It seems logical that the next

development 1n medieval studies would involve a shift of
emphasis from content to form. Formal analysis 1s indeed a
much needed antidote to the more or less entrenched thematic

Criticysm practised by mav{ﬁﬁadlevallsts. To put 1t
- /

é will have to be paid to

Ej}b«ﬂTTrgZZZESarlly still

€ 1nCreasingly informed by
N c<
progress made i1n the field of medieva\ poetics: A knowledge

differently, greater attgnti

poetics, and while conmentan,

be a viable approach, i1t will

of what the constituent parts of a wo;y @r genre are and an

/ - .
understanding of how they articulatg’and interrelate 1n the

- .

"system" that s literary discourse can and ought to guide
commentary. Some "formalistic" readings of Troilus have
alreacy been attempted (Kaminsky 1971, 73-118). These
inquire into the poem as an organic body and examine how its

. . 14
componen s interact to form an integrated and coherent whole »

(e.g. Jordan 1967).  This approach holds more promise than
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the pyeviously cited ones.
Al

#teps have already been taken towards studying the .
A

properties of medieval literary discourse and developing the
1 ,
field of medieval poetics. Two of these deserve special A;
, , , .S
mention. The first is Todorov' s Grammaire du Decameron

(1969), an experiment in micropoetics which, though 1t has
elicited the interest of theorists, has regrettably been

ignored by medievalists. The second is Zumthor s monumental

Essai de géllgue medievale (1972), which can be situated in

\ .

the dgmain of ma« ropoetics.
LN

‘Todorov' s methodology may, at the rysk o f
oversimplification, be understood as a process whereby
Boccaccio's narrative 1s "read" by means of descriptive
terminology borrowed from linguistics. Characters, their
attributes and their actions come to correspond to
grammatical units, namely: nouns, adjectives and verbs,
respectively. To Todorov, narrative and linguistic
structures are homologous, the basic assumption being that
narrative, language and other signifying systems, obey the
same "universal" grammar (Todorov 1969, 15). Plot
structures in Boccacclo s text are paraphrased in the form
of relatively simple sentences containing a string of
"propositions," a proposition being a heuriskic device

o%

defined as the basic syntactic unit of narrative and

corresponding to an undecomposable action (Todorov 1969,
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18-19). Todorov works with these sentences giving them
symbolic form. The resulting notation of the various plots
can then be compared and contrasted, so that an
"archi-nouvelle" may be (re)construg EH\§Todorov 1969, 18).
Semantic differenttation is a functfion of a variety of
possible syntactic combinations and transtormations. The
rules of generating a story, however, interest Todorov more
than the results obtained.

Todorov uses transformational granmar as a starting
point for an inductive study of the invariant components of
Boccaccio s recit and their mode ot arylculatngp. His

/

\
narrative granmmar 1s thus COFpUS‘Spt’leIC ln/lha[ \[ 1S

N

closely bound to an individual text and does not pfetend to
account tor every narrative. Zumthor s work, I1n contrast,
1s better situated within the reélm of macropoetics 1nsotar
as 1t grapples with "les grandes tendances" and attempts to
describe the dynamics of the medieval l'iterary tradition by
studying this tradition on the levels of types, registres
and genres (Zumthor 1972, 8, 82-96, 231-32, 251-92, 160-69).
Rather than focus on one specitic text, Zumthor
tnquires 1nto the various kinds ot medie¢al QLscourse,
continulties and disjunctions between genres, and
tntertextual as well as rntratextual synchronic and

paradigmatic relations. In short, he tries to draw a

picture of what Jauss calls the medieval systeme littéraire
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by looking at how medieval works are Ronstructed (1970, 95).
Because he is interested in the concept of a literary -
tradition and the historicity of a medieval text, Zumthor,
perhaps more than many critics working with structuralsm,
pays special attention to the diachronic study of medreval
literature.

Two primary reasons make Zumthor s contribution to the
freld as valuable as they are timely ., First, he 1s one of
tew medieval scholars to turn to Frnguistics and Literar,y

thgyry tor inspiration and to apply formalist and

structurdiist analytical approaches to the medieval literary
. o ‘
carpus.  Believing that "[rlien ne prouve que les

mediévistes auraient interet a retatre, avec quelques annces
de retard, le«chem%n parcouru par d autres," Zumthor
Criticizes medievalists for their hesitancy {o make use ol
developments in the field of literary theory (gtd. 1n Bade!l
1974, 247). A decade and a half later, Vance finds himse |t
retterating the same thought: "the stand-off bet\-ueen
medievalists and critical theorists has been mutually
ttupover ishing,” he observes (1985, 55). Untortunately,
medieval literature still remains virtually untouched by
work done 1n the field of structuralist poetics.,

Zumthor’ s second major contribution has to do with his

definition and delineation of the medieval literary

tradition. His assumption that "la reference du texte c est
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la tradition™ 1s based on a recognition ot a text s autonomy
(Zumthor 1972, 117). He, too, criticizes projection, which
departs from the premise that the text s reterent 15 to be
tound 1n some extraliterary reality as in g body ot

relipious dogma or 1n some moral code (see Zumthor 1984) .

o
Poetics 15 a cumulatiye enterprise, Todoroy
.
experiment with trgn rmatioenal ogranmar, thouph now ot o

tashron, can, as the auvithor himse | f admits, onty make sense

when more critios take 11 upoen themselves to examine-- 1 n the

Sdme or g simielar way--other texts (1969, 9-11). More

studires on the poetics of composition ot individual texts o
L4 -~~~

the Middle .:;g('s and early Renarssance can comp lenent

Todorov s work angd enable us to register Simnlarities and
Jirtterences, which 1n turn leads to an accurate
understanding and description ot renres and literary canons,
A knowledge of the properties ot a certarn literary code can
help us see how a particular work deviates from, transtoras
and detamiliarizes that code. Micro- and mMACropoet oy,
theretore, go hand 1n hand. We now turn to how we propose
to ettect a happy marriage between narratedogy and medievald

studies. . -
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Narratology and Medieval Studies _ %gﬁg

A

«

»

In Hﬁs Nouveau diséours sur Je récit,vGenétte.points to
two différent orientations in (or two schools of) |
narratology, oné "thematic" and the other "formal" or
"modal" (1983, 12). The former focuses on "story" or "form
of content" withoupﬁrecognizing the specificity of verbal
narrative (1983, l;), while the latter studies "discourse"
or "the form‘of expression,'" attaching great importance to
the distinction(s) between verbal narrative and other medka
in which stories can be found (1983, 12-13). Needless to
say, GehétFe_sees hinmelévés a practitioner of the secohd
kind of nafratology, since, according to him, the

specificity of narrative resides not in its content, but

rather in “Tts "verbal" mode of representation (1983, 12)."
Not "histoire" but "reCit" is the object of Genette s
attention. And of the various aspects of récit, this critic

isolates tectonics for his scrutiny.

Of inmediate concern to anyone applying narratological

. concepts .to any text is the irksome issue of terminology,

irksome because narratology, like other approaches and

Y

i - .
theories in the process of development, makes use of
multivocal or vague terms. Definitions abound for such

. J . .
fundamental concepts as "discourse," "narrative," "minimal

7,

narrative,'" narrative "grammar" and even "narratology." The



31

’

"thematic" (or "grammatical"). approach, for instance, is

fald
based on a broad%definition of "narrative". Berhaps the
best illustration of this is in Barthes s own words at the

réecits. e says:

[le recit] est présent dans le mythe, la

legende, la fable, le conte, la

nouvelle | epopee, | histoire, la

tragédii le drame, la comedie, la-

pantomime, le tableau peint-. . ., le

vitrail, le cinema, les comics, le faits

diversf)la conversation. (1966, 1)
Todorov' (1969, 10), Chatman (1978, 9-10) and Prince (1982,
5) also adopt a non-medium-specific definition of narrative.
Chatman sets out to study both fiction and film,‘$ﬁ3, while
the:other two theorists base their work on -written
narrative, they equéll? asplire for an intermedial theory of
narrative. Barthes, Todorov, Greimas, Bremond and other
linguists or analysts in this camp j%nerally seek "the
tnvariant components of all narratives and their mode of
articulation" (Godzich 1984, xii).

Genette, by contrast, understands by ”narratfve“

(réegit) something quite specific. To him, "narrative"-is

"the signifier,  statement, discourse, or narrative text

<

itself" ® 1980, 27). He pleads for "un emploi strict,
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c'est-a-dire refere au mode( non seulement du terme

*

narratif" (1983, 12-13).

It is perhaps premature to attempt to compartmentalize
trends in narratology while the theory is still in its

nascent state. For even within each of the two ma jor

i

‘orientations there are marked differences. Of the

-

narratologists who base their postulates on linguistic
models, for example, some still use transformational grammar
to develop "narrative grammar" (Fowler 1983, 3-10, 18-25),
while others have begun to investigate the uses of the more
fashionable "generative semantics" (Ryan 1979). To some,
pragmatics 1is beyond the domain 6f narratology (Prince
1981-82, 184). To others, it is the new frontier. In the
work of some, the focus is on narrative as a communication

process, and attention is paid to narrative audience in 1ts
various gdises, whereas, in the work of others, orly
narrative structure is isolated for critical cons.deration.
This is not to say that narratology is hopelessly
fragmented. 'For, these differences notwithstanding,
narrgtologists with divergent points of departure and varied
aims are in constant dialogue, influencing and continuing to
influence each other.. Furthe;more, the Anglo-American

critics have in recent years attempted to combine an

interest in "story'" with a serious study of tectonics and
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morphology, thereby bringing the "thematic" and "formal"
.

schools closer together. Like Chatman (1978), Prince (1982)
and Rinmon-Kenan (1983), we have elected to adopt in this

dissertation an approach with a dual interest in "story" and

.

"discourse" (Chatmdn 1978) or "narrated" and "narrating"

s

(Prince 1982). : fﬁﬁ

4

An approach that gmphasizes "discourse," at the expense

of "story," is, in our eyes, incomplete because the "way"

and the "what" of narrative (Chatman 1978, 9) constantly

overlap in analysis, and are complementary. Ev{n Genette

A\
+ . . ‘ \ o .
who devotes his attention to narrative discourse as-defined

<
earller In 1ts narrow sense maintains that it is difficult,
1f not impossible, to examine a text without investigating
the links between narrative, parrating and story (1980, 27).

ndeed, from the very beginning, when he sets out to

perdu, he has to compare and contrast story time (erzihlte

Zelt) and narrative time (Erzahlzeit) (198G, 35).

Genette, an astute critic and a brilliant theofetician,
succeeds 1n developing a whole apparatus designed for the
study of narrative fiction. This apparatus, like any other,
however, has certain limitations and flaws which have to be
reccgnized before we proceed to transfer it to medieval

stud:es and medieval texts. Some preliminary remarks about

Genettian methodology and how it is to be used in this



dissertation are in order here.

Like Propp, Todorov and others wHose work in poetics
has tended‘gb rely heavily on a specific work, author,
period or genre, Genette, clearly a lover of Proustian

. . t . .
discourse, vacillates between using the Proustian oeuvre to

illustrate general narrative techniques, and investigating

those techniques that best take account of, and explain, the

Recherche. Put another way, he attempts to work inductively
as well as deductively, both processes being indispensable
in poetics. Out of this complex movement back and forth “

between the specific (criticism) and the general (theory), a
brilliant study of Proust emerges. But to the extent that
Genette's theory is*closely bound to a partiéular fiterary
corpus--Proust being its "pre-text"--it is general and
should, for this reagon, be tailored carefully to other
types of narrative fiction, particularly to &re—twentieth
century ones.

Basing most of his observations on Proust
modernist and post-modernist novelists) Genette, for
instance, exercises great intellectual rigour in discussing
analepsis (retrospection), a kind of anachrony which
demonstrably plays a tangible role in the Western narrative
tradition. By contrast, he seems to pay lessTdttention to
prolepsis (anticipation), the rea%gn beingothatwanticipation

and foreshadowing work against the principle of suspense,
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and are, in consequence, less frequent in the modern novel,
not to mention the detective novel (1980, 67). As we shall
see in Chapter Il, however, prolepsis is a recurrent
technique in medieval narrative poems as in traditional epic
poetry. What this means in the context of the present
séudy, then, is that Genettian categories have to be
(re-)interpreted in the light of, and checked against, the

realities of medieval narrative fiction.

At the risk of stating the obvious, we should also like
to note that Genette' s terminology as well as taxonomies and
nuances will necessarily be adapted fto our needs. While

' i

relying 1n the next three chapters on QlESQEiﬁ_QB_LéSLE (in
the original as-well as in Lewin's English translation to
avoird complicating what is already a confusing terminology
and to adopt uniform English terms for key narratological
concepts), we will occasionally borrow a term or a
corrective concept or method of analysis from what can be
called "Anglo-American narratology." At the same time,
Genette s critique of his own work and the alterations he
has introduced in Nouveau Discours du recit will be taken

into consideration.
A S

One such revision, for example, is in the recognition
that, in the light of medieval literature, Genette s
distinction of "histoire," defined as "narrative content,"

1 4

and "recdt," defined as "discourse," takes on new meaning
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(1980, 27). For while modern Iiterary texts usually depend
on "new'" narrative content, medieval ones rely heavily on a

fairly limited stock of old stories from the matiere

other source. More than in modern literature,
intertextuality is dominant in medieval texts where the
”héw” of the story is usually in sharp focus, since
narrative content is seldom totally new. It 1s common
knowledge that, in terms of content, a medieval text is very

often a reworking. of one or more older texts (Curtius 1953,

79-105; Payne 1963, 58; Vinaver 1971, 54). In early
vernacular literatures, as Payne explains, dispositio is
emphasized at the expense of inventio (1963, 38). In

contrast, fictional narrative from the Renaissance onward,
excluding perhaps some postmodernist and highly
metafictional texts, mostly produced in fhe last

half-century, has concentrated on both the "what" and the

«

"how" of the story.
That medieval writers paid special attention to

dispositio certainly does not mean that they took content

for granted. All it means is that it is in discourse
(dispositio), in how an author puts a familiar story
together, that the reader finds exciting modulation. Except

for some significant differences in content, Boccaccio s

Filostrato and Chaucer’s Troilus recount basically the same
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story. Chaucer’s adaptation s, in hls words, an "encresse"
>

or "dymynucion" (111, 1355), which Iy precisely the process

(Payne 1963, 77). The radical differences between the two
texts are to be detected in areas ssuch as narrative voice
and point of view. The same is true of Beroul’ s, Thomas s
and Gottfried von Strassburg’s versions of the Tristan
story. These are two examples, and ahyone famiflar with
§

medtiteval literature can, without doubt, furnish cou less

others. About the process of créating, Or re-creating
rather, literature in the Middle Ages, Vinaver says: "the
adapter would care above all for the way in which he told
his stories and measure his achievement in terms of such new

significance as he was able to gonfer upon an existing body

of facts" (1971, 34).
In Yvain, what Genette calls "histoire" 1Is not
altogether new, but "recit" is. In other words, innovation

lles in the presentation of the staory and not in the story
per se. Chretien reworks and resi¥pes readily available
stories from folk and other kinds of diterature, weaving @
new story out of old narrative strands (Loomis-1949; Le
Gentil 1968, 78-90; Frappier 1969, 71-133). This, of
course,»does not mean’that he did not add, delete, alter and

transtorin eplsodes. Essentially, however, he, like Chaucer

and others, manipulates old stories, concentrating, on
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"recit” to bring these stories back to life and to rekindle
interest in them (Badel 1969, 111-28; Zumthor 1972, 79-82).

Redefining narratological concepts, such as histoire and

is a process that we will maintain all through this
dissertation.

The narratological approach adopted here is a flexible,
not a limiting, one. For this reason, we have not excluded
other narratological studiés which emphasize the need tp
look at the text as a process and to study how the various
textual voices communicate and how the act of narration s
carried out. We have thus added to the Genettian apparatus
new narratological dimensions developed by Anglo-American
critics who see poetics and pragmatics as complementary
(Pra;t 1977; Fowler 1983, 1986; Bal 1977, 1985, 1986). To
the extent that linguistics of use and $peech act theory
enable us to tackle narratorial voices and focalizatidn,

.

they have their place in the second half of this project.



Narrative is man's tribute to and
acknowledgement of time and the
sequential nature of existence,
as well as his protest against
such an arrangement of the human
condition,

Morton W. Bloomfield



CHAPTER 11

We begin this chapter with a look at tense in Yvain and
with an examination of the moment of enuncilation
foregrounded at the outset of the work and in Calogrenant s

story. We then move to an analysis of anachronistic

narrative 1n the same text as well as in Troilus. Many

between "then" and "now." The presence of the narrator s
clearly felt as he compares and contrasts love in former
times and love in the narrative present. The story he
selects and s about to regale his readers or audience with
1s, he tells u;, from that distant past when lovers were
more chivalrous and Courtesy reigned supreme.

Early in the work, the moment of enunctation calls
attention to itsglf In a most unusual way. Instead of
directly evoking, or mu51n%.about, the act of story-telling,
the principal narrator foregrounds narration through the use
of the Tigg_gg_ggxgg, or, aé Bal chooses to call it, the
"mirror-text" technique (1985{”;Q§$, whereby he paints a
scene that 15 recognizably a ijdbw to, and a microcosm of,
the process of producing a poem, generating entertainment

and establishing contact with the audience (Bal 1978, 116-28

& 1985, l46). After the Pentecost meal, knights and ladies,



4

recalling the joys and sorrows of love, narrate tales of
passion and entertain each other through the exchange of
stories. ~

In a similar atmosphere, the narrator tells a tale that
turns out to be about love. The ftirst lines 1n Yvain,
theretore, set the scene for, and emulate, the act of
narrating about to conmence. The setting 1n Arthur s court
mirrors the tictive or real setting in which the
author-narrator finds himself, "fictive" because the poems
were not always delivered, but cobld be read as well. This
point, however, 1s only tangential here, since even when
Chretien did not deliver his works orally, the narrator in
his works, as in other medieval texts, 1s all the same
frequently presented as tacing an audience ot listeners with
whom he has a direct rapport (Zumthor 1980).

Yvain s beginning s a mini-tableau of the whole
romance CDragonettl 1980, 15). In it, entertainment and
vxchange of stories are inextricably bound. Like the
narratorial audience, those at Arthur s feast enjoy hearing
and telling stories. Thus when Calogrenant--the secondary
narrator--tells his tale to a group "narratee" (Prince 1982,
23-26), the queen and several knights find great pleasure in
Itstening to him, a pleasure that the insolent Keu only

momentarily dissupts. Keu's remarks, in a way, serve as a

retarding element in the narrative, deferring satisfaction
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\ .
to result from the act of story-telking and sharpening the
queen’'s and the knights interest in Calogrenant’s story.
At the same time, they draw the reader s attention to the
principal narrator s impending story. Two audiences thus
converge and are at once addressed.

There are, without doubt, differences between the two
settings and the two audiences, not the least of which 5
the fact that those Present at Arthur s court seem to view
love as inmmutable, whereas the narrator, by virtue of the
temporal and ethical distance between hm and them, sees
love as having been debased with time. This distance also

4
leads us to read more i1nto Arthur’ s absence from the feast
than do his perplexed knights. While the knights are
surprised at the king s unusual behaviour, we are perhaps
tnvited to see 1n this behaviour a symptom of the court s
tnevitable decline. Admittedly, these ideas are only
vaguely 1mplicit in the first episode, but they are later on
enhanced when Arthur s repeatedly shown to be weak and his
court moribund. Ultlmately, Yvain turns his back on
Arthurian society (La&%law 1984, 214).
Establishing ”the‘sense of a4 presen moment” (Chatman
Ko )
8&1978, 63), this narrative poem Inttirally evokes the "now" or
the "present" 6f the narrator and his audience and the

"then" or the "past" that 1s Arthur s court, a clear
P

indication that narration 1s "overt" and the narrator s



voice perceptible (Chatman 1978, 63). To borrow Chat?n

»
terms, the temporal distinction between "dl&(‘ourse-n?a"n Enq
. PV XY . T 7

v

. » s "4 * .
"story-now" (1978, 63) 1< 1n sharp religt. Onces 'rqart..'x‘on'

/ P LAt
begins, however, the temporal distance betwaen what ‘'we °*

, .
called "now" and "then", or Chatman s two "nows " tades into

the background. Reterences to the narrator \.pr('s(-nt
virtually dirsappear until the end of the work.

Events are narrated promarily an the preterite, but
some are cast in the present tensg. When the preteritg i<
employed, narratior can be considered posterior to H‘w
narrated. Enumerable are the examples ot this 1n \yda»g.

. &
The tollowing passage, like many others, 5 t\puwf

posterior nareation in this fOH\dDCt‘J. What occurs to Yvarn
.

and what he does are presented almost exclusively (n the
past tense:

Mes sire Yvains ne sejorna,

puis qu armez fu, ne tant ne quant,

eingols erra, chascun jor, tant

par montalignes et par valees,

et par forez lotigues el lees,

par leus estranges et salvages,

€t passa mainz telons passages.,

et maint pereil et maint destroit.

(760-67)

«

A

o
'
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Once the narfator's temporal point is defined vis-a-vis that
: ) -

of the narrated, once the incongruity between discourse-now

and story-now is established, the temporai distance between

narrator and narrated is minimized. It is as though the

narrator is himself transported info the past, accompanying

-

the venturing knight wherever he goes and only occasionally
leaving him alone (for example, when Lunete is talking to
her mistress, when Laudine is alone in her room, and when

the wronged sister . seeking the "Chevalier au Lion"). It

! .
is to be remembered that the narrator frequently calls Yvain

L

"mes s'ire." 4as though he were in his employ. We will have
occasion o engage the issue of the relation between
marrator ar’ protagonist .n Chapter VIII.

What has to be reiterated here is that, once the

-

Initial now-then dichotormy is established, the "pastness" of

1

events is underplayed. The narrator, seemlngly reportlng

events soon after they happen, follows Yvaln S, adved{ures at

close proximity. In this sense, the preterlte functnons as

though it were the present tense. the reader expeciences

s 4
.

the events recounted by prolecting onto the preterlte the’Ji
immediacy of the present a lenE nwde by a number of
narratologists and theorists (see e.g. Prince 1982, 29).

The reader s wxllnng suspensxon of dlsﬁellef makes ﬂhﬁ/her
interpret and w1§ness.eyents as though they were happening

now, forgetting that, accordﬂng to the narrator, these

w - n
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events belong to a distant past.

Another indication of the virtual interchangeability of
past and present is the fact that in many an epsiode, the
former, almost imperceptibly, gives way ito the latter, as
the following example illustrates. Laudine, as the narrator
endeavours to show, is beside herself with énger and grief
at the slaying of her husband:

. quant ele estoit relevee,
aus’i come fame desvee,
se comangoit a dessirier
et ses chevols a detranchier; :
ses mains detuert et ront ses dras,
si se repasme a chascun pas,
ne riens ne la puet conforter.
(1155-61) & - ‘
Thé present and pést tenses mingle, without disrupting “the
chronological presentation of events. Why the pas¥ tense 1s

, .
set aside in favour of the present in the passage quoted
above is unclear. The examination of the use of the present

-

tense elsewhere in the poem, however, seems to suggest that
the narrator resorts to this particular tense whenever Yvain
enters into:combat with another knight or foe. This is well

tllusctrated in his decisive battle with Gauvain. There

again, both tenses are intermingled (5598-6246).

¢ -
i

'Y

.|

N
e’
. G,
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The use of the present tense seems. to glve an event a
palpable sense of urgency and pictorial vividness not
atforded by the preterite (Ollier 1978, 105). Whenever the
present tense is employed, an intense tableau, much like a
visual close-up, comes to life. To continue in the
cinematic vein, thé/preterite, in the first. quotation, can
be likened to the camera’s movement in space }n pursuit of a
character. A cinematographic rendition of the events
reported by, the narrator in Ehat quotation may involve a
brisk change of scene a's Yvain undertakes one task after the
next and as he travels in space from one location to
another.“ The sécond quotation, by contrast, is eskentially

a frame frozen in time. To capture the quality of Laudine s

feelings and to best communicate her grief rodial@®specrator,

a cinematographer can give us one or seve r g Se-ups of
i v

the grieving woman's gestures and actj

gy

she will never be consoled an@vwill live dantinuous

sta‘e, of bereavement, a perfectly human response to personal
& A o |

tragedy. For her, time stands still. And it is her point

of view that is presented in the above quotation. The

present tense communicates quite effectively her despair and,

her personal sense of , e at that moment.

The reader later!se s how this woman will recover in a
4
/ grief to the point of actively

-~
matter of days from h/
e

seeking union with heg husband's.slayer. Taking into
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consideration later events, it can be aréﬁbd too that the
. present tense anticipates Laudine' s sudden "change of
. 1 . L
heart." For the temporal jump between "she is grieving, she

decides to wed Yvain" is more abrupt than "she was grieving,
- a
she decides to wed Yvain."

Sim?ﬂariy, the present tense is employed when YQai;&JS
in the midst of a fight in order to increa;g tension and to
build up suspense. TJThe present tense renders the fight more
immediate . It I's important, however, to stress that, 1n
this work, present and past seem virtually interchangeable,
and that differences in function between the two are, as far

: \
as we can gather, slight.

.
}

We have maintay that the past and present tenses are

not qualitatively di rent. It 1s also noteworthy that-
there are gradations of "pastness" in this romance. In
ofher words, there is no "monolithic past." Some events are
more recent than others. The Pentecost feast takes place
after a specific event in Célogrenant's life: the narrative,
“as®will be indicated later, takes a few steps back in time
to introduce the story of Calogrenant’s defeat of seven
years before. This defeat gives impetus to Yvain' s future
adventures. While events are often told in the past tense,
they are transformed into tbe/present in the m;nds of the

audience or readers. The same Pentecost feast is anterior

to the moment of narration. Several degrees of "pastness"
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are, therefore, at work in this romance.

Using and revising Todorov s narrative categories
(1966), Genette defines fictional "tense” as the narrative
category "in which the relationship between the time of the
story and the time 6f discourse is expressed" (1980, 29).
I't has three aspects: order, duration/and frequency, the
first of which is¥the object of the following discussion.

Genette begins his scrutiny of order by stating that:
| To study the temporal o;der of a

narrative is to compare the order in

which events or temporal sections are

arranged in the narrative discouise with
'\\the order of succession these same

RS

S events, or temporal segments have in the

/ story, to the extent that story order is

-
Ve
m—

explicitly indicated by the narrative
itself or inferable from one or another
indirect clue. (1980, 35)

"Narrative" (recit) and "story" (histoire) are an obvious

reformulation and a revision of the Russian Formalists’
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way discourse (re)arranges these events and presents them to

\

the reader. The crific's task is to measure discordances
kanachronies) between the two temporal orderings. Genette
goes on to distinguish between two anachronies:'ggglgeéi§
and prolepsis. The former is "any evocation after the fact
of an event that took place earlier than the point in the
story where we are at any given moment" (1980, 40). He
later introduces further distinctions among analepseg;
external, internal and mixed analepsis are but a few of the
subcategories which enable him to analyze Proust’'s Compléx
temporal play thoroughly (1980, 48-67). The first two are
governed by what he calls "reach", and the last by "extent"
(1980, 47-48). Prolepsis designates "any narrative maneuver
which consists in narrating or evoking in advance an event
that will take place later" (1980, 40). It, too, is divided
into several subcategories.

,

Anachronic segments are defined and measured against

large narrative articulations Wi a temporal order that is

given primacy in the text, or, to Scholes’ s term, with a

"base time" (1982, 93). Genettefcalls

narrative" (recit premier), latgr rebaptized recNt primaire

(1983, 20). "First narrative" ined as

as "second narrative," is embedded (1980, 48-49).

L)
Yvain's "first narrative" begins with the knights
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congregat?ng a’ound Calogrenant to listen to his story, a
story whjch serves as "le tremplin de | aventure heroique,"
(Haidu 1982b, 38) and ends with the conclusion of this
adventure. Analepsis, or retrospection, plays a relatively
small role in this poem, since the narrative steadily moves
forward, only occasionally casting a glance backwards or

‘ .
retracing its steps. Similarly, prolepsis, or anticipation,

.

1s not as widely used as it is in Chaucer s Troilus. But,
as will be discussed below, what will be called "implicit"
analepsis and prolepsis are at work in Chretien s narrative,

The order of X&;iﬂ is easily discernible. As is the
case in ‘nétien's other romances, this work is almost
chronological and uni-directional throughout. This may be
the function of the fact that it Is, in a sense, a
development of one man from a mere youth to a full-ftedged
knight. It is an account of several stages of the

protagonist’s initiation into, and perhaps ultimate

rebellion against, the declining Arthurian society (Laidlaw

1984, 214-15). This, in a capsule, 1s a romance about how a

knight who at the outset is of little or no"consequence s

gradually metamorphosed into "le Chevalier au Lion," a man

4 . .
with a designation. This new name, or designation, becomes -

as a courageous and courteous man.

(
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Chretien’ s presentation of "‘events follows closely the i
temporal order in which these events happen in Yvain's life.
In fact, the whole work*can be regarded as a step by step

»
account of Yyain's various adventures @s they happen. The"
young hero hears of Calogfenant' s shime. He sets out to
avenge his cousin and possibly to seek adventure and fame.
He finds and marries Laudine, but leaves her court at
Gauvain's prompting. Forgetting to return when he is
supposed to, he brings about Laudine s wrath ahd rejection
which, 1n turn, cause him to lose his sanity. He is later
cured of madness and comes, to befriend a faithful Fi&ﬁz from
which point, he ardugy&%y prepares for his journey back %o
his wife with whom he is finally reconciled. XXELD’S
structural paftern is "tripartite," with the first division
ending ih the hero’s marriage, the second with the crisis,
and the third with the final reconciliation (e.g. Frappier
1969, 23).

More useful than the examination of major divisions,
however, 1s the discussion of the role of the episode 1n the
text. Yvain, as we know, is comprised of a series of
episodes that, for the most part, put into relief Yvain s
various adventures. According to Zaddy, this particular
narrative consists of seven episodes of va:ying lengths and

Q‘ortance (1973, 88-93). Her enumeration of the episodes,

perhaps more functional than Kelly s and Frappier s
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declarations about a “tripartite" structural pattern (Kelly
1966; Frappier 1969), can be summarized as follows: C/\
- !
Episode | (1-580): Pfologue and Calogrenant’s story.
Epiggde 2 (581-2171): Yvain reaches fountain and marries
Laudine.,
Epitsode 3 (2172-2477): Arthur' s visit to Yvain's new home.
Episode 4 (2478,2782): Yvain s estrangement from his wife.
Episode 5 (2}83£3150): Yvain's madness and recovery.
Episode 6 (3151-6516): Yvain's adventures and his decision
to seek reconciliation with Laudine.

Episode 7 (6517-6803): Final reconciliation.

Although this division can be refined further (Yvain s
adventures, for thstance, are not monolithic and cannot be
lumped indiscriminately in one episode), it is adequate for
the purposes of this chabter, since 1t delineates basic
autonomous narrative units. Unquestionably, however, some,
1f not all, of thege units only make full sense in the
context of the eﬁtxre work.

Intercalating 8@ minor adventure into a major one 1s, as
many have shown, one of Chretien s compositional techniques:
Yvain's slaying of Harpin in episode 6, for example, is
intercalated and imbedded into the rescue of Lunete (Zaddy

1973, 90; Vinaver 1972, 74f¢). In a way, one adventure
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intratextually begets another, especially in the second half
of this romance. Thus, in helping Noire Espine’s younger
Qaughter, the heiress wronged by her elder sister, Yvain
becomes involved in another adventure, namely, the rescue of
the incarcerated maidens in the Castle of Pesme Aventure.
Upon achfeving that, Yvain turns to his hitherto unfinished
task ang proceeds to champion the young woman’ s cauée, a
cause which brings him i1nto direct conflict with Gauvain.
This technique, which Vinaver calls "interlace," is as
fundamental to medieval literature as it 1s to art: Vinaver

includes 1n his Rise of Romance a remarkable interlace in

the pictorial design of a single combat between Yvain and

another knight (1971, Plate 1V).
.

l”»i[?ilgi; the author s frequent use of "recalls," or
"repedted analepses" (Genette, 1980, 54) are significant.

Synopses of the plot are given in the proems or in the body

of the poem itself, and repeated descriptions of characters

are not uncommon 1n Chaucer. Such devices may, 1n part, be
véstlges of orality. In Yvain, too, repetition as an
analeptic technique s utilized, a fact borne out by the

very first episode of this romance, figuring Calogrenant s

This recit i1s, in effect, the major analeptic narrative

in Yvain. The romance begins by taking the audience back

seven years to the time ot Calogrenant’'s defeat at the hands
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of Esclados. In a way, this beginning is not unlike that of
familiar causes of the Trojan war and the siege of ‘the great

city. Both analepses bring the audience to the moment in

which two i1ndividual men are about to begin carving out

.

their own fates in love and war. Doubtless, these two
analepses call to mind another, perhaps the most famous,
. »
‘ .
analeptic narrative, namely that prefacing the [liad

(Genette 1980, 36).

Looking more closely at analepsis in Yvain, we find
that, as mentioned above, this narrative manoeuvre has a
central role at the beginning of this poem. "Calogrenant,

)

assuming the role of a nmarrator, tells his story after

soliciting his audience for their attention: " Cuers et
oroilles m aportez " (150). He situates his adventure 1n
the past using a canonical sentence " il m avint plus a de
set anz/ que je . . . " (173). This analepsis is an

Interruption in the first narrative and 15 a mise en abyme

process of telling a 'story (Bal 1978, 121). Calogrenant
becomes a secondary--or second-degree--narrator, with an
audience of engaged listeners.

Two other analepses i1nvolve Lunete. The first, an
external analepsis, occurs when she informs Yvain of the

CEeasons.why she has come to his aid. She tells the

vis
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incarcerat;d knight'whosd'yife Is in danger:
Et sachiez bien, se je pooie,
serviﬂt,et"ﬂlfﬁvos feroie,

car vés la teistes ja moi.

ne toi1z, a la cort le roi

m envoia ma dame an message;
espoir, si1 ne fuir pas si sage,
51 cortolse, ne de tel estre,
come pucele deust estre,

mes onques chevalier n' 1 ot
qu a mo 1 delgnasufbarler un mot

fors vos, geul, qul estes cCl:

mes vos, la ‘Stre grant merci,

M 1 enorasts et servistes:

de | enor que vos m 1 feistes

vos randral ja le guerredon.

(1001-15)
With these words, Lunete reminds the son of King®irien of
past events which prompted her to rescue the chivalrous man

who did not hesitate to extend a helping hand to her.

Lunete s behaviour here is predicated upon her sense of duty

numan transactions. The relationship established in this
scene between Yvain and this maiden continues to be based on

an "honourable" exchange, so that when the "chevalier au

-
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lion"4tﬁnds his old friend about to be put to death as
punishment for his own misdeeds, he pays back his debt by
delivering her. From this analeptic narrative, then, we
glean not only some aspects of Lunete s value-system but
also some of the general mores inscribed In this text as a
whole. As the chapter on the tp lred author wil | ’
demonstrate, the notion ot a Just exchange 1s & vital one in
Internal analepsis 1s also employed when the same
maiden recounts the events leading up to her incarceration
(36&@-91). The practical woman is not embarrassed to remind
Yvain of what she had done for him "an boene foi" (31845),
Thisfanaleptjc section, occuring shortly before the final
reconcxllatlog,‘provxdes both e ﬁqader and Yvain thh

» <

« 3...~\ %
information®. about L;.atrd.lne}s o,yr‘f',.mow 1N, a‘&obvnous State

« RPN T ) S ,.,_ - ¥ “ax .
of dlsarray T L Lt o 3
PR L Ty S A
Anothe( adﬁlep51s whuﬁwgmveals some of the 1mplied
f.’ N “; ::? . .

lues of thlS WOrk is contalned xﬁ*the Pesme Avanture

» «

episodg. One of the damsels redﬁpats how she and her mates

o

came t prisoqers toiling in abominable cond rions,

1
.

{lng ] lrrespon51b111ty and cowardice as being the

citing®
reasows beplnd the yeariy tribute (525}-331). Rather than
act w:;é:h;nouf'and wisdom as a good king should, "li rois
:; ;s Puceles™" (5251) travels "come fos nais" (5254),

b

“Eﬁ&:

timately meets with adversity. Thereupon, he
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abdicates all sense of duty and delivers his maidens to the

two sons of the devi|, In some ways, this king s behaviour

calls to nupd Yvain's own conduct towards Laudine and hits

court, may be an implicit critique ot courtly adventure.

v Recalls, a kind ot analepsis, occur in the text as

Al

Yvain remembers Keu s insults and intimidation. After
tnterrupting Calogrenant, Keu, "qui teire ne se pot” (991)),
ridicules the indignant Yvain who wants to avenge his

cousin, declaring that " plus a paroles an plain pot/ de van
qu an un mui de cervorses/ | en dgat que chaz saous {
. ~

soanvoise " (591-94). Keu implies that Yvain ys both weak 4 é
. '
and cowardly and that he wi} ngthlng to restore

.

Calogrenant s pride (590-611, 1-2208) .

? The reader as reminded of this 1ncident atter
1+ -

Esclados s deteat. When Yvain succeeds 1in proving Keu

wrong, when he achieves his mission and slays Esclados le
Ros, he recalls Keu' s harsh words, and cannot bear to see
the dead man being laid to rest without his securing a part
ot the body to take back to Arthur as evidence ot his
explort (1343-59). His fear 15 that without some proot ot

his deed, he will again be held in contermpt and taken
4
lightly by Keu and perhaps by others too. Keu s insults,
Py
the narrator remarks, are sti1ll fresh in his memory: "males

r

¢
ranpones a sejor/ |1 sont el cors batanz et fresches"

(1357-59). This recall 1s useful insofar as it under lines
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Yvain's determination to prove Keu wrong and.to make a namg

for himself.
Turning now from what can be called'"exp!icir recalls,"

studied by Genette, we find that Chretien relies on what we ,

will call "implicit recalls." These function 4n the

. Ny

following fashion. Instead of retracing an event or
repeating a'given adventure, he\elects to compose
thematically, similar episodes, reproducing in alm&st every
"new" episoae thematic orvstylistic elements employed in
previous omes .
For instance, when a damsel comes to Yvaiq's aLdmih the
forest curing him of his insanity and watching over him, we
are reminded'of an earlier story in which aneté, éhother,
malden, saved the young knight from certain death at the

hands of Laudine’'s ruthless men (1084-141). The

similarities between these two narratives are striking. In
both, there is an inversion of the familiar topos of the

-

valiant knight who is forever saving impe{illed virgins.
supernatural to ensure Yvain's safety or bring about his
recovery. Im the first story, the magical ring (1023),
which anticipates Laudine’s (2603), protects ‘the knight from
those who seek to avenge their slain lord, and, in thg

- ) -~

second, the administered ointment (2948-51) restores his

sanity. The two maidéns,'finalty, lie to their mistresses
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after helping the knight ~n distress.

The principal‘difference betwéen the two stories lies
\" the outcome: Yvaim falls in love wiph Laudine and.weds
_her, whe}eas he rejects la Damme de Noroison s hand, much to
" the chagrin of the lady whose need for a protector spurred
her to seek actively aqd ossh{y marriage with the man who
valiantly~def;ated Alier,\her enemy (33]10-36). Her
reputation being beyond reproach‘and her conduct
unimpeachable, la Dame de Noroison approaches Yvain, wooing
and luting him without fear of’society or of her men.
Laudine, by contrast, realizes that, like Jocaste in the
Roman _de Thebes (Frappier 1969, 77), she is about to marry
her husband’s killer and Bas to exercise caution in
effecting this union. While remaining ostensibly unaware of
what 1s being plaﬁned behind her back, she indirectly and i
tacitly makes her maid and confidante take the necessary
steps towards accomplishing her purposé.

Other differences between the two events include the'
state in which ngin is found. While Lunete locates him
after his first feat of bravery--the avenging of ‘
Calogrenant--la Dame de Noroison s maid espies*him na;ed,
insane and in a pitiful state. Her c®mment is "mes je ne
sai par quel pechie/ est au franc héme meschieuf (2920-21).

- In both stories there is emphasis on physical fr?ilty and

disability, but what is love-sickness in the first story



becomes an actual physical iJlQess in the second. TQg
metaphor is thus actualized.

To sum up, there is in Yvain explicit recalls as well
as implicit ones, which occur in thematically or
stylistically analogical, fhough not 1dentical, episodes.
Chretien’s "varia‘ions on a theme" often make, as we have
seen, certain episodes seem gélé_lg. By comparing shared
narrative patterns and episod]cuparallgls, the full. import
of Yvain's quest can be better gleaned.

Looking now at prolepsis, we fidd that Chréetien’ s work
spnwtinws anticipates future events. The use‘gf this device
is directly related in this poem to the narrator s persona
and to the degrée of narratorial intrusiveness. Forethszk
Yvain s thoughts, feelinés or actions, the narrat#r on a few
occasions predicts events. Betore Yvain even becomes fully
conscious of his feelings for Laud}ne, the narra£or sees it
fit to declare in the future tense that "Cele plaie a
messire Yvains, / dom il ne seTa!Ia mes sains" (1379-80).
Eérlier he notes that ". . . cist cos [of love] a plus grant
duree / que cos de lance ne.d'espeé” (1373-74), a discrete
prolesis anticipating the evolution of Yvain s emotions.

Iﬁ‘anpgher instance, prolepsis again reveals the
narrator?s omniscience. While Yvain is unaware that. he will
be unabl; to abide bf the time scheme estaglished by

Laudine, the narrator shares with the reader his belief that
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the worst will indeed happen: Yvain will overstay his leave.

Li cuer a boene remenance

et li cors vit en esperance

de retorner
s'a fet cuer d'estrenge meniere
de s’ esperance qui se vant,

traite, et fause de covant.

Ja, ce cuit,

au cuer arriere;

s

| ore ne savra

’

qu esperance trai | avra;

car s il

v
-

un tot seul jor trespasse

del terme qu il ont mis a masse

molt a enviz trovera mes

en sa dame trives ne pes.

Et je cuit qu il le passera,

w

que departir ne le leira

mes sire Gauvains d avoec lui. 3,

(2656-72)

Despite his genuine love, Yvain s hope, we are informed,

will play him false, as he will be detained by Gauvain. The

narrator, thus, has

tntimate knowledge unavailable to the

protagonist himself. The future tense is used to heighten

7

the imterest in the action.

Prolepsis, however, does not have to be employed as Qi

device for the gene

work

in the poem.

ral

That

principle of foreshadowing to be at

Is, although the poem does not

3
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5vertly anticipate events, the readers themselves learn to
expect and anticipate certain episodes and happenings.

Prolepsis, as a literary device (Genette 1980, 67-79),
can be fruitfully linked to Jauss s notion of the ”horion
of expectatiﬁns“ tnsofar as the text itself, with its own
internal litérary conventions and textual strategies,
governs and cgnditions reception. What we are suggesting
here, therefore, is a rapprochement between phenomenology
and hermeneutics, on the one hand, and ,structuralism, on the
other. For reader- and text-oriented theories can prove
complementary (Valdes 1978, vii-xi). Thus, Genette s
analysis of prolepsis and other textual techhings‘can
benefit when seen not only from the viewpoint of the
text-oriented approach but also from reception studies.

What concerns Genette is "explicit" prolepsis where the
narrative overtly anticipates future events, thereby

creating an anachrony within the first narrative. But it

%

can also be argued that ”implicif” proiepsis is at work in a
great many works of literature, be&use texts of a given
period, genre, tradition, country or author carry "built-in"
codes that influence reception and foster pre-conditioned
anticipations.

Any text generates certain expectations as well as
conditions specific responses from the reader. Chretien’s

romance 1s composed of a number of episodes, and, although

>
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the readers are seldom told of how events will unfold, they

-
-

soon develop expectatijons about thg }oqmnce. After a few
hundred lines, the reader, for insf&%éq&,expects most
episodes to focus on Yvain, the pr&?@gqpi;t of fthe romapce,
gnd to deal with %is quest to avenge *i}‘codsin.' Yvain
provides the “elementary principle of unity" (Ryd;ng 1971,
43). As the hero proves himself in battle, as he triumphs
over his successive foes, the reader expects him to continue
to defeat his enemies, especially after he is joined by his
able lion.

Chretien recognizes that his romance has to meet

certain generic expectations, one of which seems to be that

of the géﬂggngﬂﬁ_ng£§E§° Tragedy rarely strikes in a
twelfth-century romance, and, i1nasmuch as this is true, the
ending can be considered "foreseeable". Long before the

event, the medieval readers’ horizon of expectatians
conditions them to anticipate the reintegration of husband
and Qife. The audience and readers, in a sense, almost
dictate this ending, and they do so because the genre has
taught those who "receive” and respond to the work to ¢
anticipate happy endings. Indeed, even some medievad®
generic classifications took into account the kind of
endings. Rydizaﬁpointi out that in medieval romangés
[t]he egd is usually simple and easily/
foreseeable: a marriage, a.m}lltary E

) _ \

~udlihey } .

1
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victory, the accomplishment of a quest,
the reunion of separated lovers. In
this sort of story there are minimal ly
two fixed elements: the beginning and
the end. The writer’s task is to fil]] -
Iin the middle with exciting and various
adventures. What he'[meéfeval”author]
did in many cases was to sandwich a
and the end. The resulting structure is
like an accogdion, flexible in the
middle and steady at both ends. (Ryding
1971, 48)
Having argued that the end is, as Ryding suggests "simple,"
we hasten to add that, in Chrétien, simple endings are so
only on the sﬁrface. Erec’s ending is hyperbolic and
ironic, Cliges’'s is tongue-in—cheék and Yvain's 1s, as we
‘shall see in'a later chapter, complex. Put in another way,
CHretien’s endings may seem conventional but are in fact
not.
In the above discussioh,vthe attempt Has been made to
discuss the function of iense in Yvain as well as obvious
anachronies in the first narrative. The first episodel was

found to be a mirror-text of the entire work. Subsequently,

it has been argued t

g0, addition to Genette s "expl%cit"
) v-'v:)‘ ) . ) ; .
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analepsis and prolepsis, it is appropriate to discuss
"implicit" analepsis and prolepsis. In the former,
hnaloglcal episodes and events serve as deja lu and éan,
therefore, be linked to analepsis. In the latter, the
reader s horizon of expectations guides the narrative and

preconditions certain events. We now turn to order in

Order in Troilus
To study order in Troilus, we first have to delineate
the temporal field of the poem's first narrative. In
setting the background for the whole poem, Chaucer provides
his readers with specific spatio-temporal details.
Troilus s double sorrow is set in Troy‘ some time between
the siege and the fall of this city. The protagonist’s féte
is closely tied to the future of Troy and the outcome of the
Trojan war, though less so than in Shakespeare s rendition
of the same story. While the stdry of the fall of Troy is
vin the backgound, Troilus s experience is in the foreground.
// Both background and foreground intersect at some points in
such a way that Troilus’ s tribulations in love and ultimate

death Eome to foreshadow the death of Troy as a city.
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Similarly, as the Greeks gain the uﬁper hand, the Tﬁijan
hero experiences adversh{{~Ly,love. Thus, the passage of
time brings Trotlus death ané Troy destruction. That time
plays a very.significant role in the text is easy to
determine.

The temporal field of the first narrative is to be
tocated between two external anachronies: an analepsis and a
protepsis in Book I. Ine analepsis introduces the causes
and the initial phases ot the Trojan war, and the prolepsis
Its outcome:

Yt 1s wel wist how that the Grekes,

stronge

In armes, with a thousand shippes, wente

To Trotewardes, and the citie longe,

Aésegeden, neigh ten yer er they stente,

And i1n diverse wise and oon entente,

The ravysshyng of Eleyne,

By Paris don, they wroughten al hir

peyﬁe. H,€%%;63Y
The above lines and what follows (1 57-133) constitute an
external analepsis designed to serve as a time marker for

the love stfry. It is after the start of the war, within

.

the besied®dycity, that the affair will unfold. This
&1 y

"externak@manalepsis, which recounts the events that are
g
anterigr to those of the first narrative, furnishes
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background information on Calkas and paves the way for the
introduction of Calkas s daughter {1, 94), a widow who,
because of her father s act of treason, "of here [t

was ful sore in drede" (1, 95). Cri;eyde Is presented here
as a respected widow who solicits Hector s protection after
her father deserts the Trojan camp (1, 106-26). As a final
comment about this anmalepsis, 1t Is to be notgd that the
underlying causes of the cgnfllct}between Trojans and Greeks
were, as the first line quoted above suggests, familiar to
Chaucer’ s readers or audience. These causes- are,
nonetheless, briefly hinted at so as to situate Troilus s
love affalr.v1s-é-v1s the time-frame of the Trojan war. In

short, then, this analeptic narrative has a role to play 1in

the overall mise en

SlEU&thﬂ.

————n

A tew lines following the above external analepsis
comes this proleptic narrative:
But how this town com to destruccion
Ne falleth naught to purpos me to telle;:
For 1t were here a long digression
Fro my matere, and yow to long to
dwel le.
But the Troran gestes, as they felle,
In Omer, or in Dares, or in Dltq,
Whoso that kan may rede hem as they

write, (1, 140-47)
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This prolepsis not only establishes Chaucer as an author
making thematic (and perha@s generic) choices but it also
helps delineate the temporal field of the first narrative.
The fal; of Troy is subsequent to Troilus s death. The
start of the war and it; end, thus, act as time markers or a
time-frame within which the.events of the story unfold.

Thas war begins before but continues during and after the
love affair. Both’anachronles, theretfore, bracket the story
of Troilus's woe and wea! in love.

At various points 1n the narrative, the three tenses,
or temporal positions (analepsis, prolepsis and the first
narrative or "base tlﬁe”) Intersect, witth the narratlve‘
present sometimes referring to the past and other times to
the future. Criseyde will forésake Troilus (I, 56); she 1s
now a widow (1, 97), is an example of how the future and the
present tense interrelate.

The temporal field of ~the story of the love affair
between Troilus and Criseyde and its consequences(;;% be
said to begin with the following conventiona nes:

And so bifel, whan comen was the tyme
Of Aperil, whan clothed is the mede
With newe grene, of lusty Veer the
pryme, :

And swote smellen floures white and

rede,
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In sondry wises shewed, as | rede,
The foik 0f Troie hire observaunces
olde,

Palladiones feste for to holde. (1,

155- 61)

In 1ts evocation ot the topos of spring and natur reborn,
“—

this quotation calls to mind the tirst

line the General

Prologue to the Canterbury Tale Atter this traditional
start, the narrator can conmerfce his tale, a tale which

ends, ot course, with Troirlud s apotheos:s.
From this narrative poyht ot departure, the syntagmatic

arrangement of events s 1ff stable chronology, with

occasional secondary in¥ernal proleptic and analeptic *

narratives embedd in, and breaking the tlow of, the first

s

narrati Essentially, however, the first narrative

presents Troilus s first sorrow ab 1nitio, then his second,
atter which come his death and apotheosis, all 1n perfect
chror .ogy. Trotlus sees Criseyde i’ the feast and quickly
falls in love with her {Book h).“Pandarus promises to help
his friend (Book [). He goes to his niece i1n an effort to
bring about a speedy union of lover and beloved (Book I1).
Troilus and Criseyde become lovers (Book I111). Criseyde has
to leave Troy and she foresakes Troilus (Books [V-V).
‘Troilus 1s heart broken and dies (Book V).

Heving pointed to the fairly straight forward order of
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events, it i$ now ppssible move to another function of
N kN ,

analepsis and prolep;?&. Wedbegin here with the beg nning,
or, Hather, with one of several beginnings | this poem,
since, as seen earlier, the |ines prefacing 1t first
narrative are a conventional beginning as wel l (1, 155-81).
The tirst four lines of Tr0119§_§QdPC(E§gzd¢. quoted
below, are a synopsis of the entfre plot:
The double sorwe ot Troilus to te len,
That was the kyng Priamus sone of T-oye,
In lovynge, how his adventures fell-=n
Fro wo to wele, and atter out of 10y~
(1, 1-4) :
Unlike some epics thar begin in medias res, narration here
ts undertaken after Troilus s story 1s summarized in ltﬁ .
entirety. What the author-narrator does above s give-~the

young Trojan' s story in a capsule. Jn this sense, this

2

beginning is a double anachrony: 1t 1s proleptic'analep51sw

?

an anticipation of events that happened in the past (Genette .

1980, 82-83). It is proleptic insofar as it foreshédows
events and analeptic since the whole story islanterior to
the instance of narration.
At the outset, then, the very instance of narration s
i1tself foregrounded. This 1s, as we have indicated, also
true of Yvain. We will have occasion to revisit this topic

In the chapters on voice. Suffice It to say here that the
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narrative voice has an important role In the lines that

\
-

follow, as 1t digresses to make generalizations about love
and lovers, But the introductory lines ot the text are not
the only place where the narrative calls attention to 1tselt
and to lts,dlstlnct moment(s) of enuncration. The same ~
.
occurs an the three proems of books 1 to IV, which are atso
at once proleptic and analeptic. Insofar as they anticipate
vvents, they are proleptic. But, since these events are
tiltered through the prism of retrospection, they are
analeptic.

An excellent example of the above 15 the proerm
prefacing Book I1. It seeks to give an advance sitgnal to
the auditors or readers about (some) events to take place

L4
this book. The last set ot events recounted 1n Book | were
about the "disespeir tha't Tronlusywas rnne (I, 6). The
proem ot Book II, by contrast, declares that "now of hope
the kalendes bygynne” (11, 7). This "now" 15 posterior to
the events ot Book I, but anterior to the "now" of

enunciation. Or, to use Chatman s terminology, "story-now"

precedes "discourse-now" (1978, 63¢.33). Here, too, the

PR

-

author descfibes the act of wrx"ng the story‘“out of Latyn
tn-my tonge" (Il, 14) and muses about the mutability of
language: ". . . in forme of spche 1s chaunge” (11, 22).
Writing and narrating naturally occur a long time after the

end of Troilus s story. The story happened "then" while
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clearly the pa;siée o time and the -decline of cfvilisations

v

_and languages. Hence the opposition of "then" and "now."
V/ ) . .
: As mentioned earlier, however, the moments in which the

L s . .
narrative qua "narrative becomes reflective or

ey

. A ]
‘seh-referential, with .the author or narrator bringing forth

insights abput the medium of communication or literary

tradition, are usually bracketed in proems outside the
temppral fi®ld of the story. "We are touching here on
"voice" and the narrator, bBoth of which will be the objecfs

of separate discussions. In Genette's scheme, the instance
. !

of narration and the “narrator s present" pertain less t¢'
| .t & .o
order and more to voice (1980, 69—7QJ,rwhiCh agatn proves.,

that hfs analytical segments, though they may appear
’

¢

. :
independent in theory, are not so in practice, a point -

repeatedly made by Genettd himself.

In the preceding pages,_we have pointed to one

I . ) )
prolepsis whose function is to mark the end of the temporal
field of the first narrative. We have also stated that
’ R s ‘ .
prolepses in proems are predictive narratives which serve as

.

summar ies of events tO\Fappen ahead. These suﬁnnries, or
"long distance advance notices and mentions" (@enette 1980,
74-75), are designed tg guide the audience of listeners

and/or readers tﬁrough the narrative and familiarize them
. : < : ,

-

Wwith the teller’s point of view on characters and events:

: G

-
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We.also argued that prolepsis plays a tangible role in
- ’

\
v

medieval narrative. In a “terat'ug,e informed not by the

question "what will happen next?" but by "hbw will it ‘
happen?" and "how will the end come abou r‘a.ther han !
» !

. "what will the end be?" there is no dénger‘of preempting :
. . . » A : . ” l\'
events and spoiling the story for réaders or audience. It &

s common khowledge that medieval audiences were entertained :

R

and a%racte*by new rendltlons of familiar- plots, and that,

in thadef*Age‘g thqmatlr" innovation was'not a major

»

criterion of llterary achlevement As the chapter devoted
‘ 4 . ey
to orality will demonstrate, to the extent that anachronic

:narratlves--analepses and prolepses--are tled to, and can

shed llght on, aspects and, remnants” of orality in the

medieval text, they are useful to study. Prolepsis and

. w-‘. » ‘ {
analepsis, it is clear, facilitate the processing of a N (
. .

narrativemespecially one which is consumed orally. Since
o~ ‘ ¥ Y
¥there is in Yvam, Tr01lus and numerous other textsyp

—_———— — —_————— s

" mgasure of contiguity between the oral and the writt"e’n word,
the study of this kind of anachrony ‘adds to oyr ,,I*

understanding of the workings of medieval literature. _ :
' 4

Anachronic narratives, no doubt, .help the author who
: A

delivers his works drient his auditors and refresh .their
¢

memorhes about past events or sharpen t#nelr 1nterest in the

plot by glvmg tht’?n gllmpses oj future development?

#nalepsis and proglepSns are, as discussed in this
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‘chapter, émployed in medieval narrative, but on a smaller
;cale than in the narrative genres produced from the
Renaissance to the pregent time. Anachrony in medieval
texts, then, is the exception rather than the ru]e. This

said, however, the principles of recalling and foreﬂﬂhmwing

events operate not only explicitly in localized episodes,

but implicitly as well in both Chretien and Chaucer, though
more in the former than in the latter. In Yvain, for ' *
instance, what we called "implicit recalls" operate whenever

an episode is a variation on an earlier one, a recurrent
narrative technique in Chrétien. ‘Moreover, since Chretien
builds his romances with a particular real and hypothetical

audience in mind (Rabinowitz 1977), he caters to, and, in

many ways, is bound by, these.audiences’  horizons of ///F\\\\‘Aa_

expectationsﬁwhich he, 1 turn, helps shape. In other

words, he adheres to, and helps develop, this horizon oi

expectations. Adhering to what his audience expects ‘

\\/

ostensibly happ& Ending. Inasmuch as the authot is governed

by this auditors’ aesthetic taste and delivers what they are '

.
used to receiving, the principle of foreshadowing leaves an

indelible mark on the medievalvtext; )

In this chapter }hg\attempt has also been made to show
that, though order in melieval texts tends to be
sfraightforward and though thé$e texéﬁ do not depend on ;ﬁh

s ' ( - ,r" ] .

: - :

-,

o

1



cogptex anachronistic narrative strands, when these
"amachronies do occur, they stand out and, consequently,

carry considerable weight. As we have illustrated,

role. Without it, some of the keys with which the reader

decodes the text would e lacking. 1In Troilus, anachronies

situate the field of the first narrative, thus providing the

author with a way to.begin and epd his story. We will ‘ ’

»

return to the function of anachronies when we broach the

-

topics of metafictional gloss and levels and acts of m ’
‘ -

. Ep . .
narration in the chapters on voice.
»



" CHAPTER 111

DURATION IN YVRY oiLus
In the previous chapter, one aspect of temmporal :
relafion; between narrative and story has been probed, e

namely, order. The focus for this‘chapter is

duration--aMother aspect of tense--first in Yvain, then in

Troilus. Like order, duration involves both story and

& .

narrative, both histoire and recit. But, while it is
sy e ey, DOLR NlStolre and recit

refatiyely easy to comparg. the syntagmatic arrangement of

.,‘even'ts in a narrative to their order in the story, 1t is
' . ' P p»A _ a ‘.'
more difficult to find a satisfactory frame of reference for
s the duration of story-time. Comparingy for lnstance the
& i
duration of eveM¥s in the story to a time- frahe "external"
e , ¢
to the text, such as reading- or performance time (Ducrot &
»-" . . M
L ¥ L 4
. Todorov 1979, 319) would not be a sopnd procedure‘. the

A h .

unrellab&)ty o&such s)gternal pﬁi”lt‘té of reference. Any

calculatlon of reading-timq, for éxample,‘can, at best, be

LN . .
an approximate estimation, aqp not a very useful one at
. . , .
that. ) ‘ " ]
4 ’ .
A Rather, what can be done Is fg&low'the eﬂample of

. Y :
”Genette (1980), Chatman (1978), Bal (1985) ‘and othgrﬁ whory, o B,

resort to measuring and.assessrng the duratxon of a/
. K
narrative in "an absolute and autonomous" way, by remaining
L ]

AWithdn the confines of "internal times" (Genette 1980, 87;
-7 4
ad Dyggrot & Todorov, 319). Gcnette §&amjnes "steadiness of

(;/ : 5 . .

‘ : Y 76



speed," speed being defined as "the relationship between a '
duration (that of d!b story, measured in seconds, minutes,

hours, days, months and years) and a length*(that of the 3

text, measured in liﬁés'and in pages)" (1980, 87-88). What o
. N .

can lend itself to scrutiny, .then, is the speed with which

events are presented in a given text.

M !f not all, literary narratives contain .sunmaries

s and favour certain event@hgwer others. Whereas

".is an accelerated movement, presenting actions,

L]

ers and background information in a capsule, a scene
represents a slow-down of action bgcause of the p{gdonﬂﬁ‘uce

)

of dialogue. Other variations of speed will be introduced

shortly. In no text can thevauthor conceivably pay equal
L
t
attention to every event or treat al] events with uniform
speed. In a Bildungsroman, as Bal suggests, certatn stages,

of a hero’s l{f@ may be highlighted while others are
underplayed (1985, 38-39, 7Q).: lt.l!ﬁ be added that the
treafment of duration varies, not only from genre tz genre,
but also from périod fo period, and indeed from author to

author. : . ’

~ , >
An isochronpus narrative 1s a hypothetical marrative

with an unchanging speed, where the relationship

"ddration-of-story/length-of-narrative" remains steady ‘all '

b3

throUgh (Genetfe‘l980, 88).  Isochrony is merely a !

NN

"

theoretical construct; like the fi(st,nq&gi:>ye (in the
| . - RS AN

@
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Previous,chapter) it is out reference point here, our

"zero-line;"v 'as Bal calls it (1985, 70). However, while a
L W

work can be constructed exclusrvely out of a first narratlve

devord of anachromes, it cannot do w1thout'anlsochron|es,

L 4
or changes in speedﬂ Slovx dQWns, accelgr‘lons and pauses
-
all give a certain narratlve.l s rhythm’and tempo. -

4) A ), o
The study of duratlon prbbes ann\,{?‘gr aspect of ‘
o 'ﬁ:&’}

dxsgosxtxo revealing which epnsodes, sectlons, passagcesvor %4

N ,» &

events are deemed more or less 1mportant by tYwe author, the-

.fdea being that the longer the duration of a particular

event, the more significant this event I's in the text. 2

>

W e this may be a generalization, it is true that
4

, accompllshed medieval®artists practised conjointure (Erec,
» _—

14), whig artiatly meant that they, like artists in other

pericds, di not bring into their works gratpitous and

.

- superfluous elements of no direct bearing on the plot.

N

Thus, when a Rood oet ives an event privileged s ace ih
x p g P 8 P

) .
. his work, s/t‘does so because s/he E a‘”clfxc s

effects.’ Calogrenant s pivotal recit, for example, not ontly

occurs early on in the narrative, but al,ii accupies almost
‘3‘ ‘ ‘e -A
.o ~Six hundred lines, a testamend® to its imp“ortance in the ..,
. . - - g ;»\.\
narrative as a whole. This sort of ana is, therefore, .

: - o
does not have to be sterile or souless, since knowledge of
“ . & ,

how the speed changes In a partlcular text can surely

1nfluence\ the way we comprehend and tnterpret that text.
b ' CF
v,
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. Using musical terminology, Genette introduces four
.\EFSLC forms of narrative "movements," which are:
oAk ' ‘
l. Bllapsis, or "the nonexistent section of narrative
corresponding to some duration of story” '(1980, 93).
ZM’ Pause, where some "narrative discourse corresponds to.
nonexistent diegetic duration" (1980, 93-94).
3.% Scene, where story-time and narrative-time virtually

coincide, as in dialogue (1980,

[} .
shorter than sJory-tnme

v _p«

4., Sdﬁnmry, yhere narrativ

A v
2 | - *
A

. L4
» (1980, 94 95).
\ :
Chatman conceives of duration in the same way as Genette,
although he distinguishes between "pause, " where story—tlmé

[ Y -
. .. RS v
s zero, and "stretch," where story-time is merely shdftgr v

o~ *
than narrative-time {(Chatman 1978, 68). Bal re!trs‘to thf&k.,

as a "slow-down" (1985, 75). \ £ .
, . N
Genette observes that, to vary the tempo "clﬁésﬁcal‘;$

narratjve" h3®s the tendency to rely heavily on the

-
> .
alternation of scene gﬁa summary (1980, 109). This
( .
4 Statement is true of both fexts under consi ration here;”
Yy ! N ‘
\\the!e two movements, in particular, seem to have a n

privileged place in medieval narrative-poems, whﬁch Is not
to'say tﬁat the other movements are totally unknown or
A o |
absent. Within these categor}es, however, some nuances that
reflect the realities of medieval literature (and perhaps

- . )
other types of literature too) have to be put forth. For

o b e a

o

D
L



80

example, not all surmaties in Yvain or Troilus serve the

-

same 'purpose or ‘have the' same flavour. As can be easily

ascertained, commentary and "na Jtorial" intergentions

pauses“ .
L]

slow-downs or summaries? Some answers to this question wil]l
L

abound in both texts. Are they to be counted a

be aigempted tn the following pages.

We begin this inve lgation h qné of the classical
PR & o

-

. . 4 i .
narrative movements: summary. To illustrate the difference
) A

in function of sunmaries, two passag‘puwhich qualify or

. »
should qualify summar ies are quoted below. The first 1s
a familiar passa from the beginning of Yvalin, and the

second is from the very first battf%:
Artus, li boens 'rois de Bretaingne,
. la cui proesce nos enseigne
que nos soiens preu et Cortois,
tint cort Si richegcome rois
a cele feste Gui tant! coste

qu'jt doit ¢ amer la Pentecoste. ¢

LYy rois fu a rd 1 en Gales;

" R
apres mangier, par mi ces sal??‘-\?r

cil chevalier s atropelerent

" la ou dames les apelérent

ou dameiseles ou puceles. -,

Li un recontoient noveles,



't autre parloient d amors.

(1-13)

Chascuns [Yvarn & Esclados] ot lance

- roide et fort,

si s anfyedonent si granz cos

g v

qu and¥®us les escuz de lor cos

-

percent, et |1 hauberc deslicent;

tes lances fandent et esclicent, ¥

et 1|1 troﬁgon volent an haut o ‘
(818-23) \ - )
Insofar as narrative-time is s arter than story-time in both
| - | .
quotations, they are.both sunmmaries. K o,
R A b >
But, -while the two are summar ie%, the former is
L' .
decidedly a briefer account of events than the latter. In
-«
fact, it wougd not be wrong to argue that the function of °*

81

the two passages is not identical. Lik%,many a beginning in

literary texts, the first quotation 1s am,introduction to
- —
theswhole work; it alludes swiftly tod whaw is happening

Arthur’'s court and.howithe <pignts and ladies are spendiq&

.

their time. The narrator does not dwell on all the stof
L ]
being exchanged at court. Norwdoes hasst laborate on every
. .
single action or event mentioned in ghe'first quotation.
Instead, he chooses specific topics of direct relevance to

the plot liné>\sne otlwhich is love in the past and the

/

. %,

1

N

-
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< .

¥ .
present. The first summary, thus, provides the reader with
basic background information, presents characters, pavef the
way for Calogrenant’'s story and prepares for the
establishment of Yvain as the protagonist of this text.

The second summary £ by contrast, i1s slower in tempo. [t
Is to be remembered &'at this particular quotation comes
from a longer description of.Yvain's first decisive battie.

o .o . :
"Description” is a key word, since most battle scenes 1n
this work, as well as in others, attempt to relay to the
reader a sense of immediacy. Hence the rebeated use ot the

.

present tense rather than the preterite. The narrator gives
his S the impression that the slighteSt move or

manoeuvre and the most iasignificant blow are being reported
. " +

without anv omissions. But omissions -there are. For had

R R )

thére not been omissions, narrative-time would have been
equal to story-time. These omissions, abbreviations and

synopses, while not as eas‘ly detectable as in the first

quotation, are neveftheless present. "En, la finﬁ signals a
4 . s - R
possible omission df information (860). 1

In fightiné;there'is "elegance" (859), and to
¢

.
communicate this elegance, the narrator himsel f assumes, to

- ’l

‘ o )
use a modern analogy, the role of a sports commentator whose
. Ld a"‘ '
role it is to paint a vivi% picture,.of what J S happening

before his eyes. Every battle scene 1s a summary, but a

»

detailed one, detailed because thefattempt is made to paint
~



a picture, and to appear as mimetic as possible. Although a
modern reader may find the®™attle scenes tedious anﬁ
fepetltlve because of th81f uﬁnecessary and excessive

) .
detail, these scenes are nevertheless important, 1 f only tor
the considerable space they occupy 1n the narrative. The
abwndance of scenes of COmbét in the literature of the

.

period strongly suggests that these scenes appeQIed to
medieval audiences, and that, they were 1n demand, especrally
in the eleventlf aéd 1wcl{th cefturies. Vinaver s gauttonary
words remind us that: "every age,\;ndl indeed, every nation
has 1ts own standard of "necessity * (1971, 21}, »

In a very useful presentation of ddrfation, Mieke Bal
points to the‘problem of establlshlng clear lines of ) i
demarcati.n between one movement and another (1985, 72).

She demonstrates how the various movements often overlap
(1985W72). This 1s particularly true of medieval .
Narratives where sunghries Irequéntly encompass pauses.

1

Pauses, as defined darlier, are segments of a text In

‘"which the actyon stands still (or where story-time s
b} L 4

a4 . .-
immobilized), while the narrator dlgIGSSGS‘??:Qf%SLIbe or

Cormment about a person or a thing. In med&eymg lnzerature,
AT e e v he ke op AR R

’ .

IR
this movement frequgmi&

Commentary, which e

[y -y S, ’
narrator and audie&ce,‘ is a dominan’t

v

.,'").

Iaaékre of both Yvain

S,
4
o
L4
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muse 1n a very gener bbuL a varnet§ of topics, be
: A

they love, human na‘p istory, or the relationship

between addresser ip d(essee. lﬁ fact, the tirst sunmary

quoted above 15 fo ved, as ®Re know, by a pause taking the

form of a general'osntmn on love in the present V,FTKSZQ
> -~ . -

love |n the?pﬁst (18-28).

Narratorial pauses a?d the narrator s intrusiveness
seem to be an.lntggral Lomponent of summaries 1n medieva |
narrative poems, so much so that even Calogrenant, the
secondary narrator 1n Yvain, mingles summary and conmentary .,
And, although not €Very pause occurs within é’sunnm(y,
pauses and sunmaries are frequengly contiguous. As we shal |
see shortly, Calogrenant s pause 1s situated before his
summary, tollowing keu’s untimely interruption. Upon being

] \
Interrupted, Calogrenant takes .t upon himself to give Keu
and other potentially disruptive |listeners a lesson 1n the
art of listeniﬁg (150-72). Taking the shape of

”connwntary,”_this lesson serves both narrators at once.

- .
Summaries can also Include intertextua! allusions or

proverbs and wise sayings. These cement the bond between
narrator and audience by creating a world in which the

> & ' - . ‘;A N N ‘:'< : & * i e *
conv®yor and teceiver of Story seem to share.a'§1le§/ ah
value-system and a basic core of knowledge. While Chrétien

relies less on specific Proverbs’ and more on conventional

topoi and motifs, many medieval authors including the ‘



()

85

*

anonymous auphdbr of Flamenca, Chaucer and the Gawain poet
[ ° ‘
fitl thelp/sunnwrles with commentaries desighed to enhance
-4
this shared world-view.

In Yvain, and Iin [ronlus, as will be seen later, can be

observed the classical alternation ot summary and scene. I*

may be helptul to return to Calogrenant s analcp‘t"l(‘ story,
this m;§e_eQxaQ)q@ which 15 a microcosm of the macrocosm, to
clarity this point. In1t, all four movements signaled by
Genette are at work. This episode ‘can be broken down»1nto

) o
the tollowing movements:

1. Pause (150-72), wherein Calogrenant comments about the

art ot communicating and listening to a story. 1t can
be considered hts prologue.
2. Summarcy (173-285%). Calogrenant s adventures unti| he

meets the hideous creature. There is possiblie ellipsis
in lines 25G-51.
3. Descruptive pause (286-311). Unlike the first pause

which took the shape of connwntagy, this one 1s a pure

-

. description of the stranger Calogrenant meets.
J . . 4

4. Sunmary of the ugly man' s movements (312-24).

5. Scene (325-&07)&\ Dialogue between the two wen.
: PN \ A . )
6. Summary (408-40). Calogrenane s adventures before
’
2
Esclados appears.. This summary includes a descrlptlxe'
[ 4 :

»

pause (619-31). e .

7. 'Scene between Calogrenans and Esclados (8913516). -

Yy oov3

¥ e B -]

e



8. Summary (512-76), Ellipiisébr "pseudo-ellipsis" in line

554.

9. Pause (577:80). Commentary on ;he story.

On fhis the microscopic level, it can be obServed tﬂat
scene and summary, or to empfoy Booth s terms, showing anL
telling, tend to(aLternéte\(l983). Movements 4°td 8 are a
case in point. Su ‘ry‘and pause, too, alternate, whichris.
certainiy not unusual, since both pause and scene have a
similar. function: to stop or slow down the action and to '
vary the tempo. Pauses and scenes are juxtaposed with ,

’

sunmar ies, with thg express purpose of enabling Calogrenant,
the narrator, to re;é{n hi; readers’ attention and to
enliven'hi; story. HencF the pause on the art of listehing
to a sto: ..

Without doubt, the differences betweenyscene and‘pause
are appreciable. )Scenes, like monologues, posséss a
dramatic quality and are directly linked.to the charactérs,
whereas pap;es, as indicated earlier, refipct on the
narrator’s_attitudes and optnions.” As in drama, scenes
approximaté what thescharacters "say" to each other and how
they interact. They "approximat 3 ather than "duplicate"
speech, because, as Genette remarks, r;ported speech 1s
mediated by the narrator, a third party (1980, 162-63). As

an aside, monologues, whose tmportance in the medieval

narrative cannot be underestimated, can be linked to the



87
discussion of scene, since both possess a dramatic'quality.

Before leaving.Calogfénant's stofy, other observations

. . ‘ .
about the movements listed above are in order. It should be
noted, for example, that the first.pause (in movement 1) is
.qualifatively different from the second (in movement 2), an

-
idea a{ludéd to earlier. For while story—time'is zero in
both, the first }s a prblogue which is directly linked to
the narrator’s voice and can be rebaptized “cOmhentary.”
N

The second, by contrast, is ”deécription,” wherein the "["
of the narrator is underplayed. This distinction is useful,
since many writers favour degcription and avoid commentary
SO as not to appear "intrusnve.J In Madame Eovaix; for

exampye, Flaubert relies heayily onvdescription, but, to
effect th= desired "distance" between the author and his
creation, he eschews commentary. In_&mdieval narrative,
.where this heightened disténce s traditionally not desired,
descriptién and commentary overlap.

Another observation has to do with ellipsis or

-~

”pseudo-ellipsig” (Bal 1985, 71-72). Two of the above
mov;ments possibfy contain ellipses. They are "Del éoper
vo's di;ai briemant / qu’il fu del tot a ma devise" (250-51)
and "En la fin, volantez me vint .« " (554). It is to be
noted that both occur withiQ‘sunnmriés (in movements 2 and

8), which confirms Bal's point that the borderline between

summary and ellipsis is often blurred (1985, 72). An

' ‘ v ) : ‘
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~ellipsis, as defined by Genette, is a movehent in which some
story-time is elided (1980, 106), but what happens in

medieval works is that the author frequently takes Tt upon

~

himself to prepare his readers for possible omissions aﬂg to
: , : ~
.signal any abbreviations or omissions in the story. This
results in explicit ellipses that are not qualitatively
different froﬁ mini-swnnariesu, As an example, Calog[enantls
report of his dinner, albeit brief and highly elliptical, is
a sort of summary all the same. "En la fin" and ";riemant”
are clear indications that the story has been abbreviated
aﬁd that some events have been left out. thétien‘and
.Chaucer make wide use of what Bal qalls-"pseudo—ellipsis” In
wHich ellipsis is assimilated into mini-summary (185, 72).
the exéﬁination of order, can now aid in the investigation
of the macroscopic level (1973, 88-93). For }t facilitates
the study of tempi in the work as a whole and the
determination Sf the speed of narration, thereby enabling
the reader to see where the privileged events. in the text
3re.‘ Listed below is the number of'lines in each episode:
1. Calogrenént's‘episode (57-580) = 523 lines. A
2. Yvain's journey & marriage (581-2171) = 1590 lines.
3. Arthur’s visit (2172-2477) = 305 lines.

40 Yvain's estrangement from Laudine (2478-2782) = 304
€
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lines.
5. Yvain's madness and recovery (2783-3150) - 367 lines.
6. Yvain's adventurés and decision to réturn to Laudine’
(31'5!1—6516) = 3365 lines.

-
7. AKinal reconciliation (6517-6803) = 286 lines.

S

From the above count, it cén be_concluded that the
story begins slowly but gradually gains momentum. Bécause
of éts crucial role in the work as a whole, Calogrenant’s
sto?y is given a privilegéd place, at the beginning; despite
the fact that Célogrenané quickly proves to be a seconda{y
character, never reappea?ing after Yvain's departure. To
foreground Yvain as the primary character, Chretien then
devotes great attention to his various adventures. Some of
the events told by Calogrenant are repeated, but the main
narrator does not shy away from repetition at this stage of
the work, since this technique highlights the experiences

* Yo
shared by the protagonist and his conin, while indirectly
paving‘the way for the differeqces. Repetition comes to a
halt once Yvain differentiates himself from Calogren;nt by
defeating Esclados.

The tempo in the early section is slow due to the use
of repetition. The reader then turns his/her atterrtion to

Laudine, as she weighs the advantages and disadvantages of

wedding her husband’s slayer. She soon decides not to tarry



any longer but to marry Yvain‘in.full haste. This episode
contains Yvain's and Laudine s moﬁologues as well as a,
cluster of scenes, which all slow down the actionl

The next three episodes (3-5) are quicker in tempo,
probably because fhey funct;on as transitions. Arthur’s
visit 1Is noteworthy oQly insofar as it becomes the force
behind Yvain's decision to leave his bride. This in turn
brings about the estrangement between ‘husband and wife
(episode 4) and event&glly lead;‘to Yvain's madness (episode
5). Episqges three and four are almost .dantical in length,
while the ?ﬁfth I's somewhat longer.

Yvain's temporary loss of his sanity, an issue which
has excited many medievalists, occupies a mere 367 lines,
almost tie same length as Calogrenant's story (Kelly 1966;
Frappier 1969; Artin 1974, 194-218). It is Certainl;
legitimate to wonder why such a cruciai event 1s presented
wg;h relative haste. Two explanations will be attempted
here; the first be;ng that this focal event i1s in itself a
transftion, a t}ansition in the story and in the hero s
life. It ig the events that ensue that are vital: following

b
his madness, Yvain hides his former nudity with the robe

-

which the pucelle leaves behind for him, and with this
action he makes his somewhat sudden re-entry into human
socrety (Artin 1974, 218). Henceforth begins his full

recovery and his search for reconciliation with Laudine.

-



. The other, perhaps stronger explanation for the
relative brevity of this episode, has to do with the notion
of a pfotagonist in the medieval narrative. In Chretien s
ohe—agent world, the tendency is to build the narrative
around a specific character who becomes the focal pofnttof
the whole text or a large part of it. This is particularly
true of Yvain, where the narrator is the hero s constant
companion. And it 1s with Yvain's adventures and actions
that the reader is best acquainted. Laudine, Lunete and
other Chéracters make a few appearances then disappear
without the reader missing them or wondering what has_become
of them. This, we suspect, is a major difference between
the medieval (and earily picaresque works), on the one hand,
and the great majority of novels produced from the
Renaissance to the present, on the other. For while \
realistic novels, for example, éometimes foreground one

Karenina, they at once succeed in interesting the reader in

several characteYs other than e protagonist. Why medieval

authors preferred to focus on one\or two characters is

difficult to say. One tentativ xplanation may have to do
: 0

with the (r(;éiscovery and redefinition of the notio f

"individual iTY." “tq L’Esprit de la philosophie médiévale,

N

1
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.
Gilson advances érovocative ideas about the differences
between Platonic and Aristotelian notions of the individual,
on the one hand, and the Christian, Thomnst\view of the
person, on the other, coming to the conclusion that only
WA

with Christianity does the "indivf‘ﬂt‘" become a "person,"
distinct from other created belngs{ because he alone has the
faculty of reason (1932, 195-209). Gilson s notion of "le
e-sonalisme chretien” explains 1n part why the individual

n the Christian universe gained special status, especially
atter the elaboration of Thomist phiiosophy.

‘The rediscovery of the individual 1n the High Middle

Ages left 1ts mark on the literary monuments ot the period.

Graduatlly, turning away from national and conmmunal concerns

which hac dominated and coloured the various genres of the

early Middle Ages, literature began to register a stronger
tnterest in that which 1s personal (Morris 1972). The fact

indrvidual while forging heroes whose role was simply to
embody tHelr ;ocxetylg treasured values and mores may have
plométed the romanciers of the twelfth century and later to
redress this imbalance 1n favour of the one-agent fictional
universe. Chaucer, to be sure, 1s less dependent on one
prima.y character; to argue that he succeeds in drawing the

reader intqg a complex relationship between two people would

be to state the obvious. With Chaucer, too, the exuberant



v |
go-between becomes a prcrful and effective figure,
quever, tn Chaucer as i1n Chretien the emphasis 1s not on
society or the group, but on the individual.

Because ot his dependence on Yvain as the anchoring
point for the whole story, Chretien cannot stall the
Narrative by armmobilizing his hero for a long period of
time. In other words, once Yvaln/s;madness 1's described,
the author has to rehabilitate his main character quickly
and bring him back to kO(lety where the story can continue
to untfold. Madness transtorms the protagonist i1nto an
anti-social animal, untit to live amoné;t men.  During his
period of Insanity and solittude, Yvain s unable to act as
knight or even to remember his "estat" or name or past.

This 1s a time of forgettulness and loss ot memory , a time

[
¥

of "otherness." Hence the brevity of this episode. Yvain
recovers from his madness without remember ing what had
betallen him, and the brevity of this episode simulates the
ellipsis 1n Yvain's memory. Another explanation tor this
brevity has to do with the role of 1teration which will be
broached 1n the next chapter.

The sixth episode 1s by tar the longest, for it 1s her
‘that most of Yvain' s feats of bravery ar’/??ﬁxevedl It s
here. as well that he befriends a lion with whom he succeeds

In surmounting one obstacle after another. Every new

93

d

e

*
adventure brings him closer to home. The author accelerates
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L
‘the tempo for the ultimate reconciliation in episode 7, as
Laudine forgives her husband and welcomes him back.
- )
» * »* )

Duration in Tro1lus

Moving on to duration n Trwilus. we tind that, not
unlbike Yvain, the work begins at a pace which, though
tinttrally stow, gradually quickens, Scenes succeed each
other an Books 1 and Il as the narrator introduces his
characters, muses about their qualities and lets them
express their opinitons and teelings. Frrst we witness the
birth o} Trorlus s passion tor Criseyde 10 slow-motion.
Standing shyly by the gate ot the temple 1s Criseyvde who,
though still in mourning, has come to the annual feast of
the Palladion to join 1n honouring Athene. Meanwh le,
Troilus, who s disdaintul of love and lovers, 1s pacing
back and torth with his knights. Suddenly, his eyes
straying to where Criseyde 15 standing, the young Trojan 15
smitten by Love. Like a horse prancing against his will, he
talls from pride i1nto love (1, 2i18). For the law of

o

"kynde," we are told, 1s the law of love, and Troilus cannot
resist human nature however hard he may try.

The slow tempo enables the reader to experience the
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first moments of what will prove to be a fateful love
aftfair. The reader is privy not only to the eye contact
between the two lovers but also to their inner thoughts and
feelings. When the narrator describes Criseyde fer the
second time, he makes a point ot describing her as she is
now being viewed and focalized by Troiius (1, 281 tt).

The same pace continues as the narrator takes the
reader 1nto Troilus s room where the young lover s
experiencing his tirst sorrow. Until Pandarus comes to the

rescue, Troirlus wallows 1n pain and muses about the nature

of love. His trepidation and etat d ame are presented 1n

\\
great detail so as to shed light on“his character. His

first song and some of his. inner thoughts, tor example,
point to the tact that his pain xs; as the Conveétlon
dictates, mixed with a certain amount of happiness, that his
"maladie” (f, 419) 1s a pleasurable one. Moreover, Chaucer
is caretul to highlight the changes 1n Troilus s

.
personality, changes that have come about as a result of his
talling 1n love. Troilus the proud knight 1s juxtaposed
with Troilus the tormented lover, juxtaposition being a
central compositional technique in Chaucer as in Chretien.
The slow page helps foreground the changes 1n Troilus s
personality. The man ;ho scorned lovers becomes one

himsel f. The youthful, energeti1¢ warrior becomes a near

tnvalid who can neither eat nor sleep. The self-assured
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Trojan becomes a man who loses His hue sixty times a day (1,
441). His own oanorons inthas tirsd Canticus, an
{

adaptation of a Petrarchan sonnet, reflect the changes well:

"Al stereless withinne a boot am |

Amydde the see, bitwixen wyndes two, h
That 1n contrarie stonden eve}e mo .,
AlTas!' what s thxs‘wondre maladia”?
For hete ot cold, tor cold of hete, |
dye . (1, 415-20)
These "contraries” are gryitalllzed for the regder by the
slow pace of the narrative. Once the conflicts raging

Mnside the main characters subside, once Troilus and
Cr}seyde resign themselves to the Jaw at "kynde” and welcome
the prosp.ct ot becoming lovers, the pace quickens
considerably. -

The pace 1s slow 1n the two scenes in which Pandarus
fxrst‘appears. Slowly and <arefully, Pandarus approaches
the reluctan\ lover, urging him 1o divulge the reason for
his sudden wde. His strategy 1s to win Troitlus to his side
and to become an active participant 1n Troilus s tate. To
this end, he deploys his "proverbs,” (I, 756), a manoeuvre
thag Troilus decries (see Muscatine on style, 1957, 142-5).
The conversation between Troilus and Pandarus sees the
for&mr gradually relinquishing power to the latter. Winning

Criseyde becomes from that point onwards a joint effort (1,
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972) and, to Pandarus, a "bisynesse" (1, 1042) and a "game"
(rrt, 250, 254). L
' e v
The same pace 1s maintained when Pandarus visits his
) .
niece to begin to put hia plan 1nto action. Realizing tull
N
well that Criseyde is likely, at least tnirtrally, to object
vehemently to what is being proposed or arranged, he embark
upon his enterprise with utmost care.  He divulges the
imtormation cautiously and slowly, and the < low pace ot the
1 - -~
') tr te ’ y
narrative simulates his fremde_manere speche™ (11, 2u4X),
Ponder ing wavs ot breahing the news to her, he evokhes the
carpe diem theme, and reminds her of his devotion to her an
of his good intentions (11, 267-95).

In discussing duration in Yva N, we maintained that
when an ¢ 1sode 1s privileged 1n space, 1t means that i1
also has a signiticant thematic tunction 1n the text. Here
tn Trotlus, we note that the encounter between und fe and

niece 1s privileged 1n terms ot space, because it sets the

tore for the relationship and establishes Pandarus as an

accomplished go-between. This allows tor the dcxe[opmemt o
the theme ot how language shapes reality. '
That the tempo would quicken towards the end of Book I

and 1n Book LIl 1s no surprise. For as things start

Y
happening, as developments 1n the affair take shape,

.

Troilus s despair and fear of urrequited love are displaced

by hopes tfor happiness and tultilliment. In Book 11,
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. .
to reassure his beléved of his honourable intentions, she
;ells him in no uncertain térms to stick to the matter at
hand (Ill, 1306-09). Furthermore,;as he. scurries from one
place to another, Panda?ds helps quicken the teﬁpo of the
story. The spiritéd Pandarus is, as Muscatine notes,
Lunete’s descendent, but, as a go-bétween figure, he is more
developed-than Chrétien s confidante, who is also
inStrumeatal iﬁneftecting the union and reconciliation
between Yvéiq and Laudine (1957, 139).

As fortune turns away from*Troilus, the fast tempo is
maintained. Hére, in Book IV,\oﬁe event after another
hrfngs'Troilus closer to misfortune and death.” His fate and
that of Troy become increasingly intertwined, and socfety,
hitherto in the background, re-enters the poem's‘foregrand.
Thus, as froy begins to weaken, Troilus moves from
”éryvetee" back to society and loses his beloved to‘the
Greeks, and ultimately to another man (Blodgett i9763. The
conflicts and "contraries" that played havoc with his
feelings in Book I resurface to hound him when some Trojans
afgue the exchange of Criseyde for ™the townes goode" (IV,
553). In a way, by allowing socio-political factors to

determine the course of events, Troilus brings about his own

mistortune. For, although it must be conceded that he, the
sensitive lover, fears ruining Griseyde' s name, it is

equal’ly true that this knight-cum-lover does not wish to
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jeopardize!his own reputation as a brave soldier and
warrior. 'Lingering at the back of\hi; mind is the ideas“that
love and knighthood are incompatible and irreconcilable,
that t'o be a lover one has to foreéake being a knight.

Evi@éntly,‘this is an all-too-familiar problem, and one |

whfch seems central to Yvain as well; where the young knight

‘

i; persuaded to leave his bride to prove himself in the
’”offici;l" Arthurian world. Desibte his boundless sorrow,
Troilus feels obliged to exercise self-control "lest men
sholde his affeccion espye” (lV, 153). Rather than become
another Paris, Troilus chooses to emulate Hector. After
all, the very war in progress was bréught about by a woman,
Troilus reminds’Pandarus\(lV, 567). Instead of intervening

to safeguard his happiness, Troilus Mor the second time

wills himself into inmaction.

As Troiﬂus loses control af the sittuation, he returns //—\\\

to his despondent mood of Book 1. With his new despair
returns the slow tempo. Pandarus advises action and
impresses upon his disconsolate friend the need to, "manly
‘sette the world on six and seven" (1v, 622)7 The lover's‘
reply,lhowever, 1s thap there is nothing lgft for him to do,
and that the parliament’ s decision cannot now be revoked.
.-mages of deterioration, decline, change and death
graduaily creep. into the narrative. When Pandarus goes to

see Crisezyde, he finds her as pale as someone who has just
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&een laid on the bier (Iv, 862-64). Her dishevellved haijr
and red eyes give her the semblance of a martyr. In the
meantime, debatiﬁg the issue of free choice, the¥ de jected
Troilus begins to moan "and groan at the temple and is
totally enmeshed .n Boethian questions. His first sorrow is
>recreated here as he relives his initial unhappiness. His
lnaction, the sleep@ess nights, the tears and self-pity all

‘ .

recur in Book V (V, 211-66). Convincing himself that she is
bound to return soon, groilus labours under delusions and
goes through a long process of self-deception. The narrator
slowly monitors his protagonist’s oscillation between hope
and despair, just as he dissects s ome of Criseyde’s feelings
about her difficult situation.

, Wher'z;oilus finally faces the inescapable truth, when
he realizes that Criseyde has graﬁted her love to another v
man, along with the brooch which he himself had given"her,
he decides to act. He informs Pandarus that he hopes to
kill Diof%de in battle and expresses his wish to die. The
tempo is accelerated in the last book as events succeed each
0£Ler at great speed. Troilus discévers his beloved s
deception, Hector dies, then Troilus himself is killed at
the hands of Achilles. His apotheosis quickly ensues.

" As for the specific movements in Troilus, it is

appropriate to start with scene, by far the most important

of the four. In the first few scenes of the book, litfle
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happens, but much is saig. Of the four movements discussed
by Genette (1980), scene is.privileged in Chaucer. It is

seems less willing than Chfétien'to take resbonsibility for
his characters’ a ons or beliefs. Scene {pdubitab{y
sefves his purpose better than summary, since by Ietting his
characters speak for themselves, he is able to distance

himself from them.

Language is one of the ways used by Chaucer to

-

characterize thg va}ious casracters (Muscatine 1957,
IZL-GI). The characters here are judged and characterized
by their own w;rds. Specifically, the power of rhetoric is
explicitly recognized in several passages, tHe first of
which is .n Book Il, where Troilus complains that Pandarus s
"proverbes may [him] néught availie" (1, 756) and in Book Il
where Criseyde sees through Pandarus’'s particular use of
lanéuage and asks: "Lat be to ﬁe yogre.fremde manere speche"
(11, 248, Payne 1963). Feigning disapproval, Pandarus
himself describes how in art and speech there is often‘
artifice (Il 255-59). Later on, Criseyde reassures Troilus
that, through the power of hér words, she will "enchant" her
father and talk him into letting her return to Troy (IV,

136€-93). ‘ ‘ -

'

. * )
As one of the proems suggests, language and linguistic

traditions are on Chaucer' s mind (I1, 14-49). Troilus is

\
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very much a poem-about language, about how the subtle use of
diction can shape reafity. Hence the attention given to
dialogue. By calling himself Troilus s "}riend", a word
recurring twelvé times in less than five Hundréd lines (1,
584-1059), Pandarus is quickly able to get to the bottom of
the young man’s despair and to transform, albeit ‘
temporarily, this despair into Joy. It is also through the
manipulation of language that Diomedes, who "was of tonge
large," "conquers" Criseyde (v, 304, 794). About the
enterprise upon which he is to embafk, Diomedes muses: "]
shal namore lesen but my speche" (V, 798).

Chatman argues that in Jclassical” narrative, summary
and scene tend to alternate, though the emphasis is usually
on the former (1978, 75). In IEQilEE scene recurs with more
frequency, which gives the work as a whole a dramatic
fiavour. This is not to say that suﬁnmry I's unimportant in
Troilus. On the contrary, sunmmary plays no small role in

o /,$Qe work in general and in the proemé‘in particular. The
4
four proems are sometimes synopses of earlier and later
events, even when they are mere adumbrations, as is the case
_in the int;oduction to Book I11.
When wishing to circumvent a topic, the narrator
employs summary master fully. A good example of this is in

Book IIl where he, out of modesty, does not wish to be

explicit about the lovers  1.rst sexual encounter. When
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Troilus gnd Criseyde make love, the narrator finds it
cohvenient;to use summary.which ‘enables him to exercise
auto-censorship ;ﬁd to stay wit%ip»the bounds of what was
then generally considered to be material fit, foé the

-

"courtly" tradition, shunning that which would have only
‘representdative of the narrator’'s "evasiveness" as well as
being an indication of how swnnéry, pause and ellipsis
frequently mingle and overlap.
Of hire delif, or )oié; oon the leeste,
Were impossible to my wit to seye;

But juggeth ye that han ben at the feste

Of swich gladnesse, if that hem liste
pleye!
I kan namore, but thus ilke tweye,

That nyght, bitwixen drede and

sikernesse, B

Felten re love the grete worthynesse.

(td1, 136-16)

.

Like Il Filoestrato' s narrator who also declares about

Troitolo and Criseida "[plensisel chi fu mai cotanto avanti /
merce d Amor, quanto furon Cg;toro, /| e sapra 'n parte la
letizie loro”™ (IIl, 33), Chaucer’s discreet narrator leaves

it to ttose conversant with love to imagine the pleasures

P

attained Ey the lovers. Time and again he resorts to
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ignorant of love and its ways. "l kan namore," "I kan nat
tellen al, /‘As kan myn auctour," (111, IBZQ-BS) "1 speke .
- . under correccioun" (111, 1332) are canonical sentences
used by the narrator to distance himself from his material
and characters. "[ do not know" , "I cannot express myself
well enough” or "I ought to be brief" are, like Chretien s
"briement," strategies employed here and elsewhere 1n
sentences are usually followed by gaps in }he narrative. "I
do not know, therefore | let it pass” go together.

Also of interest in the above quotation and in the
following stanzas is the mingling of pause and summary. The
narrator summarizes events, and lets his lovers "in this
hevene blisse . . . dwelle" as, he in the meant ime distracts
the reader by means of pauses which broach the subject of
love in a subtle and sensitive manner. Pause, in effect,
enables the narrator to move away from the specificity of
the situation at hand and to muse about generalities.

What 1s perhaps unusual about the use of pause quoted
from book 111 above is the fact that narrative-time and
story-time move along concomitantly. According to Genette,
In pause, story-time is zero (1980, 95). Here, however,

story-time continues, as the lovers make love. The narrator

addresses ¥yow that felyng in loves art" (111, 1333), while
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leaving the lovers 1n the ptivacy of -their bed. Pause can
be considered, thereforq, a vehicle by means of which
partial ellipsis 15 ln{roduced In the story. For, events
about which the reader 1s not told take pl;ce between rh?
summary 1n the above quotation and the return to summary
signaled by the lines "[Klnge tlke two, that ben in armes
afe . o 0" (11, 1338).

As a tinal note, 1t can be argued that, despite the
strong presence of the narrator, I[?llgi sttll conforms to
certain aspects ot the novel. Barefaced pauses and
excessive summaries are eschewed, and the characters speak
for themselves. Whenever possible, the narrator lets his
characters describe and characterize themselves through

their ver words, a ;aﬁof difterence from Yvain where
summary and scene are equ'ly distribured.

In this chapter, several concepts related to duration,
including space, speed, tempo and movement, have been
scrutinized. In Yvain, Chretien foregroundsycertann events

by, among other things, granting them ample textual space.
and the duration of events according to the personalities
and moods of his relatively autonomous characters. Whenever
Pandarus acts, the tempo speeds up. When Troilus 1s pensive
or when Criseyde is in the process of weighing a matter, .t

stows down. The speed thus simulates the characters’ moods



and states of mind. It would by no means be an overstate-

ment to argue that, 1n Chaucer, we can explore the exciting

¥
seeds of psychological drama. The study of duration, then,

enables us to examine another aspect of dispositio and come

to some conclusions about what the use of particular move -

ments or tempt mean 1n the ‘context of the works themse lves.



CHAPTER 1V
FREQUENCY IN YVAIN AND TROILUS
( :

The present chapter deals with frequency, which, in
Genette, 15 one of three major time-relations between story
and dlscoursé. Frequency 1s the numerical relationship
between the events 1n the text and those in the story.,
Given that the singulative narrative s demonstrably the
norm 1n medieval works, 1t does not merit a separate
discussion, Rather, we will examine, the tunction ot
tteration and repetition (Genette 1980, 113-66: Chatman
1978, 78-79: Bat 1985, 77-79). Iteration, by tar the most?t
nteresting notion advanced by Genette 1n his study of
freq’%nfy, plavs n'o small part tn Yvain and Troulus.

.iﬂassncal texts, Genette remarks, depend more on the

\ ,
singulat.ve narrative aqﬁ less on the 1terat.ve. While the

=
former was the norm 1n the majority of pre-twentieth century
novels, the latter came to 1ts own only half a century apo,
notably with Proust who, parttially through his innovative
use ot the 1terative and té% pseudo-i1terative,
revolutioniczed the novel. But what 1s the "iterative"”?
Chatman detines 1t simply and succinctly as "a single
discoursive representation of several story moments:v(l980,
78). Whereas repetitive narration depends on recounting

what happened onc® n times, iterative narration, grouping

events together, recounts what happened n times once. The

108
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two modes are, thus, opposites. A "singulative" narrative,
Clearly the most common form, s one where a glven event 15

presented only once.

In the discussion of order and duration, I£0|[qs was
found to be invariably closer to a modern novel than Yvain.
This 1s partly the functqon of the temporal distance between
the two Yng:T\‘Many difterences 1n technigue, however, stem
from a different authorial vision of the Story and 1ts aims,
One author--Chretien--no doubt, wanted to entertain by
bringing together a medlcy of stories and a series of
adventures, all tied to one narrative subject, while the
other--Chaucer--preterred the multi-agent world. And since
specific aims dictate the use of speci fic technlqueé,'some
knowledge of these aims can help the reader learn to
anticipate which technigues and narrating possibilities are
litkely to be exploited in a particular kind of text. For
example, the fact that the i1terative does not lend atself to
the schema of reporting syntagmatic events would suggestes
that Chretien i1s less likely to use 1t, but Is more Likely
to resort to singulat1V; narrative. By the same token, 1t
would not be ingorrect to hypothesize that Chaucer, because
of hls-kfen eye for psychological drqzé, would use the
tterative to create states of mind. Looking at the two
texts, tt can be ascertalﬁed that both statements are

essentially correct. Chretien makes | imited use of the



~

|
g 10

iterative. And Chaucer, though he still relies, by and
large, on singulative narrative, exploits i1teration in many

instances. In Troilus, iteration reappears more frequently

than 1n many other medieval works; as will be seen later, 1t
recurs particularly 1n Book [11. This 15 not to say that
Chretien does not know or use the iterative. For he does.
The hermit episode 15 a case 1n point. But, again, Chretien

ts more subdued and perhaps less experimental than Chaucer
in this regard.
v .

In a thought-provoking article on deconstruction and
history 1n Yvain, Haidu, by bringing into play "an
historically-informed semiotics," advances new i1deas about
the curious relationship are¢ the rovel exchange developping
between ne crazed Yvain and thce nermit (1983a, 144).

Exploring the Systerg that both men establish, Haidu 1s able

to deduce “from this episode, some soClo-economic

tmplications. Together, the two men come to form a small
unit of production. Haidu speaks of this episode as
"metonymic," insofar as i1t suggests a new "open"

SO0CI0-€economic system based on profit and surplus and
emulates, certain modes of production that were being
developed towards the end of the twelfth century. This
metorymic section deconstructs the "metaphoric," closed
world Hitherto known to the hermit (Haidu 1983a, 135).

About tihe two literary systems, Haidu asks:



Is 1t possible to associate the
metapho’ric polg with the earlier type of
textual production, oral, closer to the
tribal and perhaps the "primitive,
hence less analvtic, while the metonymic
Is associrated with the later Fiterature,
more closely dpproaching the tungtioning
ot more sophisticated texts and
approaching the <status ot modern
Literary texts” . . . 1y SO, the rwo
types ot textual functioning might well
be typical not only of specirtically
literary or textual organtzations, but
also of the general textual production
of socteties of a cerdain type.  One
would not be amazed, ' this |ine of
argument, to conclude that metaphor was
the typical mode of so-called

‘Primitive societies, while metonomy

characterizes later societies. (19%3,,
137-38)
Haidu' s tentative conclusion is highly attractive. In

the tontext of frequency, however, the poitnt that should now
be stressed s that, as a textual technique, the iterative

seems to enhance metonymy.
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the iterative mode, it is described thus:
Puis ne paésa huit jorz antieré
tant coh il fu an cele rage L

que aucune beste salvage

ne |1 aportast a son huis.

Iceste vie mena puis,

et 1i boens hom s antremetoit

~de lui colchier, et si metoit

asez de la venison cuire,

et li peins, et |l eve, et la buire

[N

& estoit toz jorz'a la fenestre
por 1 ome forsene repestre; ¢
. (2864-74)
Initially, the hermit pefforms a charitable act by giving
the madman %ood and drink, an act which the latter
téciprocates by féturning with wild game. Thereupon, a
system develops whereby {vain offers the hermit meat for
which he gets enough to eat and drink. The profit made from
selling the hide mean? a plentiful supply of bread and
venison. for Yvaiﬁ. Thus, the.cboperation between the two
men proves of mutual benefit and quickiy becomes a pattern,
evoked not only by words like "tant,ﬁ "toz jorz”.but also by
the imperfect verbs in this ep..ode. As an aside, it should

of iteration, since the iterative can often be inferred from
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the literary context (Genette 1980, 132). This pattern of
production is tied to the open market contiguous to the
hermit’s closed world. And it is Yvain who provides“the
link’between the two worlds. This new--metonymic--world is
canjured up by associatioh and contiguity:

Genette speaks of the iterat}ve narrative as having a
close affinity with description; especially I1n classical
Literature (1980, 117). This view I's corroborated by the
episode examined above where, through the use of iteration,
the poet is able to describe .a crucial staée in Yvain's
evolution as a character and as a man. Iteration, then, has
a significant role in Yvain. Cohen was one of the earliest

critics to call Chretien France' s first "novelist" (1948) .

Perhaps .:eration, with its role in description and in the

[teration, no doubt, helps bridge the gap between what

Haidu, 1n the passage quoted above, cilled "primitive" and
not-so-primitive texts.

The iterative mode is employed at a higher frequency in

.. .
-

intercessor between the lovers, a new order\ or pattern comes

into place. Troilus's daily life changesy and\the lovers

resort.to their friend whenever they wish to see each other.

Again, as in the hermit episode, the idea of a pattern 1is
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central to the notion of thé iterative. Afterﬁthe cl imax
scene in Book 111, Troilu; Pecomes a changed man:

In suffisaunce, in blisse, and in

singynges,

This Troilus gan al his lif to lede.

He spendeth, jouste - aketh

festeynges;

He yeveth frely ofte, and chaungeth

wede. (IIl, 1716-19)
This passage is-obviously meant to be understogd in the
lterative moae; since all the actions mentioned therein
happen presumably mor e than once. Later on, the reader is
informéd that Troilus can never tire of speaking in praise
of his tady (I, 1736-43). "Ful ofée:” "he wolde" or "many
a nyght" (IIl, [713) arela few of the various ways in which
the iterative is expressed. About the relationship of the
two lovers after consummation, the narrator.has this to say:

"In joie and surete Pandarus hem two / Abedde brought, whan

that hem bothe leste / And thus they ben in quyete and in

reste" (111, 1678-80). Through Pandarus s machinations,

then, the first meeting and initial jubilation are recreated
. ' R o
In subsequent encounters. After communicating to the rea@‘t

_this sense of cyclicality, the narrator is able to speed up
events 1n Book IV and V as complications beleaguer the

affair. Iteration, thus, enables the narrator to cover the
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period following the crimax relatively quickly and to
proceed with the story,

The above exampies are from Book ITl. The iterative,
however, can be found, to a lesser degree, all through the
poem. In Book I, for Instance, the describtion of Troilus s
first gorrow includes elements of the iterative.

Description and iteration, as argued earlier, are often
r~lated, and since Chaucer is fascinated by moods and states
ot being, it is no surprise that he would employ iteration
"o draw a more complete picture of recurring emotions. Just
a Troilus’s desperation and Inaction, recurring towards the
beiinning and the end of the.-work, are depicted using signs
Ot the iterative, Criseyde s hesitancy,‘also recurrent,

be v:}ts .rom this same mode. lteration, then, is genuinely
tntegrated into the economy of the Chaucerian text.

So far, of the three time-reiétions discussed by
Genette in his chapter on frequency, only the iterative has

L 3 N

been broached. This is intentional, since there is in
medieval literary criticism a decided tmbalance in favour of
more traditional time relations. Because iteration has a
small role in the medieval text, small |t compared to the
part it plays in the Proustian oeuvre and in other twentieth
centur works, 1t has been ignored by scholars. To our
Rnowlédye, It has never been studied in relation to medieval

lterature. Due attention to this important device can, as
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we have seen, help us appreciate the complexity and richness
of medieval dispositio. But repetition, too, without doubt,
more fundamental than iteration to the medieval text, is an

obvious and significant device in medieval narrative. It is

to it that we now turn.

or descriptions. Recalls, or répeated analepses, for
example, represent repetitive narrative. Most éritics of
medieval aesthetics concur that répetition I's central to
medieval narrative from the\%welfth to the fifteeth
centuries (Curtius 1953, 79-105; Payne 1963; Vinaver 1971,
74, 128-29). -At the outset of Yvain, there is repetition or
the semblance of repetition, when Calogrenant initiates his
story, is interrupted and is, finally, obliged to proceed.
Afso, the gist of Calogrenant’'s adventure is later
repeated--not without nuances of course--by the principal
narrator, when Yvain lives his cousin’s garly experiences.
Repetition, as mentioned earlier, helps establish the s|Qw
tempo with which this work is introduced, since stories are
told and retold, but very little happens. In fact, this
tempo recreates what is taking place in Arthur s court: the
king sleeps and the knights are indignant.

When Criseyde and Troilus are described in Book V
(820-26, 830-31) they are certainly not described for the

first time. Descriptions of characters are_gumerous in
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Chaucer’'s poem. Every new Wescription, as we shall see in
Chapter VIII, brings forth new insﬁghts into the Character
described. Successive portraits of Criseyde, for instance,
trace this heroine”s‘emotional and physical state. Indeed,
whenever she is newly described, we are invited to see her
in a slightly altered ligh}ﬁ In repetition, then, there is
change. And the messgge Céh#eyed to the reader through
repetition is: reader, beware: at the heart of appareat
similitude lies fundamental differ;nce.

As indicated at the beginning of this chapter,
stngulative narrative still dominates in Yvain and in

Troilus where the majority of events happen only once. But
even in this type of narrative there are recurrences in the
form of 19po1l and major or minor variations on a scene or
theme, since episodes in most medieval texts are often built
around juxtaposition and are imbued with intratextual (and
intertextual) reminiscences (Muscatine 1957, 129).
Eventually, this type of repetition, as Gilles Deleuze
argues, alters'the original message, event or description.
In an engaging article, Haidu attributes the medieval
author’s frequent use of repetifion to his belief in the
"permanence of the message'" (1977, 875-87). Gradually,
however, through the use of repetition, this permanence is
undermined and even erased (Haidun1977). Thé same scholar

maintains that:



the repetition of event, rhetorical

developmqnt, stylistic variation, from

one text to another, or--what frequently

occurs in narrative, an intratextual

recapitulative sunmary--severed from

reference at a higher level of

ontological existence, substitutes

cross-reference ‘on the concrete,

syntagmatic level., The renetition of a

glven narrative convention within the

framework is part of the autotelic

structure, and provides multiple

referential foci within the system of

ecriture in disregard of the putative

referential function, (1977, 886)
Literature, by virtue of its self—referentiality, then,
became, albeit unintentionally, subversive. For, by having
itself for an end, fiction began to distinguish itself from
teleological discourses. This 15 partially how secular
medieval literature ‘eventually emancipated 1tself from
religious, overtly didactic, and other kinds of motivated
writing (Shepherd 1979). This point will be of relevance in
the coming chapter which deals specifically with the role
and function of the medieval author of secular narrative

fiction.
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Qui petit seme petit qutalt,

et qui auques recotllir vialt,

an tel leu sa semance espande

que fruit a cent dobles |, rande;
car an terre gul rien ne vaut
boﬁe semance 1 seche et faut,
Crestiens seme et fet semance

d un roman que 1l ancomance.

Chretien de Troyes

For out of olde feldes, as men seyth,
Cometh al thlé newe corn from yer to yere,
And out of olde bokes, In good feyth,

Cometh al 'this newe science that men lere.

Geoffrey Chaucer



CHAPTER V
THE MEDIEVALS AUTHOR

While the first part of this dissertation was concerned
with certain aspects of medieval dispositio, 1n other words

with arrangement and structure, the second half deals with

narratio, or with acts and levels of narration. In the
following cha ters, we will tocus on voice and on the

3
pluralization ot "I s" in medieval textuality. To examine

the problematics of who speaks, we have chosen to start with
the author, who, appearing IN_propria persona, has a special
place and role within his work. Betore detving into acts
and levels of narration, however, we must revisit key terms
and concepts. What an author-sub}ect and a narrator are and
where to locate them in the text are the tirst steps towards
grasping ‘evels of textual communication. Some conciusions
drawn from earlier chapters on dispositio will aidtin
delineating the functions pertormed by "authors<" and
"narrators" 1n medieval discourse.

Before disentangling the intricate web of vorces, it g
vital, at the outset, to stress the Importance ot

recuperating the "author," not as a tlesh-and-blood

"person,'" but as a textual phenomenon. In addition to the
narratorial "I," Chretien and Chaucer, as well as other
medieval literary figures, created a specral "je'" or ",

privileging the author and making of him an "auteur-sujet, "

121
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or an author-subject. As will be illustrated, this other

"I" can Be detected in some loct of Yvain and Troilus. Our

point of departure here 15 the postulatien that the author

Is at once an extratextual agent and a textual eptity that

can

nhabit™ certain places in a particular work. The
authoraial "1™ that names 1tselt and signs a work s
qualrtatively ditterent trom the narratorcal "1, T’rollrurx S
narrator, tor anstance, 1\,\’3\ Jordan notes, distinct ro
the selt-assured vorce ot the creator who, leaving Moy cal
on the poern s Jast twelve stanzas, re-enters the work 1n the
enver (1958, 253).  Postulating a distinction between the
“author-subject” and other "1 s" or speakers can help us
analyvze beginnings and endings 10 medieval narragrve and
draw gttention to the 1ssue ot attraibution,

To exdamine the author as a textual phenomenon, however ,
we should perhaps begin by retracng brietly ®the
socio-historical d@\gkopment ot the notiron of a4 "medieval

N
author™ and by looking at the change in the views about
secular writing an the literature of the High ana Late
Moadle Ages.  For, as Minnis, Zumthor, Vinaver (to name only
three scholars) have shown, the very detinition of "author"
underwent great change 1n the high and late Middle Ages
(Minnis 1984; Zumthor 1972: Vinaver 1975). And as the

analystis of authorial "signs" wijl reveal, the real author s

view of himselt/herself, his/her language, culture, literary

e
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tradition, together with his/her assessment of the social

)
.

\rdrg"and position of the writer of secular fiction,
inflaenced the way s/he portrayed (and inscribed)
himself/herselt 1n literary discourse. In the following

pages, then, we grapple with the basic question "what s a,®
A

medieval author™" . Minnis s jJudicious Sstudy ot medieval b
theories ot guthorship will prove usetul in this exploration
(1984). A comparative and contrastive sthy of Chretien and
Chauker as duthors will also pave the way tor a deeper
understanding ot the tunctroning of the medieval text as a
conmunicative process.,
The,word "author" has a long history and combines
.
several meanings. Etymologically, 1t 1s related to the
Latin verbs agere (to act or perform), augere (to grow) and
auire (to tie) as well as to the Greek autentim (authority).
Basing his definition on this rich etymology and on
statements made by major medieval theorists, Minnis presents
the dominant conception ot author from the twelfth to the
late fourteenth centuries as follows:
An auctor ‘pertormed the act of
writing. He brought something into
being, caused 1t to ‘grow . In the more

poets like Virgil and Lucan were

auctores in that they had tied’
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together their verses with feet and
metres. To the i1dea ot achievement and
growth was easi |y aisnmllated the 1dea
. . v

of authentic Or authoritativeness

(1984, 10G)
[nherent an this basic detinition 15 the idea of the author
45 a4 rational being responsible tor making and creating
literature:; he 15 an artificer, an 1dea which 1+
mmtransically occrdental and toreign to some non-Western
literatures (tor example, 1n the Arabic tradition, where
poesis s darectly linked to teeling and emotion, the word
for poét, shailr, translates as "he/she Qho {eg}ﬁ”). The
author 15 the causa ?tLlS{QQE' or the etficient cause, the
agent behind such acts as composing and ordering. He s the
person who brings a literary work 1nto being and who

erganitzes 1t an what Bernard Silvester calls a "natural"

(te. chronological) or an "artiticial" (ie.
non-chrono.ogical) order (qtd. 1n Minnis 1984, 23). A
competent writer, one who 1s worthy of being called an .

1966) .
Minnis makes valuable remarks about how views and 1deas
which originated 1n scholastic theory of authorship migrated

from the strictly theological or phjlosophical to the

\
litterary realms. As he puts 1t, ”P(]cholastnc literary
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theory did not merely provide these poets with technical
tdioms; 1t influenced directly or Iﬂdtf@CEly the ways in
which they conceived of their literary creations; it
attected their choice ot authortal roles and biterary torms”
(1984, 166). |
The valorization ot seculdr, vernacular wriitaing did not

happen overnight. Just as there was a sitting throupgh the
Scriptural authors to exclude the apocrypha’l, unnamed and,
theretore, unauthentic books, a parallel development--by and
‘/large Initirated by the same theorists--took place (n the
secular realm where the attempt was made to codity ana
recuperate an essentirally secular (and pagan) tradition
(Rand 192%, 3-68; Minnis 19864, 12). Great attention was
patd to this process, which was based on the Liberal, almost
humanistic, notion ot gggo§v§E¢[@a}iCQ§. and as history
shows, early Church fathers |i1ke St. Ambrose, St. Jerome and
St. Augustine as well as the scholastics were large [y
successful 1n sncorporating not ley the Old Testament but-
also the classical heritage into the Christian tradition,
thereby providing this tradition with legitimate and tected
intellectual roots. Erich KShler comments upon this
process, saying ". . . au Moyen Age, on cede aisement a la
tentation de }ecourlr au passe pour legitimer le present

dans ses moments les plus importants, et, pour ce taire, on

n"hesite pas au besoin de usser le passe pour | acconmoder
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au gout du present” (19764, 8).  St. Thomas Aguinas and athey
stholastic philosophers were at the toretront of those

preccoupaed by the process o ENTerpret oy e e gl gt

'
~
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Scriptural writing, wﬁ?&ﬁﬁaped'ahd mermeated by divine
inspiration. .

Furthermore, the coveted status of auctor was

originally bestowed only‘on the aMcients. But as authors
;writing in the vernacula&i began to think of themselveg (and
to be thought of) as a‘new social. and intellectual force,
'the valorization of writers of the day slowly became a
reality. Hence Dante, the character, but also the writer,
has to learn té live without Virgil, his patron, guide and
father. Virgil's disappearance in Canto XXX of Purgatorio
momentarily disorients Dante who, feeling orphaned and
"foresaken, I's overcome by emotion§ and cannot hold back the

-

tears. Purgatorio, it has been argued, 1Is an elegy, a poem

about loss and pain ]Blodgett 1970, 161-78). Ln one of the
with Virgil gone, he, the Christian bilgrim and author, hés
‘to transcend the pagan heritage and play a role in fgrging
not only a different literary tradition but also a new
language. Henceforth, Dante has to take full responsibility
for his journey. That he succeeds\ag pilgrim and author is
seen 1In Paradisio when he comes upon his final and climactic
vision of God and exclaims:

O abbondante grazia ond  io presunsi

Ficcar lo viso per la Luce Eterna,

Tanto che la veduta vi consunsj.
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Nel suo profondo vidi che s  interna,

Legato con amore in un Lolume;
N } . i
Cio che per |l universo si squaderna;
Sustanzia ed accidente, e lor costume,
Quasi. €onflati insieme per tal modo
Che cio ch’ io dice € un semplice
lume . XXXII1, 82-90
The "volume" becomes Dante’slvehicle for describing his
ecstatic vision of creation'(Curtius 1953, 332)f But the
béok is also his own ng@ggié which 1s, at this point,
virtualdy complete. Its authqr has defined his position
vis-a-vis tradition and has brought new corn out of old
fields. Similarly, Goeffrey, the dreamer in the House of

Fame, has to work towards taking his place among the poets

of old.

»

The prestige possessed by named Scriptural authors was
(Minnis 1984, 10-12, 75).r2hmnhor comments about this i1ssue
sayng:

| i partir de la seconde moitié de du

X11¢ siecle, le texte assume des
affirmations ambitieuses: ce que je vous

dis plaira jusqu'a la fin des temps:. . . &

-
Chretien de Troyes jouant, dans le
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'
prologue d Erec, de-son prénom pour
assurer qu on le lira "tant que durera la
Chré;ienté.' Plus modestement, Marie de
France se nomme, dans | epilogue de ses

Fables, "pour remembrance.” C'est la un

#
topos d origine scolaire, qui comporte

divers developpements et ne fait

qu expliciter ce que | appellerats, dans

ce sens precis, la fonction nominale.

(1972, 66)
This new conception of authorship accompanied, and was
partly determined by, socio-historical factors which, to
borrow Shepherd' s verb, "emancipated" the story and brought
the art of storytelling to the sophisticated court audiences
of the twelfth-century and later (1979, 54). These
audiences were interested, not in homilies, pa}ables and

-t

- . - . N *-
exempla, but in refined and entertaining stories, or 1n what

Chaucer calls "solaas". Hence the rise-of not only the *
rohance but also the ié?liéEﬁ' HencefbrtH, secular and
religious literatgre were, gen;rally speaking, to follow
distinct routes. Henceforth, too, literary consciousness

-~

began to be woven into the tissue of the medieval text.
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I. Survey of the Signs of the Author-subject

Narratology s elevation of the narrator to the centre
of attention, which has been accompanied by the decentering,
not to say the calculated banishment, of the author, creates
problems of a terminolo%?%al nature. Since the narrator is
a textual device, it is.logically impossible to»speak of
him/her as the shaping mind behind a gliven composition or
attribute to him/her the traits of a creator. 7To state the
obvious, the narrato{ 1s himsel f forged‘and manipulated by

o
the author. He 1s the instrument of the author.
Perhaps dug to the vestiges of orality and the

, s
discernible presence of what Zumthor has called la voix in

the medieval text, to which we will duly return, the signs
of the author 16 medieval narrative seem to have a tangible
reality (Ollier 1974, 26-41). They a;e "Intrinsic" inasmuch
as they are not imposed on a given work from the outside by
means of "projection" (Todorov 1971, 2&1-53;. Put
differently, the medieval author is not a mere extratextual
entity that can be conveniently bracketed and forgotten, but
ls rather an agent with an often pronounced ftextual
presence. As Rubin maintains, an "authorial personality" 5
can b; a unifying factor and can play a vital role in a
compos tion (1967, 21-2). The same critic goes on to voice

these ccncerns:



- . . we have had to oversimplify the
proper division betweeh Created artistic
work and the history of its creator. We
have insisted that the personality of
the author is not important to the way
in which we read his novel. The fact
is, however, that the actual division is
not between an author and an objective,
dramatized work of art; it Is between an’
author as storyteller and the author as
biograéhical figure. For the author as
stotyteller--the authorial personality
revealed {n the novel--is very much é

part of our expertence 1n reading his

novel. (1967, 217)
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Booth’s cogent remark that an "author can never choose
to disappear,” however hard s/he may try to refine him or
herself out of existence (1983, 20) seems especially true of

medieval authors who have stong authorial personalities and

who are, to use Rubin’s nuances, "storytellers" in their own
texts. To situate a medieval author.in his/her discourse,
' ~—
to locate when and where s/he speaks in his/her own voice
é% .
rather from behind the_"n ratorial mask" will be one of

topics

explored here.

Prince speaks of the signs of the "[" detected

in

the
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deictic or modal terms and pointing to an utterer who is not
a character. He declares that "any SIgn in a narration
which represents a narrator s persona, his attitude, his
knowledge of worlds pther than that of the narrated, or of
his interpretation of the events.recounted and evaluation of
their i1mportance constitutes a stgn of the "I°" (Prince
1982, 10). We have postuléted, however, that in some texts,
especlally ones where érallty Is a constitutive factor,
there are two types of "I." One 1s that of the
”authorisub;ect” and the second the narrator s. Often in
contlict, these voices give rise to textual tenstons: while
the voice of the real author can be assertive, highlighting
thé prestigious and monumental role of being the
conceptualizing force behind an entire discourse destined to
takKe 1ts place among the enduring literary masterpieces, the
other voice assumes the opposite stance, insisting on his
tgnorance and inagequacy as a source of information about
Characteﬁs or events. Troilus is a prime example of this

kind of textua! tension. In 1t, the author’ s self-assertive

tone coexists and, not surprisingly, conflicts with the ’
.

A
narrator’ s repeated avowals of ignorance and his reluctance

'to assume an authoritative stance. While Troilus s narrator

takes i1eave of his audience with a sim.'e-minded warning

about men--a highly ironic ending given the theme of

)

Criseyde = unfaithfulness--the poet Chaucer confers value
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upon his enterprise and articulates his worth in a highly

4

serious.ggxgi (Jordan 1958, 253-54).

The reason for this tension may have to do with the
conflict between what can be called "the author-function"
and "the narrator-function." Since the latter will be the

object of a separate and a long analysis, the

"author-function" warrants elucidation here (Foucault 1977).

By "author-function" is meant the author s personal
§igg§£9£g to be detected in the overall composition as wel |
as 1n specific loci in the text. Without altogether losing

the sociological connotations of Foucault's concept,
"author-function” 1s |limited here to the function by means
of which a certain type of discourse or piece of writing is
attributed to a producer or a source, this source being
legitimated and sanctioned by a recognized authority which,
In the case o{ medieval literature, is either the court and
patron or the Church. At a given historical moment, for
instance, the Church decided to retract i1ts former support
of miracle play?fiﬁd declared them banned. Thus, both
romances and miracle plays had to be glven the seal %f
soctal approval and ”6fflClal" blessing. As Foucault
drgues, societies have, to varying degrees, always exercised
a measure of control over the circulation of writing, be %t
l@teréry or otherwise (Foucault 1977), and authorﬁ have

sought and found "literary solutions" to secure their often

A
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precaridus social positions. In the Middle Ages, control
over the &irculation of writing began, naturally enough, in

the field of Scriptural writings, where unnamed books, if

not altogether banned, were at least deemed inferior to, and \\\
less authoritative than, named ones which came to form the
Bible s core (Minnis 1984, 11). Veracity and authenticity
were measures against which "true" and "apocryphal"” wfltlngs
were judged, and a signature became one ot the hallmarks ot
"authenticity, "

. . .

)
2. The Function of the Signature
With the advent ot pranting and publxshlng the

stgnature, together with the title and the name of the
publisher, becomes a "paratextual" device, placed 1n the !

non-ftictional space at the beginning ot a work (Sabry 1987).

In medieval literature, by contrast, the signature 1s 1nside
9

the literary product; tt 1s part of the work rather than on

Its margins. As the author grapples with such issues as

fame, posterity, and change brought about by time, the

signature frequently becomes part of the metafictional

gloss. *
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former Sy means of the proper name 1nh a briet apostrophic
iscourse about trhe versus false fiction, and the latter by
means ot the poet taking tormal leave ol his poem with the
authorial }eference to the ”l;tel bok™ and "litel myn
tragedye" (V; 1786) as well as with a general retlection on
art and the mutability ot all-thlngs, Including Literary
products. This apoestrophe also includes one ot Chaucer -
two ftamous catalogues ot authors, the other bfnng the
elaborate one 1n the ltouse ot Fame where the author s
persona 1s equally central (Simmons 1966, 135). The Trovtus
catalogue (s 1n the torm of an appeal for correction trom
"Virgile, Ovide, Omer, Lucan and Stace (V, 1792)" to whom
the "moral Gower" (5 added a few stanzas later. All these
authors are, according to Chaucer, more worthy auctores than
himself, but he who penned QQQ£§5§19_AT§Q£1§ seems to have
the last word, probably because he 15 not merely a Christian
poet but 15 also one ot Chaucer s esteemed con}emporarnes.
This appeal to tradition and to auctoritas 1s a topos

that can be encountered not only all through the Chaucer an

‘|

corpus but also i1n many Mther medieval writings. In Roman

de Brut (ca. I155) and Roman de Rou Yca. 1160-1174), Wace,

too, exploits this topos (Uitt; 1973, 146-48). So does

Wolfram vo henbach who rejects Chretien s rendition of

Perceval a Yyases his text on the work of an unknown

péet named Kyot (Poag 1972, 56). As for Dante, he



. %3
‘ fan

136
pays ar‘nplc hommmage to the poets and thinkers of antiquity 1n
the tourth Canto ot the Interno and Canto XXI of the
Purgatorio. Thus, as Minnis points out, the jssue ot
quctoritas preoccuptred many medieval wrn(ers.‘ especral vy
th?se who, Ji1ke Dante, were wWriting an vernacular languapes
that were still being developed and tested (1984).

That Chaucer, too, 1s deeply concerned with auctoritas
can be detected 10 the House ot Fame, a true ars p'm'tl(q
where the poet attempts to situate himselt «is-dovgs hos
whole poetic tradition. In the [‘qu[arr\egﬂ of\&g\mlﬁ, where
he renders the tamous aphor s ar s bonga vita bf“e\m into
English ("the vt S0 <hort, the cratt so formg to lcrnc")And
uses toas the anaugurating lTine, he addresses the question

ot biterary tradition, Since nothing s dredated ex nihilo

’

"

he maintains that cut ot olde teldes, as men seyth, /
Cometh al this newe corn trom ver to vere, [/ And out ot olde
bokes, 1n good teyvth, / Cometh al this m*w(" scrence that men
tere” (21-25).

But, desprite this admission that tradition, is, as T.
S. Elrot was 1o argue six centuries later, essential to

o . .

tndividual tdlent, Chaucer seems to have been troubled by
tt. While he repeatedly gives credit to older poets, he s
perhaps afraid of becoming too slavish to the French,
Italian or any other inherited lltérary tradition. Hence

¢

the game he plays 1n Trotlus, where one of the most patent
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trontes 15 that the sources he cites towards the
beglnnlng——I[911u§'s substrata--are not really sources at
all. His appéals to duthority, frequent though they are,
are still halft-hearted, since 11 F![Oﬁtrqu and E¢M89T§thg
Troie, are nowhere cited. Instead, Lollius, a fi1ctitious
author, 1s ¢redited tor the original creation (See Gordon
‘]930; Havely 1986G), In a way, Chaucer discreet |y and
ndirectly asserts his own auctoritas by undvrmlnlﬁg and
parodying, 1ndeed tloutlné, th[ can be called the
"signature code," which lmpelled the author to cite his own
name along with his sources or the author ity upon which his

text 1s based. Chaucer s not as stavish to authority as he

portrays himself to be, and the vast difterences between ||

m

1lostrato and Troilus are 4 testament to this tact.
Besides the ditferences 1n plot, tone and apparent encoded
“messages,” there are differences in the weight given to key
eptsodes. For example, 1n Book [l alone over two thousand
I'Ines are added to Boccaccio s story (Gordon 1934, Havely
1980). The appeal to authority, then, 15, 1n large part, a4

tacade intended, as Minni:s suggests, to help Chaucer “cash

in’ on the auctoritas possessed by Homer, Dares, Dites and

P .

others (Minnis 1984, 210).
Inasmuch as the signature is a sign of the medieval
author’'s need to legitimate his discourse, it regirsters

social constraints and limitations placed on the process of
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artistic creation. Related to the signature 1n function are

the circumstantiae, oOr the causa §c[1pquJ which 1nclude

.

intormation about a poem s provenance. In these, the name
of the person who commisstioned the piece or the occasion for
,Lts producrion s cirted (ﬁlnnls 1984, 16-17). In Lancelgt(“
and The Legend ot Good Women, t& name two narratives
turnished with appropridate circumstantiae, there i1s a
"contract! between author and patron whereby the latter
seems to assume partial responstibility tor what thé tormer
writes or sdays. The patron, then, s the guarantor of the
text. This "jroint responsibility”™ seems espectially
mmpoartant in potentially controversial texts, such as
Chretien s Lancelot. Along with the signature,
circumstantiae are a stanp of sociral approval.

Conversely, the signature can be a sign of the author s
treedom as artist and superiority over those who, 1n bygone
times, forged anonymous writings that i1n due course became

.
conmmon cultural property. About Troirlus, Meh! remarks that
"the ending . . . suggests very strongly that he [Chaucer ]
saw himself, as a potential classic or at least as an author
whose appeal would reach beyond the /Tmlts of his 1nmedrate
surroundings and more 1mportantly--Beyond the sphere of huis
_persaral control” (1974, 173-74). The 51gﬁature, as Curtius

points out, 1s symptomatic of "the unadulterated pride of

authorship” (1953, 517). While the suppression of tthe name
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\‘
was considered a sign of humility in the early Middle Ages,
it became conmon practlge and,'by and large, acceptable trom
the twelfth century onward tor an author to include his
proper name (Curtius 1953, S16-18).

The slgné}ure tn the prologue to Erec points to

Chretien s recognition ot his intrinsic worth and b s

valortzation of his new polished verse, which, [ike the old

venerated livres, 15 conmmitted to writing, the ultimate Srgn

19

of the author s newly valorized 1dentity (Ollier
» N
28-29). The ~ignature, then, can be regarded as of
~w
the author s realization that his work will suryive and
his patron, because had he thought that his works were
solely for his patron’s consumption, he presumably would not
have needed to put his name on them.
Evidently Chretien sees himselt as more than a mere
/
jongleur or entertainer. As hs pretace to Erec
demonstrates, he s cognizant ot the tact that, unlike <ome
of his predecessors, he 15 the 1nitiator of a new kind ot

narrative tounded on " bele conjecincture, " and he goes on to

"

distinguish himself trom those who qui de conter vivre
veulent (22)" and who mutilate and spoirl (depecier et
corronpre) Erec s true story (Gradon 1971, 124-25). These
words call to mind Gottfried von Strassburg s similar
Invective In Tristan against "inventors of wild tales," who

hunt for stories and cheat therr audience (4663ff). Both
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Minnis's adjective, "self-conscipﬁs" writers (1984, 210).
But, by combining this appeal to authority with a
catalogue of his writings, Chrétien shows his pride in his

own achievements. Believing in the cyclical rise and fall
’ . -
of civilisations, he is the one who asserts that, #ike

chivalry which.moved from Greece to Rome and then to France,

’

the craft of fiction and "clergie,” or learning, followed
the same route (29-33). Just how much Chretien 1S conscious

of his erudition, which he is proud to display, is seen all

through his oeuvre. After all, the words "[plor ce dist
Crestiens de trOies 7 que reisons esf que tote voies / doit
chascuns panser et antandre / a bien dire et a bien
aprandre" are Chretien s Qéry own (Erec, 9-12). His
erudition and his familiarhty with the literary traditions

of his time are particularly pronounced in Cliges where the

W
s . »

highly ornglnaf work dlsplaylng the author’'s virtuosity,

remarkable mastery and a sound knowledge of both the trivium

J

'and the guadrtvxum (Ulttl'f°73, 156~73; Zumthor-l972, 475).

2 3
'Chretien, we think, 1s conscious of ths need to create
4 - . .
-a new kind of language, new words and néw idioms so as to
: . . :
‘g1ve thlS nascent dlvnllsatlonﬂa voice and to .express the
~ o o Ay
hltherto unexpressed Wh&W'French literature articulated in

:\ LT T T T
SQQJetys'“ o] Chretlen a forward-looking man, the individual
’ . A‘ -
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has a pivotal role in building society in the aftefmath of

the great . political, social and economic upheavals of the

twelfth century. In his works, the Arthurian world is dead

N A

and so is the nostalgia for a’legendary pagt; Chrétién,
unlike Malory and others who in centuries later returned'to
an i1dealized visioh,of Arthur, shares:with Marie de France a
deflated view of the Arthurian world.

Chretien and other authors equally conscious of their
monumental roles in the history of textuality and the
history of thought, inscribe themselves in their texts by
means of their signatures. This personal signature asserts
authorship and "ownership" of a particular piece of writing.
It implicitly says "1 am the putative artificer of this
work; this discourse is attriputable to me and only me."

-

Chrétiqi.does not mince words about tpis. To conclude
J

Del Chevalier au lyeon fine

Chrestiens son romans ensi:;
n'onques plus conter n'en oi

ne ja plusin'en orroiz -conter

s"an n'i vialt mangonge ajoster s" .
(6804-08)
These lines thus frame the narrative ang. guard, inasmicH¥ as
kY B

-

®

E?itions, alterations

s

this i: possible, against omissions,
{ F)

and genera. -scribal tinKering. In Chrétien and some
: )

v

»
t
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medieval texts the signature fulfils the function of the

modern copyright laws.

Chretien's work, one Critic.writes:

offers the curious example of the

consciousﬁy well-wrought and signed

text--the work, usually, of a single

author who is especially proud. of his

. .handiwor\k--entering, first .througm"ﬁf-‘):;i’:f
. et

poetic enlargements then through

anonymous prose recastings, a kind of

literary public domain that future /

authors, who will also sign their work,

m:ght exploit, fechnically and

substan « 'as they needed. (Uitti

(4

1973, .
The signatur® 'Is at the heart of this new reatization
thq} the secula hor , too; possesses auctoritas. [t

signifies an ‘enhanced artistic consciousness. About
Chrétien and other accomplished twel fth-century authors,
Vinavér declares "[clonteur a la fois et romancier \
courtois--ce qui veut dire, au XI1°€ siecle, poete ,erudit--j]|
sait réunirrces deux attribut{ons”-(l970, 108).

"To sum up the foregoing argument, it can be said that
the signature at once registers a writer's artistic freedom

and his/her recognition of the social and perhaps political



,tﬁa
limitations iﬁb6§ed on this freedom. It is at oﬁce a sign
of responsibility and prestige. Another point worth
formulating, albeit tentafively, is that the signaturé 1's

“

symptomatic of a new conception of what "literature" comes
to mean in the high and late Middle Ages: while the written
word becomes an integral pgrt‘%fythe process of vernacular

J
composition--if not of ”consumptionf--the purely oral,
unsigned compositions_ henceforth enter the realm of the
unofficial, noncanonized literature (Stock 1983, 12-34). As
.Zumthor puts it, from the twelfth century onward, | eécrit

becomes the discourse of power (Zumthor 1984, 60). While
the ”Cultu}e hegemomique" begins to be articulated in
writing, the "cultures subalternes" are, from that potnt
onwards, expressed through oral channels (Zumthor 1983, 23).
Besides the signqture, an author s stamp clea}ly
permeates his whole discourse. Other signs of this
"auteur-sujet" can be gleaned from earlier chapters. One
Cénclugion from the analysis of certain aspects of
Chretien and Chaucer share with other writers of the high
and the late Middle Ages a marked authorial presence, a
presence that is particularly strengthened towards the late
Miqplp Ages when fic}ion tncreases in complexity and moves

out of the one-agent into the multi-agent world. Thus,

Chaucer’s presence in his discourse is more tangible than
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Chretien's, the reason, at the risk of oversimplificati?n,
being that in the traditional Arthurian romances, one
character, idealized in many ways, 1s usually the focus of
attention, whereas in [ater works characters increase in
ﬁumber and complexity and iron;es multiply, paving the way
for the pluralization of messages. To control polysemy and
limit the proliferation of significations, the medieval
author Seems 1o resort to strong authorial and narratorial
voices (Bloomfield 1975). He sometimes resorfs to
metafictiongl.gloss and to dramatized narrators, as well as
to complex author personae.

On a related issue, it is to be noted that the Middle
Ages witnessed a gradual "de-heroization" of literature
(Bloomfield 1975, 37). In the early medieval period, one
hero, usually uncontested, towers above all other characters
and is stereotypified rather than individualized. Yvain 1S
still such a hero, although it is true that Chréetien is
perhaps among the first medieval authors to begin to
question and demystify, even unmask, the heroic ideal. That
he rebels against the idealized image of the perfect knight
is clear in the text under scrutiny in this dissertation as
well as elsewhere: Lancelot is indisputably a problematical
protagonist, and in Perceval not one but two

characters--Gauvain and the young knight--are subjected to a

subtle critique. Admittedly however, Chretien s
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undercutting of th:s ideal is‘half-hearted if compared with
that of the Gawain-poet or, as Burrow shows, other Ricardian
poets who were the first to experience what Bloomfield calls
the "splintering of the hero" (Burrow 1971, 96; Bloomfield
1975, 38). As Sir Gawain and_the Green Knight conclusively
demonstrates, the fourteenth-century hero reaches a point of
crisis following which the very notion of heroirsm 1n Western
literature is szjected to unrelenting Cratlcism. -
Bloomfield goes as far as to argue that the hero does not
resurface in his full glory i1n Western literature until the
advent of the Romantic age and sensibility (1975). .

In medieval narrative, then, the undercutting of the
hero 1s frequently accompanied by the strengthening of
authorial (and narratorial) presence. Put in another way,
the hero, yielding, is displaced, or 1s at least undermined

*
by, the author and the dr?matxzed narrator. For ene of the
ways in which the protagonist 1s made to appear less heroic
" or even anti-heroic has to do with the role the author
assigns himself in his discourse. An enhanced authorial
presence brings about weaker protagonists in Dante and
Chaucer (Bloomfield 1975, 34). Rather than bresent flaw!es%
or virtually flawless characters, Chaucer overshadows h.i
protagonists by increasing his and his narrator s role 1n

his wcrk. Thus, as Bloomfield notes, Chaucer s poefry

.
"revolves fundamentally around the character of Chaucer, who

!
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{

is its real hero. He conquers and controls hijs worid. His
plenitude recreates God s plenitude. He is the creator who
pretends to be at the mercy of his creation" (1975, 35).
This 1s also true, though to a lesser extent, of Chretien,
Gautier d Arras and Wace who employ complex author tigures

and narrators (Uitt:r 1973, 148-49).

- - * *
-
3. The Abstract
In exploring some of the clearer signs ot the
"author-subject” 1n high and late medieval biterary texts,

we have noted the frequent occurence of the stgnaturge and
accompanying circumstantiae, 1n addition to the enhanced
4 .
usage of metafiction and other devices which draw attention
20
to the text as a fictional product and to the author of that

product. Using these "signs," we now examine certain loci

in Chretien and Chaucer where the author dramatizes his

tnteraction with his audience. Pratt s "linguistics of use"
(1977, 79) and Fowler s "functional Finguistics" (1986),
which, inspired by Halliday s work, will provide us with an

operational approach to author-audien@® 1nteraction
(Halliday 1985). This type of criticism, which has, in

recent years, been used to advantage in narratology and
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pragmatics, has its rbots in socitolinguistics and skeech act
theory. And despite the fact that pragmatics conflicts with
s ome narrdtoloélcél schools--including Genette s--which
stress the 1ntegrity and tﬁe,autonomy of the text, a point
to which we referred 1n (fha'pter [, 1t can still shed light
on o textual conmunicational processes. Insotar as this
soctobingurstic approach shitts the attention onto the
communication act, ot complements, 1n our opinion, other
narratological approaches which bracket this very act and
place 1t outside our purview.

. . >,

Like the E;ftdcc 1n Rabelais or 1n SOMP-¢ 1ghteenth -
century novvff: the prologue 1n medieval narrative dlscourse-
ts one ot the prainciple places where the author addresses
his auditors to draw them 1nto his tictional universe and
motivate them into listening attent tvely . It 1s 1n the
exordium or prologue that the author sometimes enumerates
the benefits to be reaped as a result of the bistening (or
reading) process. [t 1s also 1n the same place that the
author can guard against possible communicational break-
downs. The eftectiveness of the whole narrative depends on
a potent beginning stressing the credentials of the teller
and the "tellability" of the tale.

This introductory contact between author and audience
is situated at the margin of the fictional composition,

Frequently a mixture of fiction, nonfiction and metafiction,
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the author’'s initial comments serve as a vessel, enclosing
the entire work. Like a frame, these connwK;:t which
constitute what Labov calls the "abstract,;" are neither
tnside nor outside the fictional construct (1972). To the
extent that the abstract (s a pre-text, 1n that 1t often
pretaces a selt-contained Story, 1t 1s outside the story.,
*
However, since 1t serves as 4 general "guide to usage, " |t
t'S an tndispensable part ot the story.‘ For, 1t these
{xntroductory comments were to be omitted, the tale pfoper,
which usually follows the abstract, might not be attected,
although our ability as readers to sittuate that tale 1n a
larger context would be reduced or eliminated. In other
words, the “rientation the author wished to give his readers
would then be lacking. Such would occur 1t we read
Boccaccio s Qggé@gggg without what Almans: ca'ls the
“traming device" or the "cornce" (1975, 10-12). The same
'tounquestionably true‘of the Canterbury Tales, The Thousand
§Qg‘9n§_§15h£§ and other framed fictional constructs.,
Insofar as metafictional discourse 1s cructal for
tnitial contact with the listener or reader, 1t 1s an
Integral part of the artistic creation. For once the
listener or reader s sutficiently interested 1n w%at the
author has to say, the whole fictional story can be set in

motion. What often happens in the prologue, then, 1s that

the author attempts to establish a "pact" with his auditors.
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This pact takes the shape of an tmplicit exchange: what the
author seems to say 1s "I will deliver a number of things,
be they sentence, “solaas,’ entertainment, erudition oria
political or moral message, 1n return for your conmitment to
Fisten, evaluate and produce meaning out ot the auditory or
visual messages [ oconmmunicate to you." Shakespeare s "lend
me vour ears™ and Chaucer s appeal to "ye lovers, that
bathen in gladnesse” (1, 19) serve th,s purpose.

This bro(e\s ot establishing 1nitial contact with the
audirence s described by Labov in what he has called
"natural narrative," spoken by people 1n everyday
sittuations. lntl&enred by Labov's socrolinguistic approach,
Pratt consy iers the'therary aAct as a speech act with a few
ditterences, one of which 1s that, unlike ordinary speech

~
- -
acts, the lbistener 15, ggnerally speaﬁnng, unable to

[
interact verbally with ‘t}‘;t‘ inttiator of the literary
fiscourse, although some interaction 1s allowed 1n some
contexts., I'n IES_Q§DE§[99[Z~191?5' for 1nstance, the
pirlgrims are at once members ot the tictional audience in
the work and tellers of talgs, and, theretore, not only 1s
the "narrative audience” (Rabinowitz 1977, 128) allowed to
]
react to varied tales and genres, but the pirlgrims
themselves and their host, Harry Bailly, also have the same

opportunity. This means that the readers can compare and

eontrast their reactions and opinions with those of the

s



narratees, and this adds to the complexity of the work as a
whole and enhances the pleasures of reception. This ;s one
of the reasons why Ihg‘gﬁgggigggx Tales and otheg framed
works are, trom the pornt of view ot narratélogy and
sociobingurstics, highly (halleggung.

Because the I'tterary act’ 15 an mitation ot a speech
act, because the interaction | s Usually a one-sided contact,

R

the author 5 obliged to impress upon this often
”underprnvnleged,” volceless lListener the need to exerc|se
his/her 1magination and suspend disbel ef. Heﬁce the
Importance ot the abstract which I's, to quote Pratt, "a
request for the floor” (1977, 114). That Calovgrenant
recognizes ow 1nstrumental the abstract can be 1n furing
his auditors is evident in his nglg where he stresses the
need to sharpen mental }acul;les In prepardation tor the
listening process: he employs the verb antandre four times

Itn ten lines and the noun oroilles tive times (150-72).

The abstract ts the place where the "cooperative
principle" can play a role in establishing the pact between
addresser and addressee. - Just as In everyday speech acts,
what Grice calls the "cooperative principle"” 15 necessarily
Inoperation 1n fiction (Grice 19; Pratt 1977, 152, 200;
Fowler 1986, 106). Pratt defines this principle as follows:

Basically, the Cooperative Principle

“represents our knowledge that verbal
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’
' communication 1s an activity in which

individuals work together to accomplish
mutually beneticial goals. The
particular goals differ, of course, trom
speech situation to speech situation,
but 1n the most general terms, being a
cooperative speaker means speaking with
4 viable communicative purpose vis-a-vis

” the hearer 1% the context, and speaking
In such a way that this purpose 1s
recognizable to the hearer. Being a
cooperative hearer means trusting that
the speaker has a reasonable purpose in
speaking, and doing the necessary work
to discern that purpose. (1977, 114)

Td put this principle into effect, Chretien, approaches
his hearers or readers with enough 1ntormation to incline
them towards his creatfon, to instill in them the need to
listen and to orient them (Qllier [974, 26-41). As
mentioned earlier, this invitation in Cliges 1s largely
based on the appeal to the authority of a certain book at a

certain library. In Yvain, the mod: legendi are more

complex. -
Examining major narrative devices used in guiding the

reader, Almansi, in his study of Boccaccio® points out that

.

A¥ -

R



argues that

[alny revolutionary new work may find it

convenient and advisable to give the
e

reader a measure of assistance in the
guise ot a pretace, or an introductory
statement of intent. Alternatively, 1t
can adopt the tactic ot concealigg such
hints in the context, |i1ke a Cryptogram,
and tacitly unviting the reader to take

part in an 1nMormattional treasure hunt.

C.-~arly this latter method already

5
‘wp. 1mplies a special modus legendi. [t
f?"egpngb the reserve ot the readers

o, :fﬂ >

N My
‘Suff;clen(ﬁk involved i1n the quest tor

ol
»

-
the deep structure or idiosyncratic

L.
[ ,? ‘

“. ‘tanner of a particular book to be

e N

=N
prepared to spend the necessary IIM; 1N

locating ind decoding i1ts hidden cypher.

(1983, 19)

Ieggggl to be of utmost i1mportance (1973, 19-20).

the

He
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Nevertheless, the key with which to decipher the text has to

3

" be made accessible to the attentive reader ¢or scholar

SO

“that, without diminishing a narrative s complexity, this

key,

tn effect, aids him/her in decoding the work (Almans



4
1983, 20). Rather than send the redader on a4 sedrch for the
name ot God on Borges s lLibrary, the text itselt provides
Tsagnposts” which gare strateyically locat=9 to poride an the
decoding process.,

While ChaNC e can be said 1o e the cpegn e o G
"sngnpuxtn'lg,” P Nat e provaides Tegder ooty
essential Pyt oroagt oo S0 the A R T S A S Lot Pt §
YVA N, seets to resort to the Yo yntopran Pl Cae e g

i .-

- .
episode s a4 ndasterprece oorndire t (\\l'!"u"“ [ A U S T L
ST
reader about the rapghrts Gad oD ipgat o ons ot the tel fer 4on
L)

theg | 1steger When deat onag wirt uw?%t . durat oo owe by
! K3

¢ O To exdrmine Calogreant s o rec it whioh we Satere
G se e aovimet! ot the who e poern oot gr e e
toregroands some obf Chret v, s o bt N ty '
Practices, A TRey" to the et gre DRt e e we
Serve s tooattract o gttent o Toothe prooce s ot e oo
L S N 0 Z T I e N o N S R R DT U P S SR -

-

enc, but at the bheginn,ny A vme crit i haerves

e t ' t I - [ :

arrateenglly and expertect ialiy Calogrengnat o e e
mediates what vccurs subseqguentiy n the textt LD g ’
Kellv 1985, 208)& A frame ot relfvrence [ or trg enr rn poye
and an 1conic xngf, marrerang cther textoual e s
narratien, this rec:t provides the audience or redders witle
hints about how they <hould orient themseives Towards
Chretien s literary d.scourse,

L J
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Turning now.to some abstrgcts in the Canterbury Taleg

where, within the context of a coptest in storytelling,

voices vie for attention, as one raconteur after another

«

works féwardsvgaining the other pitgrims’ ears. Poetic agon
is thus at work here. True to his character, the Knight
begins his tale with an immediate appeal.to authority énd
”ofde stories," thereby endear ing himself to all those who,
¢
‘like him, value tradition and absolute order. Conscious of
‘%i§ need to promote his wares, he slowly leads his listeners
into the stéry by painting a vivid picture of what is going
on with the principal characters and by using
attention-getting words such as Pwhilom}” which, like "once
upon a time," quickly situates his story in the pagt (I,QA,
859). He also gives his listeners guidance as to who the
primary.chafacters‘of his tal§ are‘(l, A, 859-75).

Defying the strict turn-;aking that would have been
dictated by an observance of the hierarchy of the three
estates, once held sacred, the disputatious Miller forces
himself upon the other P#4grims as the second teller and
.bakes the floor by déclaring'in an'express3ve illocutionary

act (Traugott & Pratt 1980, 229): " By armes, and blood and

bones, / I kan a noble tale for the nones, / With which 1

’

e — —-4-50/

‘wdl now quite the Knyghtes tale " (1, A, 3125-27). This
belligerent attitude and the ensuing quibble with the host

sharpen the listeners’ interest in what this presumptuous



Miller has to say. "
Once a teller has the floor, which s/he earns partly

through the use of ‘effective rhetorical devices (for the

role of rhetoric cannot be undermined in this discussion}),

s/he has to fTvenup to the audience’s expectations. What
happens to hau%Lr, the pilgrim, is what every teller

dreads, namely to be cut short:
speaker loses the floor with the loss of his listeners’

Interest and is reduced to silence. "Sir ‘Thopas" is an

example of what can happen when a teller is too boring,

hermetic, slavish to authority, unimaginative or is simply

!
unable to entertain: he quickly forfeits his auditors’

156

Instead of "what next?" the

attention. Halting Chaucer, the pilgrim and hapless teller,

with a deciksive "Namoore of this, for Goddes dignitee," the

host voices his own and perhaps even the.pﬁlgrims'

*

condemnation of a tale which never gets off the ground (VII,

2109). Fashioﬁed after the metrical romances, Chaucer s

narrative- fails to please, and the pilgrim’is forced to

ernbark on another, more felicitous, ]i;qranx adventure.
L]

Not unlike these pilgrims and others, Chaucer, the
$

author, leads his réaders into the Canterbury Tales by means

of a general group portrait, followed by the familiar

humility topos (I, A, 746). In Troilus, the distinction

between the author and the narrator is sometimes blurred

in

the proems, which are abstracts introducing developments in

.



"/

the two lovers  story. As mentioned in Chapter 11, these
proems atre often proleptic. Inasmuch as they adumbrate

future events and prepare the audience for a change in mood,

‘

they play a part in the general orientation of the audience.
Perhaps'it‘is in the proem prefacing Book Il that the "I" of
the speaker approximates that of Chaucer, the author
reflecting on the art of writing and conmenting about
literary traditions and -languages (1, A, 27-42). These

comments can be considered metafictional rather than
. H
fictional. :
: N

Realizing that the reading process is itself a

performance, Chaucer endeavours to capture his listeners’

benevolentiae, and he it ires them to cooperate with him

(Baugh 1967, 17). He recognizes that being a court poet

* : o
involves being an entertainer as well, and that to entertain

{and perhaps to teaéh}, he has to create the proper.amb{ance
any rapport with his auditors. By forging a fictional world
where author and audLencé recognize and sHare the same or a
s;milar value-syéteﬁ, Chaucer is able to uge the cooperative
principle to advantage. To achieve his purpose, he brings
_the story as close as ﬁossible to some of his listeners  own
.experiential reality. In the general introduction to the .

A ,‘

whole poem, he, for instance, promises to retell the tale 345' .

o

Troilus' s adventures in love, linking the story of this ¥
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particular’lover to that of lovers in general. Thus,
Troilus's tribulations come to exemplify the suffering of

lovers at large. Chaucer’ s narrator not only sympathizes

»

1
with his male protagonist but also with those "that ben in

his cas (1, 29), thereby‘casting the story in a more

B

universal light, and encouvaging the "yonge, fresshe folkes"

(V, 1835) to see in TrofLu§'s story a reflection of their
)

own experiences. Truth in fiction, then, can be checked
against the reality with which the lovers in the audience
are familiar. To entice his readers, Chaucer also resorts

LN M}
. v K
to humour. As Brewer observes: * i

.

:‘r N
Chaucer, as he begins his poems,

c.early expects his audience to smile a
little, and he has to‘defé} to this
response . . .; he has to indulge and
flatter this resp;nseﬁa trifle, before
he can sufficiently dominate his
audience to lead them towards htrs more
serious purpose. (l9€6, 28)

.
Y

4. The Coda ¢

We began this section with an analysis of the function

of the abstract in Yvain and Troilus. We argued that in it,
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the author inaugurates the Communication process. Just as
there seems to be a marked authorial presence at the
beginning of the poems, the éUthor-subject s fofegrounded
towards the end of the works in the resolution and coda

.
(Pratt 1977, 45). Both the abstract and coda complete the
frame -or "cornice" discussed earlier.
concatenation of episodes, Chretien’ s narrative is propelled

not merely by "what will happen next?" but by the meaning of

individual events as well. What makes Yvain one of the best

B

crafted works of the twelfth-century is partially the fact

that 1t unfolds on at once a horizontal and a vertical line.

In other words, it is a paradigmatic "récit de substitution®”

143). Every new adventure 1nvolves variations on stock
situations and characters; and, 1n this sense, the story
unfolds vertically. But this principle of substitution
coexists with the teleological character c¢f this particular
narrativé% The story is téleological Insofar as it.traces
the hero’s epistemic quest and transformatiom from an

akratic protagonist to a hero at peace with hymself and
insofar as it aims at the rq"ification of husband and wife,
This reunification can only take plaée after Yvain uncovers -

the shortcomings of Arthur’s court and decides to turn his

*.
back on the Arthurian world and values.
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One o these shortcomings seems to be the unqualified
! g q

praitse of adventure as an end in itseligz;hich, in Yvain's

*

A e
case, )eop&idcéts his marriage and wel|“%Weing and sows the
Py ' ,

\d

seeds of di§CO;d amotg the knights. This discord reaches an
explosive pdﬁpt \

" when two knights of almost equal stature and
who care for one another are put in a situation in which
they Become foes. For, although 1t 1s true that Gauvain,
championing an unjust cause, and Yvain, defending the just
one, fight each other incognito, the narrative strongly
suggests that compagnonage in the Arthurian court 1s
threatened. This combat 1s not just one of several combats
but a critical and climactic one, after which Chretien 1s
able to work towards the gégggg@gggmhggggQE which sees
Yvain' s and Laudine' s final reconciliation. Once the
reconciliration takes place, Chretien can consider his stdry
complete and can suggest, ironically perhaps, that his hero
and heroine "lived happily ever after.” This is followed by

the "coda" in which Chretien attributes the story to himself

by signing his name in a passage visited earlier.
0 (¢4

Two voices seem to be vying for attentign at the end of Book
V, one narratorial and the other authorial *{Jordan 1958).
While the narrator cannot help dwelling on the class}i’l

topos of lacrimae rerum and being deeply moved at Trotlus s

______________ >
A
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fate, the other voice 1s troubled by the very 1dea of
fiction, and of falsehood. Whefeas the narrator apologizes
to women for the way he portr}yed Criseyde, declaring that
the moral of the stbry 1S ”Beth war of men, and herkneth
what | seye!"™ (V, 1785), thereby d{;playnng-hns worries
about the content of the story, the éuthor busies himgelf

v

with a wide range of literary questiond. In the ggng he
rerterates the same fears about textuality that concerned
him 1n the proem to Book I1:
for ther 1s so gret diversite,

In Englissh and i n writyng of oure

tonge,

Se prey I God that non myswrite the,

Ne the mysmetre tor defaute of tonge.

{1793-96)

That he seems genuinely uneasy with the craft of fiction is

____________________ e

that may be deemed immoral!l by the moral Dares and the
phllOSQphjcal Strode (1856-69). His perhaps immoderate
pride 1n his abilities as author, seen in his putting
himself in the samé.league as Virgi!l, Homer and others, may
have given him reason to repent and see his achievements in
the light of the moral of his own story. After all, any

che. or wealth. that he, the author, is likely to gain as a
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result of writing and telling this story should be seen in a
"cosmic" Light. And in a "cosmic" light, any success can

only be momentary, a conment that his own Troilus makes. As
the hero realized atter his apotheosrs, his short-lived
happiness 1n love turned out to be an illusive and ephemeral
kKind ot happiness.

[t the narrator ot Chaucer o story continues to dwel !l
on Troilus s sad ending and to lament the paanng of atl
thlngs beautitul and nobie (V, 1828—30); the author accepts
Troilus s tate and rejects a lacrimose ending, a process
that the hefo himsel t, achieving self-knowledge,
experiences. Chaucer, the Christian poet, ends his poerm
with a Chri - tian message thereby providing the whole work
with an acceptable torm ot closure. What Ress says about
the endings of the Vita Nuova and the Canterbury Tales 15

equally trif of Troilus, namely, that the poet i1ntervenes to
]

initiate a "premeditated process of deconstruction that
takes his audience beyond the work to silence apd the
converstio, or reforming, that goes beyond speech to man
himsel f" (1986, 115).

Lnderstanding the basic conflict between the authorial
and narratorial voices may, thus, be the first step towards
solving the vexed issue of the "palinode" or "epilogue”" and

whether or not 1t 1s an integral part of the poem (See Gill

1960; Jordan 1958). As argued above, 1t is part of the
: )
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“Then he makes spectal mention of his “"leccherous lay[s]" and
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ST '

poem, but as the podt tak;‘ leave of his poem, he elects to
talk 1n his gggy@gd{ym "i1n earnest" and muse about nothing
less than his career as a creator of tictions (Shepherd
1966, 73). As 1n his Canterbury Tales, CHaucer, tdentifying
himselt as "the makere of this book," apologizes for hys
possible lack ot "konnynge" (X, I, 1082) and asks those who
hear his stories or read him to

preye tor me that Crist have mercy on me

and toryeve me my grits / and namely ot

my translacions and enditynges of wordly

vanitees, the which | revoke In my

retracciouns, /- as 1n the book of

Trorlus; the book also ot Fame; the book

ot the xxv. Ladies, the book o!f the

Duchesse; the book of Seint Valentynes

day of the Parlement of Briddes:; the

tales of Caunterbury, thilke that sownen

into synne: (X, (1), 1083-85) .

»

repents tor all his sins. Not unlike the voice tn Troilus s
epilogue, the authorial voice in the above apologia assumes
all responsibility for the different works, a far cry trom
the voice that seeks the comfortable guise of the

"translator," the "imitator," or the mere prigrim whose duty

s to "reherce" pverything that 1s said on the way to
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Canterbury, while d]s(lalmnng all responsibility for the
"cherlish" tales (1, A, 3167- 86). !
The author, then, may He indeed a textual entity In

medieval literature. His name s not a paratextual device,
but an integral part ot the poem. His voice 1 apparent in
mdany passages, espectally 1n the abstract and c¢oda.
Chretien' s Yvain, we have seen, ends when the poet re-enters
. ,
his text to take leave ot his audience and confer value upon
his endeavour. Simifarly, 1n Troilus the narrator,
conspircuous all through the work, finally vields to the
author and 15 subordinated to his voice and vision. In the
next chapter, we will embark on an exploration ot how the

[ ]
new textuail.ty and the uncertain transition trom oratity

governs and dt’tt’l’(ﬂl’ﬂt’S, to a greater or lesser extent, the

shape ot the medieval narrative,
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*

Ecrire, qui dans l'.»\nthun‘tc avait
vle veuvre servile, est devenu des
e haut Moyen Age apostolat: la
tonction de | ecriture est de
decanter la parole collective.

Mais elle ne peut, empéchee par

I imperfection de sa technique, -
etoutter tout a fairt le son de
cette voix.

Paul Zumthor

(M



CHAPTER VI
THE NEW TEXTUALITY:

FROM THE SPOKEN TO THE WRITTEN WORD

We arghed 1n the previous chapter that the role and

function of t medieval author are distinct trom those

roles developink atter fhe'advent ot prlﬁtnng and the growth
~of{ a genuine "hyp®thet cal audlence,”\gn audience that an
atithor can imagine hum or herselt addressing, but will never
know (Rabinowitz 1977). The medieval author, we noted, 1s a
selt-conscious, though proud, author, self-conscious because
he 1s st ]l in the process ot detining the place of res
ticta 1n his society and within the medieval matrix. Just
as 1t was vital to see how these tactors lnfiuen(e the shape
ot the tictional product, to attempt to recuperate the
culttural dynamics of the medieval text we “ive to turn to a
related rssue: the transition ftrom odrality to te\tuallty, \
another tactor which 15, generally speaking, absent trom the \

"post-medieval” narrative.

$hen a new signifving practice replaces

. an old one, the replacement 1s rarely
wholesale. Rather, there 1s a gradual
shi1t ot emphastis. What results 1n a

new signifying practice often begins as

. a supplement to the old, so that the

166
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Ko d - final new sngaltylng practice b;ﬂ}ds ot f
o the former, and may even rcta|7/the
earlier practice (as a fdymal whole)
within 1t. (Godzich et al 1987, 7) '
Thus'the medievat text had tg adapt to the new technology
represented by the written word,'add had rﬁ (Ompcnsgtv tor
the | gss of the deix:. which was formerly part ot a Space
shared by pertorme: ard ai fience. The gradual disappearanc e
of the voice and t e }””51’95 torceagd tﬁ@_medle\dl oral text

. ‘ ‘
to alter 1ts deict « expr-~sions and modeés @&t communication

. 9
(Godzich et al 198°. 3-2%)%. For 1t s clear that what s
detctically relevan- 1n oral biteratire 15 not necessar iy

P
«

- - N
L)
SO In written language. The clartty of the oral text had to
' EREN . e

H
4

be approximated, 1t not reprqduéed{ TN written literatute.

The emphasis on mod. legendr in mpahy medieval texts
Lo :

suggests that the author was'deepiy p?eocgupxed with the

principle of clartty which served two related purposes: on
N 2
the oune hand, the oral pertormance had to be a< clear as

3

possible so that ‘listeners would not be contused or

4
,

distracted--hence the strong authol al presence at the
beginning of poems. On the other hand, textual clarit,

served absent audiences as well as all those to whom reading
was a hitherto untami!liar ac:. For, readers--novice
readers--needed the aid aftorded by modi legendi .

The author’'s dual role as court poet and pertormer
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>
brought about by textuali tion. Recognizing the fact that
written communication could engender ambiguity, they

A P
explored ways to reduce possible misunderstandings and to

approximate the immediacy of the oral performance.” Hence

the emphasis on providing the readers with unmistakable

"keys" with which to unlock some, 1f not all, the hidden

secrets of written fiction. These keys were par<t of the

long process of adjustement to the written word. (Pickering

1970, 57).

Although reliable and definite information about modes
. . L
- . - . . . - !.
of consumption of medieval flc;lon lsgwanting, there is some

. B ! . ] . ’ .
consensus, nevertheless, tﬁatknarratlve poems teached their

public in at least three major ways. First, the author

himself sometimes undertook to read his text to an audience

¢
"

convened for an evening of entériainment. This is the case
with Chaucer. Grlffln desCrnbes the fellow1ng scene 1n‘
: ’ . S : QL“
connection with IEQllEE' . 5 iﬂ a3 .”Fv‘k
| \

In a well-known 1Ilum1nat10n of a g = . .

-

manuscrlpt of Troilus and Crlseyde
e PR 1TR1IUS dand Criseyde

’-,

~ Chaucer-is showngreadlng from a lectern
N .t . 7.
4

to a courtly éropp on a hillside in the
garden of a*castle. The audierrce is : .

grouped around him, some standing, others

’ seated. The central figure clothed in .

v

{gold_is geherally taken to be Ri;?ard Il
g \ .' :

-
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’

and the young~woman beside him Queen

N Anne, to whom a line of the poem refers.
)

(1956, 17)

> . o
A¥so, with respect to Chq“fer, one critic asks the question
. » - .

. Wwhy he was so famous when Hé did not actually complete very

, , . , 4 s A T
much in his own "life-time, coming to tHé conclusion that his

fame must have been tied to his heing a court poet who read

U ¢
. .

his pbems aloud. This réading process alleviated the
prégsuré of polishing his manuscripts for publication (Boyd®

1973, 115).
' "¢ . "~
The second mode of literary consumption can be called

. . ®
collective or communal reading, where one person, not the

author, reads aloud to a number of people. This, of ‘course,

. ' . A A o ™ A , .
Is the situation in which Pandarus finds his niece, when he

»
pays her a visit to break the news about Troilus s love.

He, we are told, ”fond two othere ladys sete,'ana sne

. .
- .
[Criseyde]), / Withinne a paged parlour, and they thre /

Herden a mayden reden hem the geste / Of the siége of
Thebes, while hem lesge" (IJm 81-84). When Pandarus *

comments about "youre fayre book and compaignie™ (11, 86);
4 : .

linking ,the reading of literature with leisurely activity,
\ K

and when he asks about the nature of the std?y they’are
A}

enjoying, Crig%yde replieé: "This romaunce is of Thébes that
. . " < . A

-

L)

we regk" (11, 100). Thpnghile not actually perusing the

book with her own eyes, Criseyde still cqnsiders,herself to

s N x
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be involved in the general activity of "reading." This and

similar scenes, including one in Yvain where a damsel is

reading a romance to her mother and father (5362-71), ‘

-

suggest the importance of group reading as a pastime and

. ® »
stress the'extent to which the Voice was a factor to be

reckoned with in medieval'litérary consumption (Crosby 1936,
94-102).
Finally, the third major mode of literary consumption

and the one with which twentieth-century readers are most

familiar is ce inly solitary reading. Chaucer's Clerk,
for instance, owns) many book; in philosoéhy and other .
disciplines, Thesg books, cherished and well:boﬁf re .
placed "at his beddes heed" so thaf’he may be able

of
condult them himself when Qe 76/32?”15;;%L,_A12}2§02). .

Other éxamples can be found in Chaycer’s aream visiion poems
where the author often casts ﬁimseff\+n the role of a
! - N .

solitary reader of old poems.* It is to be ﬁb&ed, however,

that even solitary reading still functioned in all

. — \
probability within an oral/a%ial coOntext., St \bugustlne, we
remember, is surprised to find St. Ambrose reading 51lent}y :

to h:mself ,Wthh suggests that medleval culture &(isuné/

<

that written texts were meant to be voiced and heard.
| ’ 3 T
. . . N
N Therefore, even when an author’ s hypothetical audi€nce
14 ' o
was a public of readers, literature still had to ntain

“clear modn-legendi. For the medig¥M! reader was not
. R . i
‘ oy
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necessarily a "competent reader." More often than not, s/he

lacked the habit and training to decode encoded messages.

®
As Baugh cogently puts it:

The ability to read is not the same
[}

thing as the habit of reading. Wizth
books as expensive as they were anything
like a reading public did not exist.

i, Since poets and versifiers'wefe aware of

this, they wrote with oral presentation

-
’

im mind, adopting wle s'o far a% they
- A x ‘.
were capable of it: ural toflive e
presentation. They could hardly have ‘7'
. .Y
failed to put themselves in ;bEeracghpf -

the minstrel or to imagine themselves a3

addressing a body of listeners. (1967,
/

9-10)

Given the fact that the medieval reader was glowly

gaining the "h#bit" of gLeading and could still consume
& )
literary products orally, the written text sometimes

. ) .
exhibited featur;:‘;}»o*ality‘i’signed to help Qovice
readers whide at the same time guiding ‘audiences of

Listeners. After all, some authors were not exactly sure
how their own works would be consumed after their death. In
‘ .

. . ' -
his "Retractlons,“ Ch§ucer addresses ”henlalle_)hat herkne

this litel tretys or rede,"” (X, (1), 1081) implying that

Awl,
S~ 2

\"‘
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narrative,
-

» : . a . . .
memory, and were practised in® the art‘ lisgening.

-

both modes of reception were possible. To the extent that

orality, they wﬁy be considered "transittpnal" works,

despite'Albert Lord s protesta}ions against the possibility
i

of such a text . existing (Lord 1960, 129-31). In theﬁ

foltowing pages, we will explore briefly how the oral

4

consumption of texts affected the overall shape of medieval
-

Medieval audiences, without doubt, had¥a trasned -

However, the, fact that literature was often listened

L3
imposed certain limitations on the compodser who cou

A Y
afford:to overtax his listeners  memory. The narrati
] .

. ' T ; . . N
to bé clear and easy to f.w;.otﬁe,rwme ‘the author risked

losini‘%is audience s interest and attention, since the

-« & '

I®stenert, unlike the reader, could not return to a point

td Print Chaytorqaddressgs these and other related issueg

stre¥sing the fact that authors frequently "wrote for

; W .
recitation, and for recita}ionf%; igtﬁrvals of time" (}945,

- ’ (s

. . - . -
4)." "It was not possible/for a twelfth-century .audience to
. « :
. ) v . . ) . 7/ .
view a roman d aventure as a -whole, unless they were
) .

]

possessed of extraordinary gtamina; they roceiveqaghe story

Jin.instalments. . .»" the same critic %adds (1945, 4). He
A ,

. L]

.

v
» . ’ .
concludes that "the progress from script to§print is a

)0

.‘*\
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history of the gradual sqbstitution.of visual for audi{o}y
methods of comunicating and receiving ideas" (1945, 4). As
an aside, we, too,min the twentiethscentury héQe had to
adapt to new auditory and visual modes ‘of conmmunication
which have had a considerable impact on our lives. The
medieval process 6f adjusting'to the writteh word cin be P
likened to our present‘attempts to adapt to the 1nf$rnpt{,%
'

age and to n&%fer the technologies now at our disposal.

. e
The medieval text is generally influenced and shaped by \\
orality even'when it was "read," since what Chaytor calls .
) -~ §
the "acougtic 1mage," one of e hallmarks of folk ’
literature, played ‘a vital role in the reception of most

medieva l litegary genres (1945, 5). This oral factor helped

bring about a particular type of narrative,®¥ne which is

characterized by repetition, detedted, for example, I1n the" iﬁ\
* .
repetitive_episodic structure employed by bbth Chretien and S
e e o . . ) : ‘
Chaucer. ut, whereas Chaucer, as we have seen in previous

chapters, signals any major shifts in narrative and warns

his auditors of crucial transitions in subject-matter,
. )

thereby avoiding misunderstandings, Lhretien com oses his ¢
Y g F U gs, P S

romance by means of the concatenation of episodes which. are

)

frequently similar in theme and style. Chreétien conditions
us to anticipate certain developmedts and recurrences.
g p !

An interesting kind of repetition to which®Chretien

resorts bs'6neftméa'13 tied to what we, ip Chapter 11, -

3 ’ e ¢
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Célled "implicit recalls." Rather<£3‘n repeat what had gone
. . "

on before or recall a past adventure--which is Chaycer s

-technique--the French author elects to corrpOSe thematically

similar epxsodes erroducmg In almost every "new" episode

,themati@ or s:,ylatic elements employed in previous oneé. »

>

- .
l{nlsbup to the listener or rea." to be sure, to furnish
(“ P LT &
the'lznks ba e’en ;uxtapOSed episodes and g‘o endeavour to

compare and Contrast varlatxcg\’gton tﬁ@m fea'hd adventures
B
v & _ .
that on the sur face- may seem alike. ror instance, the onus
I's on us when we meet the damsel who anoints Yvain s body
and cures him of his - msamty to remember another Qucelle.

L A v et

who performed a similar role when she protected the youhg
| ,
knight and saved him with her magical ring, th. young lady
.
being Lunete (1(584-141). Chretien thus .oduces the major
thematic outlbme o 6ne episode in another, thereby inviting
us to compare and; more important, to contrast adventures.
Furthermore, Chretien’ s narrator builds bridges'between
- :
episodes by ev‘i age; withy a strong visual impact.
Some images, SUCH as the remarl'<able one about the body . \

without a hear“ straddle and link eplsodes. When Yvain

Iea’es his bride and takes. off, wes are\xnformed that he has

- . -\
left his heaﬁehxnd and, in conse , his very life
Seems to be in jeopardy; \ .
- Mes sire Yvains r'nolt a enviz .
[ ]
. est de s’ amie departiz,
f -
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ensi que |1 cuers ne se muet.
Li rois le cors mener an puet ! '
mes del cuer n'gen manra il point,
]
’
et si1 11 cors sanz le cuer 1%
N I
tel mervoille nus hom ne vit.
: v & 7 )
e : .
(264 1-45, 2651-52) : .
Chretien devglops his 1magery by lmpm!s.s‘n‘?u\a‘:n his
, ) e | -
audience s or re.:}gers ‘idnagination a nrikﬁmg piCture image
. oy +
e ; »~
. 'p» »
that becomes as Kolve matntains in t study, "a key

v

to remembrance," acoustic and v13ual.l£~j{s being ’

lndlspensablg to medieval authbrs i:d ,udhences alike (Kolve

. e .
1983, 65). Usually in kejpl'nk> wn?h.mcdle\a' love
)
o & °
monologues, Chretne& ’mage’s u‘n;txon‘ on an ‘abseract level

]
when they are mlthflv lntrodudd. A boey ’wnng Whthout a

-

sk t - . . )
heart, for example, 1 _‘an'abs‘ect image desigred. tofstress .

.y

how Yvain has been metamorohosea. by Jove 'and‘how_his'

L . - o ~
separation from Laudine has had an adverse impact on his

life. Chrétierﬁflowly gives thls abstract image °

concCretness, Or, to put it in another way, he treats \
abstract emotions a¢ though they were concrete. |

- )

Love-sickness becomes a real, tangible illness. Through a
. \

process of deduction and syllogism, Chreéetien forges this

image by dwelling, not without some humour and much irony,

on the medical consequences of living while lacking an
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essential organ. Yvain is - in love. Therefpre, he lives
without a heart, and if he |ives without a heart, then it
f,ollo':hat he 1s not simply experienging great suffering
but is‘also on the verge ot e!‘brlng.' Yvang'; dnéunsh and
teelings of love, thus, take thevshape ot a syllogistic
argumenti This topos can be fpund in the French and Germ:n
» nwdieva‘.boerﬂé tradition as wel 1 gs in ld Provengal poetry.
g .

In a lager episode, the same iMage recurs when a young
unnamed maigén'comes to remind Yvain of his breach 6} faith
and to claim Laudine s magical ring. Laudine, we are told,

) L
had,left her heart with Yvain to guard, and since he has not
Ao
returned as he promised he would, her lady could not survive
without her stolen heart: .

sa dame a cil lerres soudite

qui n estolt de nus max estrujte

. ne ne quidoit pas, a nul fuer,
' qu il |t delist anbaler son cuer;
- P)
,/ ’ (2727-30) -
( q »

AN
\‘~I{e maiden levels a serious charge at Yvain, accusing him of®

-

murdering his wilesTy )

R

‘Mes sire Yvains la dame a mor je, ' b

quiele cuidoit qu’il 1} garaast

son cuery#®et si |i raportast,

gin¢coi.s que fust passez'}i anz. - N ¢

(270&-475
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’

hadt Wi

She reprimands and upbraids him by playing on the very image 4
vmplqyed by the narrator himselt earlier in the romance.

Here, teelings or emotions such as love and hate, loyalty

and disloyalty are dealt with 1n almost visual terms. Yyvain

kindled Laudine s Jlove: he stole her heart. Now, how 1.s she

to live WI‘bOUY this indispensable organ of her body?
Another memorable exanple ot the process ot binking
) ’ } & .-
eprsodes with 1mages- 15 in the obgectitication ot dness. -
When Chretien wishes 1o conmmunicate Yvain s loss ot huis

senses, he conjures §p a Jl%ually strlklng image of 4 storm
that breaks loose 1n Yvain s brain: "lors se | monte uns
- \\. ) O Y .y
torbertlons/ el chiet, <1 grant que 11 torsape” (2806-07). -
& , , ' B . o#
S0 overpowerang 1S the storm that Yvain loses his mind.
P e .

Naked andewithout shelter, he lives amongst wild-animals,

hunting does and stags and eating their meat raw. He

\

becomes a changed man who bears mo resemblance to the knight

we knew up u}tll he left Laudine s palace. When the two

matdens find hgm 1n this pitiable staté and seport back to
-

la Dame de Norpison, the image_pof the storm regurs and the

. , " )
nart .ore tupos, significant in the medieval romance’ In
a P 8 v
. » » A\

\ d .
general, 1s revisited. The e 4 having® ful confirdence |n
, .-

heremagic galve, says: "li osterons nosee | teste/ tote la “

rage et la tempeste" (2945-46).

¢

Through the mediation of concrete, palpabfv,)mage;,

then, Chretien helps the reader or listener comprehend that .

\/}\.
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which s vague and abstract; -In this respect, he 1s not 7
unlitke scholastic philosophers or gothic architects of his
time, who also 5rgued and preached the need tor clarity n
things theologlcal, philosophical or artistic. Indeed, when
Chretien concretizes emotions, translating them 1nto
visually detailed i1mages, he 15 applying-nothing other than
the "principle of transparency," or manifestatio, a "mental
habit" (Panofsky 1957, 43, 36) familiar to students of early
scholasticism in art and phllo;ophy (Panotsky 1957, b)) .
Like Aguipas, Wll&ldm of Auvergne and Bonaventure,

-

Chretien 15 preoccupied with manifestatio; he 15 Spurred by
. alrt’ 2

A}

« the-need to render love and even madness more 1mmediate,

o
* mere visual. As medieval architecture was 1ntluenced by .
'““'”dhl*bséphical scholasticism, so was literature aftected by
the "habit of ¢lartdfrcation, whereby fairth was made
"clearer”" by an appeal to reason, and reason was made.
) . A
"clearer" by an agppeal to tmagination (Panotfsky 1957,
38-39). Vivid images are ar‘)ther mani festation ot the
-~
A
"scholastic mentality” 1n medieval culture.
- A}
[ 4 .
y * » *
. '
. . - e

/" -
It Is characterized by what Meh!| and Spearing respectively

call "looseness” and "diffuseness" (Meh! 1967, 25; Spearing -
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1964, 18). Writing about medieval romance 1n general, the
“B|former maintains that "the narrative method of proceeding by
lgosely connected episodes 15 . . . evidernge of the oral’

technique of the roménces” (Meh!l 1967, 25). Trovlus s
divided into tive books of approxiamate |y ISOO lines each;
}ho work was, presumabl!y, read aloud by }he author n

Instalments"” (Spearing 1Yede, 24).  This 15 corroborated by
a

Lhe trequent use of analeptic and proleptic narratives which

reind the audience of Pds{ events and hint at new ones.,
’ .,

Another c¢lue supporting oral dellverypln Instalments s the
’
sheer length ot the werk. 't 1s unlikely that Troilus,

Chaucer s lohgest poem, could have beén read in one sitting. .

-

[

As Spearing remarks:
»
Chaucer 1s indeed probably the most
concise of medieval English poets: and
*
yet, compared with more modern poets, he
seems extremely ditfuse. . . . He had

3 to be diffuse 1f his listening audience

were to be able to respond to his words.

The'aPNQQIER of his audience moves in a

.

llnea(

{sshLon, from'one verse to the

if ‘ I'*"va‘ﬁ;. **
Q gq”o compare or am
i "2 3 el Py . ,1'7 ’ . N

M . LA . P

; N 4.9@1; ) . : o

To'Lgcgﬁzfate matters‘for his readers. and in keeping

with tHe pr‘ncnple ot Cﬁarlty, then, Chaucer d|v1des his

A
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o v v
-
v

* . ‘ . “ o4
rorLjus into fyve books, ‘tour of which are introduced by
- - - . ) v

proems which summarize events,.situate those events in a
more general context, distance the author from his
o o

characters and their actions, and establish the proper
ambiance tor the enjoyment ang the decoding of literature.
Not intrequent either are the digressions in gehich the
narrator strays from the topic at hand to take the audience
. tnto his confidence. These contribute to the looseness ot

structure, which, as mentioned above, s one ot the features
ot Chaucer s narrative. Juxtaposition, another related

—

teature, will now be exaguned brietly.,

Jordan 1s one of. several scholars to consider Chaucer g
"gothic" writer (1967). In the Clarity of the structure ot
Troilus he sees reverberations ot the clarity and

- ! ‘ R . .
transparency ot the gothic cathedral (Jordan 1967, 55-56,
19745 Panofsky 1957, 59-60). The medieval conception of art
I's i1norganic; medievall poets, like Dante, Roccaccio and
Chaucer, attend to the principle of clarity in the
Organization and construction of their works (Jordan 1967,

. .
36-37, 1974). As Jordan explains, "[Chaucer] did not choose
to adhere to mathematcal imperatives, but his poems display
everywhere the signs-of ov%ft stfhtrurjng, In the sharply
articulated manner of the Gothic (Jordan 1967, 46). The

same critic adds that "the full exposure of the joints and

seams renders the process of Fonstruction fully visible" In

7

.
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the Gothic cathedral as well as the Chaucer tan narrat 1ve

4

(1967, 99-56) .

Jordan s views are, o0 some wayvs, usetul]. For Chaucer

s andeed a "ROthic” writer, as Brewer also (nn\w’« 1y Ly
)
drgues (1975, {-32) . The Key to understanding Thos

pothic s, however, 18 1n tuxtdaposityoan,

"

rather than n

"hacrarchy” as Jordan contends (1967, 66). Nrt hostor g,
have cetteotively denionstrated how pothic art anyg
architecture are based on op&u\ztl\m and ].‘i\!dpﬂﬂltxd“.
Hauser notes that "|'1\‘rdpnwt‘|on Peoatothe hedart of medieyag |
Gotheo art™ (1951, 272-73), 4 statement whach desor ibhes

Trotlus narrative structu-e weil. For the juxtapos i tion o

A
-

Points ot view s one ot the VIBdN /7 ing praonciples 1n th,
poem.  Hauser s discussion ot the multepbicity ot views \\1|‘I‘
be especially usetul 10 our exdamination ot the role of the
Chaucerian narrator.

[n conclusion, 1t has been argued that ope ot the

reasons why"'\the medievalatext attempts to be 4 "clear text
' |
s that orality and the vorce plaved o ~igniticant nart on
¥

sts tormation and sometimes defivery. . The mediewal text s

one that grapples with the transitrgn strom the *oral to the
. » -4

-

written wbrd, from the acoustic to the visudl image, in

short, trom orality to textuality. , 1A most, 1t not all,
2}

. o . .
medieval texts, therg 15 a Process ot adjustment and

adaptation ‘to the advent of tRe written word. Signs of this

. * N ¢
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process can be. detected i'n ‘the medidval author's use of

N . . > .. . ‘. " .
rebatively simple structures and his inclusion of modi

.

2]
legendi to aid in.the %&3pessing of meaning. Juxtaposition

in Chaucer and the accumulation of thematically similar

+

episodes and stock adventures in Chrétien point to the
w v &~

medieval iﬁthor's resolve not to disorient their a‘dience

’

but, rather to guide them into the text. This emphasis on
what Hauser calls "gothic clarity"” 1s related to the oral

roots of medieval literature. .
| Moreover{ this clarity is part .of what Foucault %alls

similitude and repgtitish and on the premise that there is a
resemblance between a sign and what it‘ind{cates (1966).
When examining major *epistemological configurations in the
shows how knowledge in the Middle Ages and uyntil some time
in the Renaissanée was grouzﬁiﬂ’Jn the 1dea of "sameness."
Informed by neo—blatoni%p('medieval thinking rested upon the

assurance that facets of nature mirrored each other and that

earth was a speculum of the universe. The Book of nature

mirrored the Book of God. So did literary episodes
reproduce and mirror each other. As medieval knowledge was
attainred by the deciphering of Signs, so was the literary

message decoded by means of clear textual signs containing

the secret of meaning and providing the locus of revelation.

L]
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.. ‘.. . ' . .
Microcosms of the macrocosm, these signs, like Calogrenant s

L4 i N .
recit, are kgys by means of which meaning can be accessed.

When examining frequency in Chap;er IV we argued }hat

 repetition contained the seeds of change and that
jux}apésition'eventually altered what Haidu refers to as the
"pérmanent message"” (1977}, paving the Qay for polysemy.
This is perhaps how this very EElEEéTé changed. gimxlitude

eventually gave way to difference.



. |
CHAPTER VI1 ) ‘ "
THE IMPLIED AUTHOR
i
7/

In" Chapter V, we examined the médieval author, not as
an extratextual entity but as one with a cruciél role Within
the text itself, because the circumstances in which

literature in the Miqdle Ages grew contributed 'to the close
contact between_qhthog and audience and to making tHe phatic
function, né; an opilonal textual COWBfnent, but a
constitutive one. Chretien and Chaucer are present in their
‘narratives by virtue ot their signatures.and unabashed
referenced to ;he creative process. Their voices, then, are
aﬁ integral part of their work.

In the foregoing discussiéns, we postulated a
distinction between different "1 s" in the medieval fext.
The medieval author who found himself face to face with a
live audience sometifes presented his public with factual
information about a given work. Frequently, thouéh by no
means consistently, he speaks about his work, pointing to
the circumstances Qnder which 1t came 1nto being; sometimes,
he names ;he patron who connn551énéd what he 1s about to
read or circulate. Other times he dedicates the product to
some prominent figure. _ hrétién, fo& insténce, cites Marie

dedicates his Perceval to Philippe d Alsace. ;

Having insisted on the recuperation of the author and

185
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considered the role of the author-subject in inviting the

audience into the fictional world and establishing the

“literary pact between the transmitter and receiver of
4

fiction, we now move to the: "implied author" about which

[

much has ‘been written in recent years (e.g. Chatman 1978;

Princq 1982; Booth 1983). For at this juncture and before

©
"

scrutinizing the narratorial voice, it is important to
TN

tackle the i1ssue of the "differences" between a "real" and
an "implied" author. Booth and numerous critics after him
refer to the agent unifying a literary text as the "implied"
rather than the "real" author (1983).

Any artist can, and often does, create multiple images
of-himself (Booth 1983). Evidently, these images may, but

Y ;

do not necessari}y, conform with a giQen author s "real"
-self, since an implied author may bé portrayed as morally
superior (or inferior) to, dr more or less serious, reliable
or humorous than, the real author. Rabelais s Alcofribas
*Nasier--the image of an ”authér—buffoon" to whom that which
Is not scatological is incomprehensible--is precisely a
second-self and a convenient facade gervjng to protect the
flesh-and-blood author against unrelenting, vicious
censorship. 1t is one of many covers concealing the
”substantifiCque\mouelle” inscribed in the Rabelaistian )
oeuvre. The real author, therefore, is responsible for

creating and shaping not only the narrator but the implied
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author as well, although i1t can be contended that the author
cannot always be'cognizant df all ideas.or values that are
inscribd or may be read into his/her text.

It 1s to be noted, however, that the repeated use of a
specific author-image or mask can point to a type of real
author, just as It can be a sign of a specific social
environment conducive to or inhibiting literary creativity.

»

Chaucer s recurring usage ot the author-compiler image

reflects upon Chaucer the real author /and distinguishes him ’

Kl

from more assertive writers like Boccaccio or Gower who dyd
‘not feel the need to hide behind the same or a similar guIse
(Minnis 1984, 210). In other words, this guise may hint at
a certaln type of achor and personality and can, for this
reason, be of diacritical value. To the extent that
particular implied 1mages of authors seem to prevall at \
given moments I1n time, the notion of an implied author can . \
be useful in diachronic studies of authotship in occidental
textuallity.

The implied author has no speech position, but is
rdther a perséna to b¢ reconstructed from the entire work.
This persona can nevev be considered the addresser in the
Connmnkcationél transaction (Rimmon-Kenan 1983, 88).
Chatman’'s definition of this construct is clear and to the -

point. He says:

He [implied author] is "implied,” that
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. 1s reconstructed by the reader from the

narrative.. . . Unlike the narragor,

the implied author can tell us nothgng.
He, or better, It, has no voice, no
direct means ot conﬁmnicating. It

kq’v\ Anstructs us silently, through the
design of,tgedwhole, with al’l the
voices, by all the means 1t has chosen
to lgt us‘learn. {1978, 148)

®However, whereas Chatman seems to attach to the 1mplied
author the attributes of a creator, as when he suggests that
the implied author "invents'" the narrator along with
everything else i1n the text, we dd not attach to this
construct the attributes ot the real, blograpﬁlcal author

who alone can be credited with the creative process.
. -

4

A "construct" which can be inferred from the totality
of the text, then, the inplied author is formulated from an
analysis of values, mores, opinions, stances and

Weltanschauungen suggested by a grven\work. Two similar

types of medieval implied authors tran piring from Yvain and

Troilus are of special interest to us here. This chapter

comp lements the Elgxgngs one on the author and paves the way
\ .

~.
—
A} \

N
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for the considerétion of thé narrator.

The implied values at work in Chrétien's work seem to
mock and subvert romance values. |f yhlé subversive current
is missed by 1nattentive readers or listeners, 1t 1s because
this current oberates not 1n specitic loct but 1s rather to
be reconstructed from the entire text. Alert readers will
soon reallée that 15 Yvain, the narr;tor himself has limited
visiyon and that, to appreciate the complexity of the work,
they are supposed to recognize wh. and in what ways the
narrative vdlce ts an unreliable voice. A related guestion
is why thisinarrator 1s undermined by the text. These arg
issues to be examined 1n the tollowing chapter. What 1s ot
interest here are some of the values which are unexpressed
verballyc but which, nevertheless, 1nform thg work. These,
7
we want to argue, are attributable to an "i1mplied author."

If readers take everyfhing Yvain's narrator says at
face value, they might come to the, erroneous conclusion that
the author wishes to uphold the courtly tdeal apd that Yvain
s an imﬁeccaﬁle and‘perfec} knight. The 1rony running
thiough this text, however, syggests very strongly that tPe
implied author has great difficulty with the notions of.
adventure and thh the courtly ide%l. Specifically, this
implied author, we can infer, does not believe that
adventure as practised by Arthurian knights 1s an 1deal at

all. In fact, as Yvain s avanturé unfoifds 1n the first half
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of the work, 1t becomes apparént that the hero is on a ,
\

: L
self-destructive course, a course that he can correct odly

by rejecting the entire Arthurian universe of values. 5 ‘

In I[QllEE' the narrator tries to lure an
unsophisticated audience of youn, men and women who are

expected to feel nothing but great. pity for the fallen hero.

rs, whom the narrator-evokes onp many occasions,

*

entity wi

oblivious to, or unaware

of, the tlaws or 1nconsist in hi1s character. They are
manipulated by a narrator who, |like Yvain's extradiegetic
narrator, has limited vision.

>

{

The difference between the two narrative voices 1n the

two texts, however, as will be 1llustrated 1n Chapter VIII,

ts that, in Chaucer’ s poem, the narrator is a Pandarus
digure, consciously mantpulating his credulous |listeners.

.does wittingly, namely, to present a'partlall@\flawed

4 N

perspective on events and characters. Another audience

;ddressed by the Chaucerian corpus 1s a sophisticated and

learned audience capable of grasping the full i1mport of the

apotheosis and to situate the whole story in a cosmic light

(Jordan 1958). The other differente between the twd texts
3

worth noting in passing 1s that, while Chaucer resorts at

the end to sententious statements about his story, Chretien

<

A
(.
”
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resists the temptation of being chrtly moralistic or
didactic. Thus, whereas we.have reason to béllcwe that
Chaucer s naive auditors transcend their lunitations upon
betng given the moral of the story 1n a capsule, and can,

therefore, partake ot the discerning audience s knowledge,

I Yvain, the onus 15 on the attentive reader to uncover
hidden tmplied, albeit nonverbalized, message(s) and values.

/
R;‘IU(T\lﬂg now to the tmplied author in Yvain, we f@rux

{ .

on the problematic treatment of ad(:nturc. Although Yvain
s taken tor an 1dedl courtly hero by the credutous
narrator, the text s 1mbued with values which undercut this

protagonist s behaviour, especially 1n the tirst halt of the

? ,

(/ i“
work. That the very heroitc 1deal 15 undermined can be A

'
i

ascertatned ftrom the beglnhpng} when the.content ot
N . \\\~ .
Calogrenant s story becomes known. Indeed, Caf&grenant S

A
recit 1s the fiest place 1n which the potion of courtly

!
adventure is put 1nto question. Calogrenant 1s oh a

‘

/
- —_ /"
rudderless course; he simply roams from one “tocation to

another 1n search of (alvanture, por esprover / ma proesce"
et mon hardemant " (362-63). He who will settle tor

avanture or T?E!Qlfl? (366) 15, at least 1nitially, steered
by the Arthurian i1deal of adventure as an end 1n itself. In
Arthur’ s static and moribund court knights content

themselves with an aimless search for the strange, the

e - g

uncanny, and for the dubious notion of fame and renown.
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When King Arthur hears about Calogrenant s adventure he

4 immediately decides that the mervetllleux beckons, and he
sets a date on which all those who wish to jJoin him can test
the storm-making tountain (hbl-?Z).l It s this kind ot
attitude which led to Calogrenant s honte, but'thv King
presumably thinks that his more (Qpablv knights can fend o't
Esclpdos s wrath. Expvrnvnﬁvd kniphts such as Gauvain,

‘\

who!c Character as highly problematical 1n Yvain and

N

Perceval, tan use ther bxtxdordnndry might to torce ther
-
will on whomever stands 1n their way .

Doubtless, this ts the logic Whl/g Esclados copently
rejects.  What Laudine s ﬁu%bdnd dttvmpt\\tﬂ do s antroduce
a relatively new notion ot jJustice, a notr;n based on
tarrness. It he dt’("lde\ 1o punish ("dlog.rvndnr tor haos
transgression, 1t 1s because the IS?fer deserved the
puntshment. He meets out justice 1n the form of a combat 1n
‘which he humiliates his aggressor by physically beating him,
and, more sxgnlflcantly.“by undermining his belief in the
rightness ot adventure., 'Calqgrenant's hanQ 1s directly
connwnsurate,wmth‘fﬁcjadoe s honour. Bui. LT 1S notewor thy
that thns.transactLon of hopour and shame lﬂt;mdtes the
gradual rise of a ne@ system of values, one which, by
concerning 1tself with the nor ns of ”Iawfu{’behavnour” and

justice, transcends the contines of the old feudal shame

culture in which only the language of the sword asserted
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In other words, Esclados s triumph 1s, above all

else, g moral triumph,

13
Leclados 5 decisijon ta enpgage his foe in combat takes

the form
by the pr
tempered

done and

{

ot retribution, not vengedanoe It 15 not

intormed

thcrple ot mright 45 raght.  On the contrary, 1t s

by reason and mesaure.  Losclados assesses

then decides on g redasonable way ot contr

the harm

onting the

gurtty andividual s thes s ot arrational behaviour, g tac t)

borne out

property

by his speoech about the need to respedct

persangl

and to reject a state of fawlessness. Addressing

Calogrenant, he savs:

N

Governed

Coe Vassdax, molt o avers tet,
sane destirance, honte et let
Destirer ne deussiers vos,
et il eut rerson o an vof,

Sa -
ouoau moins drotture requerre,

e Ny qU(’ VOS me meuss e guerre.

L T T . .-

P[dlﬂdSG se doit qul est b“‘atuz,
et e r(\e plaing, ~1 ai regrson,
que vos m avez ‘de ma meson
tors chacie a toudre et a plule
(491-96, 502-06)

by "reirson,

VI

a word recurring twice above, Esclados

essentially replaces the power of the sword with the power

N

\

\
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’

ot the word or the complaint (pltaing). Arguing that had
Calogrenant had a grievance, he should have made 1t kmown to

-
hWim, he stresses the need tor communication, When he

’ -
decides to resort to the sword ot IS.HI('F(‘I\ to show his
. .
enemy that lawless behaviour cannot RO unpunished.” In this
. \
1
early epirsode, then, two contlicting moral codes are
polarized. Mhercas the Arthur an hnrght operates o n op
cSystem where the discourse ot physical power 1y the only
legrtimate discourse, Esclados pleads tor jJustice and the
)
rule ot the law. Drotture, or justice, 1~ what Calogrenant

ought to have sought but did not. This notion ot drotare
s what Yvarn will have, to seek 1n order to pive hais 1 te
new direction,

Drotture, we soon discover, 1o related 1o a4 number ot
\dluéls assvctated with a new code ot ethic Sy ad NEew mOral oty
conditioned by, and accompany ing, the tweltth-century
renaissance.  One ot those 1o guerredoen, meaning, among
other things, “"recompense” or "reward" or. "salary" ottered
tor a service rendered (Greimas 1980). For the new notion
ot Justive, which comes 1nto being with the r.se of the
mercantile system and a burgeoning merchant class intent on
bringing into place the judicial and institutional
tNfrastructure capable of securing tor this class economic

viability and an atmosphere of stability, 1s necessar i ly

related to guerredon, or the idea that an open economitc



system can only be founded o

"farrness” (Vance

1986, 128

]
This braings us back tao

Copnection w&h rteration,

Yvain begins to practise the

" "

notions as "drortare” o and My

paradigmnat 17.:1 Iy,

Pter gt on

treguentative tense enables

unctooangng ot g new ki

production, 4 unit o whose ot
ot anterdependencee . The ner
Yvain, St bl o crased, hias
Bera, U tor \HYVI.\QI.

Gradually and apon e

fowhich the e ot ens

—

dhes pity on the 100 and «

roend who grves hon an pden

sk oot oversamplitication,
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' ,
alone .and single-handedly he can achieve whatever he sets

out to achkieve, has to learn to depend on the lion in almost

"

all the combdts he engages in after his rehabilitation. On

several occasions he attempts-fo do without his loyal
friend, only to discovér that such a course of action is
shee} folly. Already with the Dame de Noroison, Yvain pufs
toswork the basic prynciple.ef'interdependenée\anq
reciprocity. Upan curing him, the lady hopes that he wi ]
defeat Alier aAd ﬁarry\her; Using his gift of bargaining,
ano}her value recognized and elevated by the me;chant‘class,
wain obtains compensation for the laay~bdt declines her
offer of marriage. ‘

All through Yvain there is an implicit critique of
Arthurian values. In the Pesme Avanture episode, it will be
\{enwwmered, the silk workers are practicélly condemned to
slavery és a result of a foolish king's behaviour. -
Travelling in search of adventure, this king finds himself
at the Castle of Pesme Avanture and.face to face with the
devil's two sons. ;earing for his life and electing not to
~engage tae sons in combat, he offers them a ransom of thirty

damsels a year. The king is irresponsible, and so are those

who, like Gauvain, try to instil!l in Yvain the love of

-

adventure for 1ts own sake.
Very early on, Yvain is préssured to prove himself in

his Arthurian world. 'Proving himself means gaining a "name"
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and a status. It means hurrying to prove Keu wrong. Keu,

«
the narrator does not fail to remind us, had mocked and.

¥
I4

taunted Yvain, implying that the young 5hight was weak and
cowardly. So, Yvain embarks on a mis%ion whose parameters
are defined by the shame culture inf@h}ch the hero is

initially situated. He wishes to avenge Calogrenant s

"shame" as well as guard against‘his own*shaming, which

“
.

would come abou% if‘Keugs mal{f&ous premonitions were to
materialize. In Arthur’ s cqp;t, Yvain 1s asked to prove
himself by means of deedsi/:That 1s why, when he sucéeedg in
his mission, when he defeéts Csclados, he cannot bear to see
the dead man being laid to rest without hjs securing a part
of the body, to take back to Arthur as evidence of his
3

successful exploit. His fear 1s that, without some proof of

. . -
his deed, he wrl| once again be held in contemprt.

In Yvain, and in IEQllEE' as we shall soon see, the
hero experiences deep anguish as a regult of his attempts to
reconcile”his public and private worlds. Nowhere is this
more evident than in the fpllowing lines:

Males ranpones [Keu s insults] a sejor
Il sont et cgrs batanz et fresches.
Mes de son qucre et de ses b-uvsches

Li radglcit novele amors

qui par sa terre a fet un cors.

(1358-62)

ey
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Yvain is assailed by Keu's mockery. The wounds that Keu
caused are® juxtaposed with a new wound for which Love is
responsible. Just as the two wounds have different sources,
they require different treatmer'~. The treatment of Keu s

wound is physical proof that what Yvain set out to do was in

)

fact accormplished. The other treatment involves submitting
to Laudine, the object of desire, :n return for hq‘ love.
The problem, at least initi. . ., is that Yvain can curpe only

one wound. He cannot marry Luaudine while brandishing the
proof of his deed.

Yvain becomes aware of these irreconcilable needs when
he sees‘Esclados being buried: while he is tormented.by
Laudine‘;‘gTief for her dead husband, he ]s_distrapted from
the woman by his Concérn for his reputation. Yvain feels the
need td prove himself, but when he marries the widow of the
slain man, hfs tirst "feat of b;avery” 1s paradox{cally .

-

transformed from a squrce of pride into one of embarrassment.
L
The event effectively becomes a taboo subject. For, not

wishing to be accused of having gommitted the unseemly act of

s
-

marrying her husbé d’ s killer, Laudine recognizes tﬁe need to
conceal the identity of the slayer. It is as though love for
Laudine has neutralized and undermined the young man's first
act of consequence in his "career" as a knight.

| The ideal of compagnonage, very much part of the shame

Culture which leads Yvain to champion his cousin, puts

4
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enoFmous pressure on him. For Yvain is continually asked to

L3

seek Arthurian dreams and to shunm recreantise, even after he

settles down to become Laudine’s husband and fountain v

defender. Because of Gauvain' s words, Yvain foresakes his

wife to go tourneying with his friend, until he forgets to

return and consequently loses his mind. The very i1deal ot

compagnonage which brings about these misadventures 1s put

into QUestion. Indeed, the combat between Yvain and Gauvain,
: M '\'

a climactic event strategically placed towards the end of the

work, i's woven around the idea that there exists a love-hate

b

relationship between the two men.

Yvain is Flamenca’s precursor in that 1@ undercuts many

of the courtly notions upon which the romance genre depends,

notitons that the anonymous Provengal auther utterly destroys.

I't is, before all else, a polysemous text, operating on many
levels and containing hidden messages and meanings. Our
analysis, to be sure, cannot contain all these messages.

What we have attempted to do iIs show that some of the values

-

which the text purports to support are indeed undermined.

-

implied author who champions youth and legitimates their
.

values. The mere fact that Troilus, the lover, 1Is
privileged over Hector, .the married and established warrior,

1s procf that the text 1s meant to appeal yo the younger men

and women in the audience. Insofar as the story 1s devoted
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to Troilus and his personal crises rather than to those of
the city of Troy or the Trojans--which is the case in
Shakespgare’ s version--the young hero is the privileged

character.
—~ .

ways of obtaining "honour" and "nobility," and that, while
not everyoné can beconie a Hec%or, young men can achieve
honour tn new ways. The text implies that there are va}ious
ways of living and diverse and legitimate routes to
developing a "name." More than ever before, the
relatLonship between a man and a womaa‘caﬁ be a source of
»honour. -Though a great knight, Troilus s name and famé are
based on his being a lover, a faithful lover. Thus, the
implied author shares with some implied readers the belief
(and the hope) thét men have mor; options than in previous
‘periods and that there is more to life than becoming an
,accomplished warrior. What we are witnessing, then, is the
gradual expansion of the very notions of kleos and 95£§£, an
expansion that many medieval chara;ters in Chaucer and
elsewhere call for. For example, the Wife of Bath, in many
ways Moll Flanders’s precursor, tells a fairy tale that
revi;es the notion of "gentillesse,” and in Langland a large
number of the traditional values are put into question.

‘an honour than that éarned by a brave man on the
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battlefield. T1f Troilus has failed in anything it is in the
fact that, by letting Criseyde go and by sot intervening to
have the decision to exchange her revgked, he refused  to
take responsibility for his actlons and feelings, and in so
doing incurred hislunhappiness. Troilus sacrificed his love
lest Hector and other warriors espy his passton for a woman,
As long as their love remained a private affair, they were
eager to cherish tt, but the moment it risked embarrassing
them they gave 1In tb social pressures.

Unlike the lover of the Rg@§g_gg_l§_89§g, Troilus does
not live in a garden surrounded by huge, protective walls.
He 1s the son of Priam and brother of Hector, the exemplary
man in Troy. Before his eyes, he has the examples of, on'
the one hand, Hector, a great warrior embodying an ideal

prized by his society, and on the other, Paris who, without

being dishonoured, 1s nevertheless not the man the Trojans

-

would want for leader. Troilus chooses to identify with his’

f

brother Hector and with the values he embodies. ™3lt 1s for
: : s

. . 3 ’ .
this reason that at the beginning of the ppem hejeers at
» T R\

love and lovers. When.he falls tn loJé, Ire q}ﬁcdvers a new
dimension to lite, one that was hitherto unknown to him.
But he also discovers that society puts demands on him and
that he cannot at once be the perfect lover and knight.
This 1is Tﬁoilus's dilemma, a dilemma that he is never able

to resolve. While he learns to treasure love and
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concomitant human emotions, Re Is unable to dissociate
himself from the dominant values of his soclety.
Reason and emotion are in violent opposition in

Troilus s character. The lover feels that he has to
. L4 ‘

safeguard his reputation as a warrior, especially at the

time when Trey is facing imminent danger. In his situation,

being a devoted lover seems rncompatible with the image of a
hero at war. On his mind is the incessant question: what

‘will people think? When Pandarus advises him to keep

Criseyde, he answers:
™ sholde not be suffred me to erre,

. As 1t stént now, ne don so gret
unr{ght.[ sholde han'also blame of every

wight.,
N L}

My fadres graunt 1f that [ so
withstoode,

Syn she 1s changed for the townes goode.

(1V, 549-53)

>

Thus, Troilus feels that the good of Troy should come before
\
his personal interest, and that it would not become him to

be the one to $tand in the way of his city. Finding himself
in an,imﬁossible situation, with Crigeyde arnd his tair name
on either sides of the scale, TroilUs lets the scale tip in
favour of his name. He lets Criseyde gp against his better

’

judgment. Hence his tragedy. His action, which suggests a

¢ Y
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moral failure, adumbrates the actual fali of Troy.
Troilgs, not unlike Yvain in some ways, bows to the
pressures imposed by his group and lives the same dilemma,

namely, how to reconcile private needs and pubtic

f

exigencies, how to be at once a lover and an esteemed \
knight. But, while Yvain is able to retrieve his happlnessk/

Troilus loses everything he has--except his good name. For
\

Chaucer is unable to resort to a denouement heureux. In his

poem, love and death are intertwined, and not just
metaphorically; love truly kills. What was a metaphor 1n
romance s, thus, actualized here.

Troilus's implied author puts the accent on a youth s

personal quest for a meaningful life and the search for new
values. This text is testament to the fact that youth had

aspirations different from those of the elders and that

©

these aspirations should be encouraged and lauded. This 1s L
obviously a message that many young men, in particular,

wanted to hear. Hence the popularity of this kind of theme

TN — L
- and Pﬁe popylarity of the #Uthbfs who broached the subject

-

\
\\

of placing it over and above the

of léve with the v i ew
\ /_/

N

traditional val es propagated by the epic and the chanson de
& Y p

geste (Duggan 1986, 728-66).
Thus there seems to be a contiguity between the values
upheld by some of the implied readers (or listeners) and the

implied author. This said, we hasten to argue that the text
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strongly suggests that the three main characters, together
with the entertaining narrator, are flawed, Pandarus, the

master of rhetoric, ts, after all, in the "bisynesse" of

making games.‘ Criseyde, we shall see, is presented in a
1

less than perfect light. And Troilus, for his part, 15

undermined as a result of his alliance with Pandarus. He

~who knows of Pandarus’ s machinations "at the ftulle” (I11I,
534), offers to repay his friend in kind:
"1 have my faire suster Polixene,
Cassandre, Ele;ne, or any of the frape, .
Be she nevere so fair or wel yshape,
Telle me which thow wilt of everychone,
To han for thyn, and lat'me thanne

allone.’

)

(111, 409-13)

Troilus, then, is willing to adopt Pandarus s values and

play a role in the business that " maken women unto men to
comen " (111, 255). Because of this complicity, _he cannot
be considered an "idea hero. .

A\

The implied author c\xticizes the kind of society in
/ \
which lovers are forced to _become devious and then give up
thetr love so as not to lose~their good name. But he is
also aware of the characters’ failings. In the Chaucerian
universe, neither his Trojan protagonists nor his pilgrims

are perfect. Everybody is flawed. In Troilus, even the

Q
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means by which the story i1s told are deemed inadequate.

f

even the |mplﬂed values gleaned and assembled from the work

Language 1s tound to be lacking. Ultimately, we suspect,

. . .
as a whole a themselves subjected to a critique made by

the thought { author who, afraid ot belng\nlsunderstood,

enters his to set the record straitght and to cast his

¥

tale 1n Q Ch%ﬂ_;}

an and a humanistic light,
‘R
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CHAPTER VI11

THE»NARRATOR_FIGURE

In the last chapters the question of who the medieval

author 1s and how to loecate him 1n the text, as an

.

auteur-sujet and as an implied (and voiceless) construct,
‘7___4 e wm — .

were explored. The focus for this chapter i1s the narrator
and his persona.. A constitutive element of the text, the
narrator primarily serves as a link between the story and

the audience via the narratee, detined by Rabinowitz as the

"narrator s audience" (Rabinowttz 1977, 127-28).- There -

always a teller 1n a tale. This teller, usually referred to
as the "narrator," addresses an audience of "narratees"
(Rinmon-Kenan 1983, 88). According to the same critic, both

narrator and narratee are essential rather than optional
factors 1n a narratl‘e (1983, 88).
Giving focus to the study of narrdting agents,

narratologists have confirmed what many have known and

argued tor a long time, namely, that there 1s a wide range

LY
Just as with other literary compoenents, some types ot

narrative voices tend to prevarl at certain moments in time,
only to fall 1nto disfavour or disuse 1n tater perxods.
Narratologists have r&peatedly itllustrated with clear

X .
exaMples from a wide range of fictional works, authors and

literary periods that not all narrators are alike or pertorm

( 206
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the same functions (Genet'te I9SD;‘Pr|nce 1982; Ral 1977 &
1985). Some are dramatized; (JIhU&S retain a low profile to
the point ot becoming invisible or almost invisible 1n a
text., And, while some are character-bound, others are
unnamed outsiders who assume the role of conmentators on
events and characters., NDoubtiess, the choice ot 4
particular t{pc of narrator determines, to a great extent,
the shape and tone ot the entire narrative., In the
followting pages, “the types of medieval narrators operating
in Yvain and Troilus and their roles 1p the respective texts

will be discussed.

The Narrators in Yvain
Bepanning with Yvain, we find that there are two -
narrators rather than one, the ‘irst being the unnamed
teller of the story and the sccond Calogrenant, a character
in the work. The tormer 1s an external narrator, or, to use
N

Genettian terminology, he 1s an "extra-heterodieget.ic”

commentator on the story (1980, 248), whereas the latter 15
\ .

1

L 1
an ".ntra-homodiegeti1c" secondary narrator, since his
narrative 15 "metadiegetic" and he, li1ke the protagonist In

the Roman de La Rose, 1s a character 1n his own story. We
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have already on several occasions referred to the pivotal
L.\
episode 1n which Calogrenant tells his story, a story which,
we argued, 1s the thrust tor the first narrative.
Prrvileged 1n length and in 1ts posittioning almost at the
beginning of the work, this episode 15, as mentioned in
previous chapters, a structure en gbyme or 4 mirror nage ot
thesentire narrative. For inasmuch das 1t 1nitiates the
A

investigation ot crucial romance concerns such as avanture
and courtorsie, 1t mirrors the whole narrative which set-s
out to probe the problematics ot the "constituents ot
courtly romance" (Hunt 1986, 17). One of the major themes

. ~, - .
I Yvain, which has a measure of i crrance an Chretien s
erher works too, s, of.course, that of adventure and how 1t
relates to justice. Calogrenant s tale succeeds 1n bringing

this theme to the fore. [But, besides mirroring thematic¢

ecit has, as we have

concerns, Calogrenant s metadieget ic
maintained in Chapter V, a tormal role to play 1n that it
toregrounds the very process of [itterary conmunication, an
tssue very much on the author s mfnd here and elsewhere. A
microcosm of the first narrative, then, Calogrenant s tale
not only enumerates adventures that the protagonist ot the
story later experiences tirst-hand, thus sharlng with the

-

first narrative common themes and topol, but 1t also

presents an internal narrator who prepares his narratees tor

the process of literary reception, a role that all
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narrators, be they extradiegetic or not, have to perform.

]
The question to ask, then, 15 how yimilar and ditterent the

4

WO narrdators are. The other, equaliy valid and not
unrelated, question s whether or not there 1y an 1 Conic
relationship between the two narrdators, just as there ;s an
tconierty berween the tirst and the embedded narratives,

by e

Tht‘ Answer t o I?Il‘ \lbl‘\(' (}H{'\!lt"\‘\ ' n
g!trrmqinum For, therr ditterences notwithstanding, the
two narrators pertorm and share simibar tunctions, the tirst
o‘t which 15, as 1indicated above, to orrent their narratees., -
Whether or not tney do so ddvqtmtt-l) will be examined
shortly. I (‘dlngrvmmi Socase, ‘thm tunction s spelien
out, partly because he has a real audience, which enables
s, ds readers, to o see how he, o as narrator, darticufates with
that audience.  As Calogrenant becomes the "je” ot his own
discouwrse, he summons to his aird g host ot trequent iy
cmplov.ed rhetorical devices designed to attract has
listeners  attention, Heo Dike many teliers who ply thear

. .

trade in traditironal oral settings, apprdals to his audience

with the tormutalc words " cuers et ororilesy o gportes "

L}

T

{155) and dé(ildre\, that .. . qur oor me voldra entandre,
cyer et orotlles me doit randre ™ (169-70). Calogrenant 15
able to address his real audien + with whorm ne enjovs a

direct rapport, while communicating, albeit indrrectliv, with

the prlnClpai narrator s narrative audience, ang, I‘wrough
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the latte;, with the author’s real and/or hypothetical
list;ners. Hi s appeal, then, can be said to. target what
‘Rabinow{tz calls the "real;”'"narrative”‘And "hypothetical"
audfeqces (1977, 126—27).)§As an aside; If we are not making
a’ clear distinction betwee: Rabinowitz s "real -and
hypothetical audiences," it is because, reception being what
it was in the méd}eval Contéxt, the two kinds of audiences
often overlaﬁged. They did so whenever an author had more
than just a hypothetical image Qf‘his/ﬁer audiehce. |
Similarities .between the secondary and the principal
narrators are so numerous that understanding how Calogrenant
leads hls'gyditors into h?s story can only“deepen our
comprehension of how the primary extradiegetic narrator
performs the same function. After examiging the narrators’

social status, we will discuss the vexed issue of

narratce:i1al reliability and intrusiveness.

) , 4l 'Y
I. Social Status yd

.

First of all, both nérrator\ assume an "intferior"’
position vis-a-vis their listeners. The rigid social
hie}archies operating inlmedieval society and persisting for
a long time were, to a greater or lesser extent, observed in

fiction as well, which meant that medieval authors could not

endow their narrators with social or intellectual qualities



’superior to those of the aristocratic protagonists; because

if théy did they would Be flouting traditional afistoc;atic

Qalues held by‘their:employers. This consideration, in all’
probability, helped shape medieval narrators into the
%unsophisticated and naive constructs that they often are or

seem to be.

Ip keeping with the courtly and literary values of the
day, Yvain's author creates a principal narrator who is both

humble and selt-effacing. Indeed, the narrator appears to

be in his -~ reator’s own image. To safeguard against

possibl derstandings which could prove disastrous to a
hired\sf whose livelihood depended on his patron’ s
&podwill and generosity, Chretien forges a narrator who 15
effecrlvely Yvain's servant or squire. He 1s his "servant"

)

not because he serves him as a vassal or a squire would, but

because he constantly deters to hts hero s mores and values,
N )
attempting to present those values which govern the
protagonist’ s behaviour and conduct in a way that Is least
detrimental to the overall portrm\_s character. Even
when the young knight shows himself to ‘be inexperlenced,
rash, foolish or outright inmoral (or, at least, amoral),
the narrator scrambles to present him in the best Fight
possiblr,

As Yvain's lion follows its master everywhere |i1ke a

farthful dog, so does the narrator accompany his "sire" from

. | 211
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one location to the .next. This narrator is socially.
disadvantaged vis-a-vis his "sire," Calogrenant, the other
narrator, is also in a aisad;antaged pos>ttion. Though a
knight, he ts a man who does not possess a remarkable

reputation or name. He neither is nor seeks to be a hero.

In fact, the honte he earned while journeying after _

adventure seems to have left an indelible mark on him. This
seven years and which he cannot purge himself; has to be
cleansed by a more capable knight.

Calogrenant is a man whose Arthurian values fail %im,
a man who suffers as a result of the ideal of "aimless

*

adventuring." At the outset of the work, he is marginalized

’
©

due to his failure to play by the rules of Arthur’ s court.
Ultimately, he is reduced to a mere entertainer reminiscing
about the past, a mere narrator whose access to agency can
be actualized only through the power of storytelling. I'n
Calogrenant’ s experience, word replaces action, and in a
Qérld where chivalric action has to accompany the uttering
of words--which 1is wha} Yvain sets out to.do in order to
humi liate Kay and to prove that his actions conform to his
words--Calogrenant is destlned-to be an underrated figure in
the Arthurian world. <

Thus both narrators are, on the surface, placed in a

socially underprivileged position. Neither the characters -
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nor the narrators, however, are the simple and
straightforward entities they may initially appear to be.
[t is true that Chretien was a court poet who had to cater
to his patrons’ values, tastes and wishes, and, therefore,
could not afford to be blatantly critical of the values
which intorm both courtly culture ana the romance genre. In
facdt, blatant criticism would have been anachronistic. But
Chretien, a literary virtuo; . a writer with great talent¥/\
vision, and learning, could ~uvt accept the conventions of |
.romance at face value. Nor ¢ uid he present a hero such as
Yvain without somewhat underc - :.ng him so as to nudge his
attentive reader intb a better understanding of the dynamics -
of courtly culture. The literary game in which Chrétien was
so well versed was one of deco- tructing the Componeﬁts and
the Qalués inscribed in the literary universe of romance
(Hunt 1986, 20). This subversive game’allows much 1rony to
creep into the fabric of Chretien’s and other medieval
authors’ narratives. Thus, subverting the naive narratorial
voice and stance is another, corrective view to be gleaned
from the work as a whole. This subversive current does not
seem to reside 1n a speech position, but has to be y
reconstructed from the totality of the work.

In fact, it can be argued that the valués upheld by the
tmplied author, values informing the text and giving it

thematic coherence, are the ones serving to undercut, if not
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condemn, Yvain's behaviour in moments of particular moral
and ethical ambiguity and textual indeterminacies. Salient
among these is the #oment when the hero seeks to Kunt down

Esclados le Ros, a man whose conduct with Calogrenant was

characterized by droiture and fairness. Yvain's decision to

‘kill his newly-found, recently-defined enemy is, to us,

fraugh{ with mora! dilemmas. For tge question as to whether
or not Esclados deserved‘to be slain forces itself ubon the
reader. His death seems gratuitous, or.if not altogether
gratuitous it serves one sole purpose, this being the
glorification of a number of interrelated and misguided
values encouraging -aggressive behaviour in the majority of
men who associate themselves with Arthur s court. Yvain is
the aggressor and his aggression is informed by the
principle tga ight makes right, a principle which, Hunt
argues, undern..cd many a medieval institution and was, for
this reéson, the object of the Church’'s vehement criticism
(1986, 43ff). While the naive narrator glosses over this
episode as he does wifh many others, in an attempt to laud
Yvain's exceptional prowess and uphold traditional Chivalrig
values, the reader feels uneasy about the hero’'s initiatory
stép into the world of destructive Arthurian mores.

"

The narrator describes Yvain as being in a hurry to

activate the fountain and raise the storm: "[slans arester

' 3

et sanz seoir," Yvain /epeats what Calogrenant had done
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\

(802). Things happen in full haste and before long the
Y,

enemy appears at which point both knightsobegin what the
narrator, somewhat naively, depicts as "la bataille plus
bele" (861) in whicH both combatants are intent on
inflicting upon one another the most harm. Already-they
"s'antrehaissent de mort" (817). Nowhere in this episode o
o . )
does the narrator appear to be critical of Yvain s rash 0
.

dectision fi;stﬂto activate the fountain, then to pursue the
injured knight unfil he slays him. Here a@and elsewhere, this
narrato} reveals his lack of insight, depth and knowleage,
all ot which are necessary for a critical reading of the
text. This depth, we feel, is supplied by a reconstruction
of the undercurrent to be detected 'in the values which
Chrétnen’s implied author seémé to offer in lieu of the
Arthurian ones. .

We have héq occasion in the previous chapter to study &

how the values of the implied author undermine and even work

towards dismantling the' constituents of the romance (Hunt

1986, 31). This attack, thougg subtle, can still be felt

all through the work. Indeed, it would not be incorrect to
argue that the text is, in effect, a romance deconstructing
romance. Sophisticated readers and additors are invited to

see thrrough the narrative and grasp the author s attempt at
undercutting the values which the text purports to support.

In sum, we have matntained that, although the two
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narrators in Chretien’ s text seemingly conform to the
horizon of expectations of the audience of the time in that
Hhey have the accoutrements of persuasive speech and are

socially inferior to their narratees, they give a flawed and

incomplete perspetCtive on characters and events. It s, for
this reason, incumbent upon the competent reader to separate
the chaff from the grain and to read between the lines in
order to reach a fuller appreciation of the text.' For Just

because theﬁnarrators here seem to conform to.the medieval
listeners’ expectations of what a romance narrator is like
does not mean that attentive readers should become slavish
to all parratorial stances. This brings ué to the related

tssue of reliability.

i

2. Reliabilitx and Unreliabilitz

.

I't taken at face value, Yvain's two narrators seem

"reliable." Calogrenant tells a story which he himself
expertenced, and his reliability can be detected from his
hesitation to tell his tale. For by articulating and

verbalizing the experience which he had hitherto kept a
secret, he not only exJoses what Arthur’s knights and the
e

queen are likely to consider a disgrace, but he also

embarrasses himself in front of Keu, an unworthy listener.



That he is aware of what words can do to his reputation is
f i *
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}
clear from his deep he&y{ancy to continue his story upon the

queen’ s entry.
Que qu
et la
si s’ e
et vie
qu ain
et fu
fors g
. ¥
satlli
(61-68

L4
The scene unfolds as follows:
. ¢
e 1]l son conte contoit
reine | escoutoit,
st delez la rot levee ‘j

nt sor ax tot a celee,

z que nus la polst veoir

lessiee entre ax cheoir,
ue Calogrenanz sanz plus
I

an piez contre sus.

)

The unruly Keu diagnoses Calogrenant s behaviour as a case

of pathological

courtesy and accuses the

speaker of having

-an inflated self-image (71-85). <Calogrenant s action,

however, can be

interpreted in another

way .

Due to the

~. ' )
nature of his™>storyv, he may have been reluctant to divulge

the content to anyorte other than his inmediate companions.

His move towards the gueen can be a sign of his perturbed’

state. After al

not be unrelatec
corroborated by
enter ing the roo

Calogr=znant was

latter did not wwh"

. reticence

een’ s arrival,
1 r ’

S

1"

to continue his

description of

Story may
an explanation

the queen as

Having heard what

~g’:she may have suspected that the

7

. }
are this dlsgigd%ful episode of his
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life with her and the k}ng. Moreover, Calogrenant s
assertion that he does not respect Keu enough for the
Igtte;'s cofments to make any dltference to him, suggests
that his wish to halt his story 1s due to reasons other than
the squabble with Keu'(l9l—23). After a braef exchange with
the queen he asserts thdt he would rather have a tooth
pulled out than have to continue his story thd} day .
{(lus-us5), adding that his lady s Connmnd-causes,h[m grret
(142). Upon tinishing, he also cbnnwnIS that 1t was toolish
of him to have broken down and told the story that he had
not wished to tell (575-78). :

The telllng ot the story 15, theretore, enveloped 1n an

atmosphgre of mystery and secrecy. Calogrenant savours the

agency which he earns by means of rhetoric¢ and the word

(Lonigan 1976) . Chretien, too, through the tellings and
L
retellings of the same story, alerts us ro the power ot the

word. Just as the bards and rhapsodes of old could make or
break a man s reputation ana contribute to building a
warrior s kleos, a story could objectity a man s honte or
ardos.  Thus while Calogrenant s account makes hips "shame"
known to one and all, the entire narrative ostensibly
contributes to building another man' s name, although, as

argued fn Chapter VII, Yvain' s renown 1s achieved once he

~

moves away ftrom the Arthurian sphere and value system. Why
Calogrenant tells a story that, tn the words of the

» - ’
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principal narrdator, s "non de s annor" (60) has to do with

the technical tunction ot this eprsode as a point of

-

departure tor the whole narrative. As an actant,
Calogrenant 1s a device employved to propel the narrative.
Indecd, had he not had a4 technical role to play there would
have been no reason tor him to survive his misadventure and
escape unscathed (Lonigan 1976)

Calogrenant os a reliable narrator, because, thouyh he

~
dttempts to cut his story short, possibly using Kewu s
dl\’r’uptlon ds dn o excuse, he, not betore armp e coaxinyg,
however, proceeds to relate the same story he had bhegun
betore the queen soarrival. Fhus, despite his momentary
rtentiron to halt hrs tale he tanally delivers Nis entire
Story. Batore begiroing his account, he declares that he -
about to rpgale his lasteners with the "whole truth": " Car

ne vuel pas parier de sonye,/ ne de fable, ne de manganoe
v }w \ o
-

and ne VoS an mantirad de o mot Mt {171-72, 429). AL

-

*
through his discourse are avowls ot honesty, assurances o

VETACItYy, and an st~ tence that the teller experienced hs

tale tirst-hand. " Biren saa, that a particular pine tree

s the tinest that ever grew on cuarth (Ll1), he declares.

He adas that his auditors can believe hin (Crotre) when e

matntains that the spring boiled |1ke hot water (420).

L[4
There s no indication anmvwhere that he &

Iving or
. / -~

falsitying 2vents, a4 tact later contirfied when Yvain

: | ~

-y
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retraces Calogrenant s initial steps.

Like the intradiegetic narrator, the extradiegetic

) ]
L}

narrator presents himselt as a "relrable” source of

intormation on characters and cvvnls.-.Although the reader
s qustitied an oseeing a considerable amount ot irony an the
wWay this particurar narrator tells his story, there 15 no
textual reason to doubt him when he reports events., [0 S
cructal to note, however, that this external narrator -

, .
ndl\‘xtv makes him unreliable 0 many Instances, This s
ancther trait which he shares with Calogrenant who also
seems fack 1ns ot into the moral ot his story. Since

.
Calogreénant appears only at the outset and disgppears atter

delivering hy tale, he rematrns an essentially ambiryuous
| R | } K

character. There 15 o suggestion anywhere that he ever
prasped Esclados s drg)ﬁwwt about the Jllegality ot

i
attacking another man s land (491-516). This o5 partially

the function ot the tuct that he 15, atter all, a character
. cecondary 1mportance. When he tedlls his story he s a
narrfator dbovg all else ane his sersonmal moral code 1~ not
~ubjected O scrudtiny., The reader, however, s anyvited 1o
view Cdlugrcnan_t\gﬁ‘d\enturv wWith g critical eve ana to
begin to ask tundamental guestions, which are sustained by
the text, about the notion of courtly adventure and the
nature ot the quest.

A}

.
~ L4
It Catogrenant 1s unrel:able because his ?tory

S
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posstsses textual lacunae, the pramary narratnné agent 1s
unrelidble by virtue of his naivete and limited perspective
on events and characters., As observed earlier, he describes
Yvairn s cencounter with Esclados without seeing anything odd
Scrouncruly o about Yvarn s o actirons or motivation.,  While he

volunteers manute detarls about the combats tn which Yvain

enpapges, he s ounable to be truly cratical ot his "saire 87
character .  On the contrary, he ~ees no tault with Yvarn
pursuing adventure as an o cdeal . It s almost as though this

tyvpicaliv romance narrator can only see his hero as a

—
e
r

omance herocs When Yyarn o conmiits the unseemly dact

ot marry g the waidow ot the mmgn o whom he has slain, the

N

o, 3
narrater tiads nethang weong with his behaviourt When a
g cen n the Castle of Pesme \vanture tells the story of

by e
\\\).IM‘J

Tl

elles became priosoners, the ndarrator betryayvs no
SEREOS ot praspuay the snoral ot this story, Agatn, when
Gauvain and Yvarn engage ecach other n what initrally seems
G omortal o combat, he ansists o that the Two men are ot eqgial
stature and o~ happy to laud one and the other. Lt o 1s up to
the attentive reader, then, to heed Chaucer s Nun s priest s

advice "taketh the truvt, and lat the chat be stille,"
thereby transcending the i tation of this narrator s
VS TOND,

[t thr- narrator 1> wowittingly unreliable and

inadequate 1n his portraval of Yvuin, heors even more so in

!
..

-
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L]

his treatment ot audine.  For his i1nordinate desire to show
t
his hero 1n the most tavourable Fight mgkes him tend to be
\
unreliable when portraying his temale protagontist. Medieval
narrators are to be taulted tor. the ambiguity 1n which they
Ll
intentionally or unintentionally envelop their temale
characters (Ghaly 1987). This 15 as true of Chretien s and
Chaucer < narrators as it 15 of Flamenca s. Despite the
fact that medireval texts rry o appeal to g wide and mixed
audience ot men and women, ther ultimate lovalty 15 to the
male characters who are the marked characters of medieval
Narrative discourse, And, while Yvain, together with g
P -

Jeeat number of medieval narrative puems ., undermines and

.

/(ft’!f!\\tlilt’\ some ot the moritbund valuds associated with the

/

rigrd, closeg economic system ot the pre-tweltth centur,y
renalssance (Vance 1986) and embodied 1n the lethargic
Arthuritan court, displac Ing these values by ones based on
the mercantile economic notions ot reciprocity and exchange,
as well as the ethical notion of Justirce (Vance 1986, Hunt

1986, 75-89), 1t does not pUt 1nte question male textual and

*

"

soctral "supremacy .
T‘he palpable sexual bras manitesting ttselt on
difterent levels ot medieval soCcrety findss 1ts way 1nto the
Frction ot the Middle Ages and almost becomes built 1nto the
Piterary code ot the per.od. In Troitlus, this 1s seen 1n

the portrayal ot Criseyde. About her, Muscatine asserts
. \
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"her ambiguity Axx her meaning™ (1957, 164), while Donaldson,
adopting a ditterent position, insists that, ttowe do not
know Criseyde, 1t 18 becdguse she 1y presented solely trom
the narrator s point ot view, a point ot view biased in her

tavour (1970, 67). [t s tre that Crisey de

b ke many g

medreval temale heroine, woambiguous, This ambugaoty,
however, s not duae to the carrator - tavosurabie hoas, bt
( { q ‘.
i~ rather the result RN and disproportianate)
attentron pard to the temale character s, Thoagh concevean
<
some  two o hundred vears atter Laadine, Croosevde tl 4

gorven second place o0 Chaucer s poeo fdoregan 196y, 1)
-

Weeow s L return to Craosevde when discnssing the narrarar oo

-
Trotlus. Suttree 1t to say here that the e Yoot e
4 3
1
tor LmJﬁNv. about whom the oarrator savs versy o0t
V o
Surprisang N the scarcity ob intorngt o ahoL T e ot ey

anat L']IL"){]\\;\\ I the centr gl O e R LY L A

Little response from conmentyators,

Poors vsual iy apgreed that Yvars snahes : ot ame Dy
toresak i s wite o o ven st ure 1nito the war ! !
rournament . Yvain, o has been said, cdan coy et e e .
and lasting happiness when he matare~ a0 7 oses above vg o
Arthur . an creams of tame anae pglory (Noble 1:?82') . ﬂ;v‘[\ut what
P ootten argnored s how the oo s o tral by contrac te
The arbrgnrty gt work 0 (‘ll&g\ 400 the rony chargo ter ooy
(‘!x(;é\ s aca Fentce < relationship which culgoates o0



marriage opgrate in 1.ain as well, where the circumstarces
in which Yvain marries Laudiné can, at best, be descéibed as
ambiguous. The imony in the episode where Yvain falls in
love and weds Laudine is enhanced by Laudine’s opaqueness as
a character. Consider, for instance, the way the lady makes
up her mind to marry #er husband' s slayer.

The narrator seems to be manipulated by an author
I'mtent on making his alert reader realize that the grounds
upén which the marriage i1s based are shaky. To this end, he
makes his parrator cast Laud@ne in an opaque |jight. Thus,
the same narrator who makes a point of clarifying,
justifying and explaining Yvain's motives and intentions (as
he does, for i1nstance, when he shows that if Yvéin kills
Esclados, it is because he Has to prove that he has defeatea
Calogrenant s supposed enemy) does not try to shelter
Léudine from poténtial criticism. Hé, who never neglects
his main duty, namely, to foreground his male hero, is
dispassionate towards kaudine. By iénorlng her though&é and

/

he succeeds in making her 1nto an obscure and,

.

intentions,
we wil| venture to add, an amoral character. We never find
Al
out 1f she really falls in love with Yvain or merely marries
him to.replace one husband by another. Nor do we ever
discover whether or not she knows of Lunete’ s strategems to

bring about the .union.

"How much:of what Lunete is concocting is Laudine aware

T
\

o
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of?" is a question that repeatedly imposes itself on readers

of this ambiguous episode. Enhancing thi§ ambiguity further
1s the clearly stated and unambiguous ideological and
obviously patriarchal postition that women ate prone to
abrdpt mood changes. About Laudine s feelings regarding a
possible relationship with the as yet unnamed knight whom
Lunete praises and reconmends as suitor, the narrator
cormments:

La dame set molt bien et pansge

que cela [Lunete] la éonsoxlle an foi;

mes une folie a en soi

gque les autres ftames i oﬁt:

trestotes, a bien pres, le tont,

que Mde lor folie s ancusent

et ce qu eles voelent refusent.

(1642-48)

* .

Explicit tn the above quotation 1s a biased opinion of
women, an opinion which seems to inform the whole narrative
and which has Its roots in th‘rViEgilian_dictum "semper

mutabile est femina." Recurring twice in the above lines,

1)

les autres fames," is indicative of the belief in women s

inhz2r~nt

irrationality.” This general view has direct

bear in-~ o& the portrayal of Laudine. Laudine is 1ndecisive

and tickle. She does not know whether to appeal to her mind
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or her heart. After vacillating between one positﬁon and
its opposite, she finally observes a brief period of
per functory bereavement and decides to marry Yvain,
concealing froh her men that their new lord is Esclados’s
slayer. At one point the narrator remarks that Laudine
makes reality conform to her desires and that, by her own
i

éfforts, she succeeds 1n kindling her love (}776-82). Thus,
Laudine s ¢haracterization rests on an intricate web of

. :
patrianchal values which view woman as a conniving and
célculating though not a very coherent or rational being.
understand his female character and has instead taken refuge
in easy cliched statements'aﬁd stereotypical
characterizations, again a testament to his limited vision.

He resorts to the classical (and medieval) tNeme of feminine

mutability, encountered not only in Virgil and Ovid, but

.(Frappier 1969, 73-74). This belief in one basic "female
nature”" shows the narrator to be a voice which attempts to

uphold traditional values and which believes in the
\

immutability of things. Atemporal in his outlook, he seems
: . _

go see soclety apy static and unchanging. For this reason,
he 1s unreliable. -
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3. Intrusiveness

Related to the foregoing discussion of reliability is
the I1ssue of intrusiveness. An intrusive narrator is,
according to Prince, a self-conscious narrator (1982, 12).
Troylg§'s narrator 1s so Intrusive and self-conscious g@at

ne can be considered one of the key players in the poém. To

a certain extent, this 1s true of Yvain's two narrators as

we ll. ‘ ‘ ’ N

Beginning with the intradiegetic one in Yvain, we
notice thatlhe~is both self-conscious and intgusive. This
1S understandable, tnasmuch as he has a stake in the

embarrassing story in which he is the princtipal actor. More

than the extradiegetic narrator, the secondary raconteur has

-

Cstro feelings about, and 1s less distant from, the story
In Wch he was directly involved. Calogrenant feels : -
compelled to justify his behaviour. Hence his insistence \\\

that he is not the first or Tast to suffer defeat at the
hands of-Esclados (570-76). He is careful to und;rline
‘that, in spite of his defeat, his host is as courteéus the
second time as he had been beforebCalogrenant set out on his
~adventure. Implicitly, this is the reaction this®narrator
wishes to elici{ from his auditors. Rather than be held in
contempt, he hopes to be considered one of the many who have

i
failed at a seemingly lmpossible task. At several points in
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his narrative, Calogrenant, as we have seen, stops to assert
that he is tellipg the whole truth and that, having
experienced the eVents himself, he is the guarantor of his
story. He never loses sight of the fact that by address;ng
, ; ,

his listeners directly he can condition their résponses and
reactions. Nor does he seem to forget that he has to cater
to his auditors and make his personal feelings and analyses

known to them.

The extradiegetic‘narrator, too, is intrusive, though

P

less so than the more involved and less objective ———
d — ’,,/

Calogrenant. In many instances, he Intervenes in the story

to declare that "leingue ne puet pas retreire" (789) and

that he is incapable of describing a given scene or emotion,

a shortcoming necessitating that he cut his story short. He

thus exploits the inexpressibility topos together with

brevity formulae. He asserts that Laudine’ s cries and

grief, for example, are beyond words. He cannot commit a

depiction of her state to paper, especially since he knows

of no literary, prototypical descriptions of grief such as
1s experienced by the heroine (1169-72). Therefore, like
Troilus's narrator, he "lets it pass." Sometimes, he

worries about delaying the outcome of a.g?ven event and will
hastily switch topics. He s%gs about the maiden who comes
upon the insane Yvain "ne saj qu alasse demorant / a conter

le duel qu'ele an fist" (2914-15), and proceeds to narrate
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how La Dame de Noroison's salve cured the protagonist.
Furthermore, .this narrator is intrusive whenever he
disregards his role as the anonymous teller. In some thirty
cases, he evokes‘a group narratee, thereby foregrounding the
very process of narration (Hunt 1986, 27-8, 90). When he
addresses his narratee in the second person plural
maintaining that "[l]a nutt ot, ce poez savoir, / tel "oste
com il [Yvain} vost avoir; / car pilus de bien et plqs d enor
/ trueve il assez el vavasor / que ne vos ai conte et dit"
(777-80), he draws attention to the communication process
between narrator and narratee. In anothgr instance, he
describes how King Arthur was met with the appropriéte pomp
and Cchum;tance and how felicitous Gauvain and Lunete s
v

encounter was:

De la jole assez vos contasse

se ma parole n' i gastasse;

mes seulemant de | acontance

voel feire une.brief remanbrance

qui fu feite a prive consoil

entre la lune et le soleil.

A .
Savez de cut je vos voel dire?
(2395-401)
The gueston, in particular, interrupts'the flow of the

story to establish a direct contact between narrator and
4

narratee and perhaps to rekindle waning interest in the

LW
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plot.

narrator orient their auditors and establish close contact
with them. They orient by using familiar topoi and
rhetorical devices which put the accent on the need for good
conmunication between the transmitter and the receiver of
story. But, in the light of what was argued earlier about
the limited narratorial perspective, the onus is on the
competent reader to come to a rounded and coherent

interpretation of the narrative.

~
There is, therefore, in Yvain a distinct emphasis on
both the emotive and the conative functions. The two
narrators are, on the whole, intrusive. Whenever they

interject with editorial comments and break the continuilty
of the story to'assert their reliability as narrators or to
point to the fact that they are abéut to skp over an event
and to proceed with ‘the story, they are intrusive. We can
conclude, then, that there is an iconicity between the two
narrators. Both sharﬁr;he burdens ana the pleasures of
storytelling and both exhibit common personality traits. A
teller whose role is partially to reflect upon the contact
and "physical channel" needed for effective communication,
and to stress the imbortance of the phatic function,
Calogrenant paves the way for our reception of the text.

Once Calogrenant exits from the poem, we are left with a no
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less engaging, though inadequate, exttadiegetic narrator.

’
Y 4

3

The Narrator in Troilus /

- RN

Orafity, we mentioned, played an important role in

1

shaping Troilus. The poem was conceived as a FertormaDCQ[
and this in part determined 1ts structure. Asl discussed 1in
the chapter on the author, there are two voicks in the

context of the medieval oral performance, one being the
actual voice of .the author, Chaucer,)and the other of his
narrator. As argded In previous dlsEu551ons,bthe author has
a significant function in Troilus. He inaugurates the
tnitial contact with his auditors or readers and brings this
contact to a sultable conclusion, such as we see in the
"Retracciouns" and towards the end of the text under
examination in this dissertation. Once the contact is
established and the phatic function has prepared the
listener or reader for the reception process, the author s
vcice gives way to that of the narrator, the tellé; with the
most dominant voice in the poem.

One of the ways 1n which Chaucer distances himself from
his works and from the audience is by creating elaborate

narratcrs who appear to be at once naive and self-effacing.

Narrators in Chretien, Chauces and elsewhere give the
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impression of being, more often thanm not, humbile men,
anxious to pleése and willing to adopt and glorxty theor
i

listeners values. Brewer attributes this 1n Chaucer to
soclo-historical tfactors, reminding us that:

probably the status of literature was

never assured even 1n Richard 1175

court. There are 5(::5 ot strain n

Chaucer s poetry, and the need he feels

to present himself mockingly 1s no doubt 4

partly a defensive reaction on his part.

The speed with which high llte;ary

achirevement collapsed 1n the English

court at¥er Richard s and Chaucer s

deaths 1s another pointer. (1966, 2%)
Small wonder, then, that the ;:Prator in Troilus 1
easy-going, humourous, 1llusive and, not endowed with
exceptional intellectual capabilities. Indeed, even Troulus
ultimately transcends the narrator s limited knowledge and
vision. Because of the constraints 1mposed on the medieval
author, aggressive and provocative narrators like the es

we encounter n 99§£S§E£9§v Tristram Shandz or other works
produced by later periods which questioned feudal and
traditional values, are almost iInconceivable 1n the Middle

Ages.

[t would not be 1ncorrect to argue that this



stmple-minded narrator an Trovlus s torged as an

entertarner or ]0!\81(‘\” whose vorce shelters that ot the

author ] thereby ('ttt'(ruqung the desired distance between
¢

author and product, on the one hand, and author and

.
.

characters, on the other. Because Chaucer sometimes read
.

his works himselt, 1t would not have been ditticalt tor hias

listeners to adentity hon o with the narratorial "1" ot the

text.  This s probably why he had to pay special attention

to the narrator s persona and work towards ditterentiating

(and adrstancing) haomselt trom that persona.  Trortlus s sole

extradiegetic narrator s, tor this reason, soctally and

intellectually intertor to the noet Chaucer., In the

/

tollowing pages we will examine the parrator s persona.

hat he resenbles Pandarus, whose rhetorical ~Strategies he

adopts, should suggest to us that the narrdator 1s, on the

whole, unreliable. Like Yvairn s~ teller, but more so, he |~ \

also 1ntrustive.,

Tro;lgs's Narrator and Pandarus
s
Whereas Chaucer, the author, 1s the self-consclious but
highly accomplished and honest "I," an "1™ deeply concerned
with philosophical and moral 1ssues, the narrator 15

presented as a jongleur whose primary role 1s to entertain,



234
/

The "sentence™ that the author brings to the fore at the end
ot the poem seems to be beyond his ken. Inasmuch as the

rext needs the two " to achieve completeness, the two

volrces complement each other . But they also contlict, which

contrabuates to the conplexity ot the poem.  While Troilus -

harrator s portrayed as an nnocent and Stnple-minded voyce
i

which oniy partiy understands the tport ool what 1t osay s oand

reports, 1ttty an tact more wi b fing o plav games with the

auditor, and 1., theretore, less reliable than Yvain

Prumary narrgator, [ndeed, Trorlus s narrator 1o u
chameleon: he changes colour, so that heo tor instance, |-
willing, when the need droes~es, to extol earthiy loyt* and the
Tlaw ot kynde™ only to condenn them later . In a way, he

resembles Pdm?drVU\ who also changes his opinions to
dcconmmodate ditterent situations.

But the similarities go even further. Pandarus s pame
or "business™ (1, 106042) 1« (o bring about the speedy unian
of the two lovers, thereby ensurtng Troitlus < happiness.

v .
The narrator s "business™ overlaps with that of Pandarus.
Both are entertainers. The narrator as jongleur entertains
his audience by telling the story"}t‘ha"t Pandarus helps
L s
actualize. Both are agents; the'n;a’r'rator 15 the vehicle by
means of which the storyv 1s told, and Pandarus 1s the

go-between or the agent ot love. Without Pandarus there

would be no story and no attfair, since Trotlus s love 15 at
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dnpmpasse, with the Trojan hero quite unable to exterior rze
his teelings, and Criseyvde not about to pive 1n without at

least terpning o certan degree of annocence and disinterest
tnothe entire attarr., Straddling the genres ot romance and

fabliau, but having a4 loser attinity V/lth the latter,

Y

"

Lunede s descendent "makoes things happen, as he scurraes
back and torth between Trortus < and Craisevde s palaces
(Muscatine 1937, 142, [ a4 s lar wayv, the narrator ., who
sees hise b s servang Love and lovers at larpge 15 the
s
cesential Tink between story oand audrenc e,
Moreover, the narrator and Pandar use g o satmrlar kind

ot o danguaze ane discourse. Boeth withhola intormation when
b i

PUors wxpedient tor thern to do oo, Shirelded by his <ources,

—

he narrator trequently Pergns ranorance ot some aspect ot g

character o situation., The same 18 true of Pandarus, whose |

e

peech s characterised by what Crisevde and Troo Lus catl
* N
the p;;\ntvd proces™ (11, %2%) and "nroverbes" (Lj 7956)
! cCtivelty. Pandarus has o prediléction tor proverbiral,
‘ -

st hanguage which he enplovs to elucidate (or
conceal) his medaning., This, though he may have himselt
farled 1o love, he believes he can still be of use to
Trovius tor " [a] wheston 15 no kervying instrument. [/ But
vet 1t maketh sharppe kervyng, tolrs " (1, 631-32). A tool,
he stressed, can sometimes come to the aid ot a wise man (1,

.

630). [n hys attempt to convince his triend to divulge the
A



236
N

\
!

Cause ot his sorrow, Pandarus adds " Men seyn

to wrecche s,
~
cgnsolacioun/ To have another telawe 1n hys peyne™ / That

owghtvm\bvn oure opynyvoun " (1, 708-16)  To achieve his

purpose, the match-maker util)zes stmrles, metaphors and

proverbial allusions, but Troilus = tnitral response ty this

.

type ot discourse o5 uncomplimentary: " What knowe I ot the

queene Nyobe?/ Lat be thyne old ensaunples, T othy preyve "

(L, 799-60) and ™ . . . 1hy proverbes may e naught

avarlle " (1, 75) . a clear <sagn that Troolus recognizes and
)

sees through Pandarus 5 particular use of Fanguage.

BRook 11 (A‘omtams the terst conver atio between
Crisevde and her uncle, 10 which 1t becomes apparent that
Pandarus’s thoughts and words do not alwayvs converge,
Pandarus 15 <shown to be a capable actor, and-this (v borne
out by the episode 1n which he breaghs to (\r‘l-.\t‘)(f(' the news
about Tr«)llus'\\ love, The uncle | gulte aware that, (n the
"bl\_.‘\ﬂt’ﬂ_@("' ot makmg 'qu_rrmvn unto men to ecomen” (.lll, 295) ..

- ' .
he has 5}0 manipulate his niece to coax her 1 to dccepting
Trorlus as her lover, and this renders the rel;xmﬁnxhnp
between the two highly ambiguous. Criseyde 15 a bored widow
secretly asplr.lng to annd ot adventure “that can break
%@ monotony of her daily life and bring about some
e‘xmtement.’a fact that Pandarus recognizes. He recognizes,
too, that Criseyde woulid have him believe that 11t 'xs only

out of sheer benevolence that she |- willing to meet Troilus



and tof consider haon her “"trioend

weaknfoses to reach his poals,

hen Pandgruas poes to Cros

reading a4 book about OQedipus he

her Lite s o and, to arouse her

e h Beer

s

d S ANERIARI )]\‘\\\\r’ OW o

Var b ous suhy e

mirad as he pon

oSt ”YJ;J,(‘
Pandar
Meo context o
e then pretends

the teal

Alk, 1t

wan Know pUIPDOS e

S Uy thiey

¢ A th
/
tw/ ot

/

a4 {)JFN\J\U\INI\

an

arrpntin e B

—

G e e sS4 g

He o

(S B Sl e

PNtereste attanr

Jdme ., o Eest be descripded

Pandarus approaches Orisen

LN as Lo lure her 1ot o uc

onal iy, When <he cont

i
—~

has the most triust, he

"otak 1t tor pood, that

While he that sty 1

rhetorical devices subty |

e ornge > :

L He
Here
oy e
et n
CUD 3OSy

They b

Jd7r o d

at ot |

out oda

—
-

To nres

-~

ds d

-

g

oy I 1
cepting

ides th

—

puts h
I shal
S Ul

art" (]

cdapitdalizes on her )

S ohow this happens .

palace to tind her

Y X3

de her ot how magane, | f o
. v e

B

he (nwinuawky Thae

ty,

-
SN T lf\g abogt

Prlandaryg

by

Gy
(N car e

e ]

Cave , byt

)
tis x)g Crevae

erryt ‘};A”‘.

by roy e

at he o~ the ~ngn o on»

er o on teys ive,

Sey yvow here (],

enbel [ ishment,

I, 255-959) are ¢



238

limited value, he thinks in the }orlowing fashion:

“1f 1 my tale endite

Aught harde, or make a proces‘any why le,

She shal no éavour have th;rin but tite,

‘And trowe I wolde hire in my wil bigyle;

For tendre wittes &enen al be wyle

Thereas thel kan nought pleynly

understonde; )

Forehi hire,wit o serven wol | fonde .

oll, 267-73)
Y :
ﬁééf there s a discrepancy setween what Pandarus "thinks"
~and "says" ca be detected all through Book Il and elsewhere
in the poem as well. The narrétor'underlines the fact;that‘

his go-between is a_ scheming charactér who manipulates

language to further his ends. In fact, even whed,Pandgrus

e Y "l“l)

attempts to undermine "'subtyl art " and stylistie - - G s

embellishmenfs, he'cannot help relying heavily'on‘fhaf-whﬁchﬁ;

L

he condemns (11, 255—59). What we ésséntially learn. from

Book 11 1is ihat Pandarus is not wathy of'anybody;s_blind

trust. This impression is later reinforced when‘we see him

k'v‘ “ - .

giving Troilus detailed instructions dbout how his first S
A # - : car » . 1

epistle to Crisey%p should be worded (ll;’1923~u0Y:ﬂ~f$”will
be remembered that Pandarus suggests that Troilus blot his
4 "t R . . . .

letter with his fresh tears, aﬁaért¥fxc1al way of expre¥sing

b ‘,Q;l - N I

th love anq‘§uffering. Artifice, then,_is one of

v
P
- & i .

i
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Pandarus’s hallmarks. Mastery of artifice and the abilivy
té choose the appropriate style for a given subject are at
the heart of his success as go—betwe@n. They are gifts that
every good poet and rhetor has to ﬁggsess. About the letter
Troilus is to write to his beloved, Pandarus advises:

"1 woot thow nylt it dygneliche endite,

As make it with thise argumentes tough;

Ne scryvenyssh or craftily thow it

write . (1I1l, 1024-26)

This being his way, Pandarus ;rie§ to conceal his heavy
dependence on artifice behind empty avowals of truthfulness
and honesty. He promises(hislniece to go straight into the
heart of the matter, but,\ratﬁer than practise what he

-

preaches, he meanders around the iss&;, speaking 1In

Criseyde that her youth and beauty are only ephemeral kll, \\
281-308). Only when she prompts him: " . . . telle me what
it 1s!" does he begin his discourse on Troilus s feelings

for her. If his love is unrequited the young Trojan is sure
to die, Pandarus claims. And if she lgts him die, Pandarus
threatens that he too would ""with this knyf . . . [his])
throte kerve " (Ii, 325).

Pandarus’s highly rhetorical "communicationa! model" 5
and the overall process of narration mirrpr each othgrﬁ

For, as argued above, ILOI!US'S own rarrator often employs

Wy

. . 1y

T g ﬁ*'; R SO
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rhetorical devices and indirect ways of communication. With

his auditors and listeners, he is frequently ambiguous.

Sometimes he even appears to be suﬁpressing information and
’ .

trying to appear more "innocent" than he really is. This 15

evident 1n his characterig@tioﬁ of Criseyde, a subject to be

broached towards the end“of this éhapter.

The narrator is also like Pandarus in his propensity to
stray and digress froh a.given subject to brood about issues
of a‘Qeneral nature. But despite the narrator s and
Pandarus's predilection for digressions and fondness for
meditative commentary and prove;bial lore, the two figures
can be ambiguous, highly hérnktlc and laconic when they so

wish. When their logic or reasoning are in questiongsihey

hide their shortcomings behind the guise of bre

they know how and-when to be laconic can b%
episodes. 3 -
\ e

On some occasions, the narrator elects to be curt,

_particalarly when he has to commit himself to an opinion or

a value-judgement about a character or a situation. In
Deiphebus’s house, for instance, he declares that ". . . fle
we now prolixitee" (11, 1564), and "[Flor wil I passe. lest
ye to longe dwelle . L.t (11, 1595). In this episode, ’

where manyaquestions can be asked about the extent to which
Criseyde is really in danger and whether or not Pandarus is

beguiling her and the others, the narrator, by employing

&
S

£
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praeteritio, leaves the situation ambiguoégi Only a. few
lines later inﬁ?me same scené, Pandarus, this time, uses

~almost tdentical words. He asks those interested in
Criseyde’ s welfare "'What sholde | leﬁ%er . . . do yow
dwg,l le?" (I, 1614). Pandarus also ". . .. rong hem out a .
proces lik a bell"™ (11, 1615), denying his listeners the
details of Criseyde’ s ostensibly dangerous situation.
Again, the narrator, like Pandarus, continues in "he same
vein: "What shold I lenger in this tale tarien?" (11, 1622).

In this epilsode, then, the narrator and the go-between
almost appear as accomplices whose roles, respectively, are
to keep the story going and to actualize the love aftair.

R

To recapitulate;*aucer disguises his narrator as a

simple jongleur. The narrator s defense is always in the
inexpresstbility topos: "I do not know," which almost

invar iably means "be suspicious of what [ say". Chaucer

4 . . . . . \‘\
plays a complicated game with his audience. His ostensibly

naive narrator plays games with his auditors, continually
jolting them out of their expectations. As will be shown
shortly, when the ndrrator lauds Criseyde he, 1n effect,
succeeds 1n implanting 1n our minds suspicions about her.
He makes us question her motives. On some occafions he
vshifrs his perspective and gengral thrust so dramatically

that he succeeds i1n disorienting the reader and forcing

her/him to ask gquestions about the situation at hand. An

.
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amusing example of this Is in the consummation scene where -
Troilus is initially portrayed as an inept and overly timid
lover who faints unwittinély in the heat of passion and who
has to be physically dragged to Criseyde’s bed. He even has
to be chastised by Pandarus and Criseyde in the s ame breath.
Suddenly and miraculously, however, this neophyte i;
métamofphosed into the "hawk" who has the "lark" in his
power (I1l, 1191-92). This image signalling a shift in
perspective gives the reader food for {hought) especially
since, ironically,’Criseyde, the "lark," had as active a-
role as Troilus or Pandarus.in precipitat}ng this happy turn
gf events. |

We have also pointed to severalhsimilarities'in role

and function as well as in discourse between the narrator

and Pandarus. Both entertain by withholding information and

»
go-between) or t?e audience (in the case of the narrator).

engaging the imagination of the lovers (in the case of the

It Is to be noted that, just as Criseyde and Troilus
recognize that Pandarus is a go-between and that the whole
affair 1s a game 6rchestrated‘by hini the nirratee is
invited to see through the narrator s ambiguity and
unreliability and to take positions that may be different
from the ones espoused or proffered by this seeming}y

innocent and gullible narrator. This is true of the

presentation of Criseyde, the most opaque female character
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in the entire work and perhaps even in Chaucer’s corpus.

In the preceeding pages, we suggested that the narrator
and Pandarus share so much that what we do not know ‘about
the lattér can safely be inferred or, at least, tonjectured
from whaﬁx;he narrator himsel frsays about Pandarus. The
latter:\We are told, uses rhetorical devices to manipulate
Criseyde and Troilus, and the narrator manipulates his
narratee (and audiente/readers) by meang of what Meh! calls
the "teasing omission of information (1974, 188)., That the
narrator.would be conceived of as a Pandarus figure
underlines one main feature of Chaucer s art. It seems to
imply that art is, at least In part, entertainment, since
both Pandarus and the narrator rely heé&ily on comedy to
endear themselves to their listeners and to achieve some
practical or, in the narrator s C;sen literary &Pals. In
many ways, both Pandarus, a fabliau figure, and the .
narrator, a man who delights 1n irony and who is ready to
laugh with his characters rather than at them, help

articulate the comic vein in the poem.
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The Narr‘tor and Criseyde
Many readérs may have wished the relationéhip between Yvain
and Laudine were more developed, but it is generally |
conceded that Chretien s romance has.to be understood as one
about the young man before adl else and that Yvain's
relationship with the woman is Important only i1nsofar as it
sheds light on the male protagonist’ s evolylng personality
and unfolding career. While Chaucer s poem bears the names
of both male and femaleiprimary characters, it does not pay
Troilus and Criseyde equal attention. For, of the two
characters, Troilus i¢™wvhat Mieke Bal would name a "strongly
§ marked" character (1986, 86-89). He is privileged inasmuch
as he 1s foregroﬁnded n the.text and 1s more transparent
than Criseyde. The narrator is more reliable when deal;ng
with Troilus than with Criseyde. 'He I's more willing to
speculate about the young Trojan’s feelings, motives,

1
beliefs, and general behaviour and seems to understand and
appreciate him more than he does Criseyde. The story is
first and foremost Troilus s story, just as the final
apot®eosis 1s his.

We would'like to argue that, |ike Chretien de Troyes s
Alexander in Cliges, Troilus 1s a proto-typical courtly
lover, or, to borr el Muscatine s description, articulatgd in/

"conventional, hyperbolic terms," the young lover is M"an

3
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ancestor of Don Quixote" (1957, 133, 137). If we interkret
the whole poem with respect to him alone, we risk ignoring
some facets of the *narrator’s persona. For one of the keys
to unde(standing the poem tlies nq/the role of the narrator
with regards to Criseyde with wﬁgm he 1s seen to be more

,
ambivalent and ironic than usual. It 15 o relation to her
that he 15 keen on presenting himself as an tnept jongleur
whose hands are tied due to his meticulous adherence to his
sources., Indeed, he, as a narrator, is the leaét reliable
when dealing with her and when expounding her emotions. We
narrator 1s less interested in the intricacies of Laudine s
thoughts and emotions. About Criseyde, Donaldson remarks:
"Criseide, most charming of women, is candidly described as
an tdeal herOIHe‘of romance whose mystery the reader s
encouraged, but not forced, to explore ., only to find
that 1n the end the mystery remains, and the qualities are
at best, insufficient” (1970, 61). The creator of this
mystery 1s none other than the narrator.

Certain modes of narration in particular sow the seeds
of itrony 1n the text, weave ambirguity into Cr{se)de's
character, and condition the reader to probé further the
narrator s disguise as a near simpleton. These modes are
ampib‘used in Criseyde s characterization. One of these has

14

to dO0 with the narrator’' s heavy reliance on sources
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especially when Criseyde’ s characfer is at issue. In Book
I, for instance, where the narrator begins to define his
bositnon vis-a-vis Criseyde, a position which, as mentioned
earlier, is fraught with armbrguity, the narrator se(\‘out t&

, <
treat his female protagonist as though she were simply a
Character out of his books dﬁd sources. Instead ot giving
her a clear characterization--which s what he does with
Pandarqs and Trotlus--he 1mplies that he 1s not really
responglble tor Criseyde or tor her behaviour and that he
himself +s dealing with Inadequate sources and 1s puzzled by
some aspects of her personality. To remain loyal to his
male protagonist, the narrator seems to take retuge behind
the stance that he does not really have a sound yiew on, or
a cbnceptuallzatlon of , Criseyde s character, a stance that
makes us question the narrator s overall reliability and
induces us to read i1nto and between the |ines of the poem.
According to one crlt{c, this stance also reflects the
Zeitgeist of an age which did not make a serious enough
attempt to understand women and treat them as full human
beings (Corrigan 1969, 119).

Citing his sources in connection with Criseyde, the
narrator leaves room for suspicions about her motives.
Since the sources say that she was noble and virtuous, he

“~

declares he will ;BT contradict them. But he will nor omit,

alter or add information. After she foresakes her lover,
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the narrator declares that, 1t he criticizes her or shows

I
her 1n an untavourable light, 1t s because ot his adherence
to his sources (1V, 15-21). Later on, conmenting on
Craseyde s relationship with Diomede, he reports that :
"[mlen Syn--1 not--that she yat hym hire herte" (V, 1050),
thus retusing to throw stones at his heroine or speculate
about why she does what she does, But, that he condermns
Rer, as do his sources, 15 beyond doubt. In tact, 4t one
poirnt he declares that he is ready to forgive her out ot
prty, tmplying that she 1s gutlty and 15, theretore, 1n need
ot his clemency (V, 1099). This stance 15 very ditterent
trom the one adopted with all the other characters, where
the narrator shows himsvlit to be omniscient and 1nformed.

L]

Retusing to conmrt himseld to a clear position on Criseyde s

»
4 .

actirons or values, the narrator appears almost always
‘ ) ~
detached and distant trom her. s e \ N
. / \

(/KBS\her way ot underrutflng Crisedye has to do with the -
admixture of subjective and objective 1nformation about the -
temale protagonyst. Atfter describing her tenuous position
tn Troy, the narrator declares that "But wheither that she
had. children hadde or noon,/ 1| rede it naught, thertfore |1
ltate 1t go™ (1, 132). A similar example s the narrator s
conment about Criseyde s "slydynge of corage.,” which 15 .

followed by a mundane statement that he "kan nat telle hire

age" (V, 825-26). This mixing of relevant and perhaps
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irrelevant conmentary serves to draw attention to the fact
that the narrator 1s tllusive and will not be pinned down.
Like the squire S\ the C?QEEFQHEX,T§1S1~ the narrator s

continually |rnply;Lng " ye gete namoore ot me " (V, I, 363).

Thus, the narrator himselt foregrounds his own

-

unrel}ablllty.

Furthermore, one ot the modes of narration contributing
to the ambiguity in Crlxcyd%'e character has to do with the
narrator s proclivity tor (:LGIIIIOH. Not one or two but
Severa; portraits ot the heroine are found 1n the narrative.
One such description, we think, s s}rateglcally placed so
as to compel the reader to wonder why Crisevde 1s described
agarn an Book Vo almost at the end ot the poem. Perspectives

)

on the same character or event abound 1n the poem, and this
Is part of the narrative tgchnlque emploved by Chaucer.
Rather than give us one angie on a particular event, he
prefers to show us ditferent angles and aspects ot that same
event. By juxtaposing these angles, the readers themselves
Can glean the message or the signiticance of an event.
Rather than impose his meaning on us, Chaucer 1nvites us to
decode the messages, and, as the history pf Chauceriana
-attests, varied interpretations are possible and equally
valid.

<5N1:7 | But, what happens in the successive descriptions of

Criseyde 1s that every new portrait adds nuances which
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S ‘
contribute to this woman s opacity. The last description in

particular serves this purpoa’(V, 8G6-26). As Donaldson

notes, tn all tour women [Emily, May, Criseyde and the

IR
& .
Y /

descriptions” (197G, 61). And, examining the last

Prioress) thtre s an ele?.}i, ot deception built 1nto their
F %

description of Criseyde, Bloomtield points to the technique
borrowed trom Dares and used by the narrator to vary the
spatial and aesthetac distance between himselt and the
female character, which s based on giving an intimate

“ -
depiction of & si1tuation--1in this case Diomede s wooing ot
Crasev "= only to retreat suddenly and hide behind

"oby conmentary (1957, L7). While the narrator st

.

INs1sts that hi1s heroine bertect, rerterating what he had

~
sions, he adds, objectively, that

sard betore on several ocC

she has a small physical umperfection, this being her joined
evebrows, a physical trait hitherto tgnored (V, 813).
Certainty, IHIS tn 1tselt 1s not a telling trait, unless we
agree with some tolklorists that joined evebrows were a s1gn
ot an excessive interest n osex. At any rate, 1t 15y
signirtircant an that 1t highlights the narrator s attempt to
dlstdnce‘hlmselr trom Criseyde. Also, by describing her at
the very end, 1t s as though he (svinviting us to take a
tinal look at he; character and evaluate her in the light ot

the developments 1n the story, developments which, 1t not

discredit her, at least do not compliment her.
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We examined earlier how the narrator and Paddarus

. h)
sometimes share the same kind of language.

hapbens :i@n the latter desires to be ambiva
ambiguous. In Book Il he uses "clere" 1n a
Criseyde has misgivings about what Pandarus
She sees specitic advantages and disadvantay
to Trorlus, and the narrator monitor s Closel

vacillatiron trom "cloudy™ (11, 768) to "Cler
R /‘ .

Afrer privately expressing her tears, "Lhilir

tor to clere™ (11, £06). the narrator notes,

thoughts" seeming ro 1mply “nothing ventured,

gained." Criseyde s decisions are, theretfor

]

the mind and by reason. In other words, the
blesses Criseyde s decision to reciprocate T

teelings, and, fhus, hﬂé attltude §OITCldex
.
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Q . n
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WY

-
Isans towards

= r~
lovnné~?r :lus, 4He ,narr tor Connmnts"”fb God hope I, she

hath now kaughte a.thorn, / She shal ‘nat pull

nexte wyle'’
h = N

about th? -u;llty of Troitlus' s teelings. Ag
A4S .

[,,1272-73). Nothing ot the s

.-

e 11 out this-

ort sald

ain this servess

to hhgthg?Q ghe narrator s ambivalence towards Criseyde as
7 .

{5 .
¥ Yyedls hrs male-dominated vision.

well as

>
1

This attitude
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calls to mind that ot E\fdll’\“\ narrator.,

There, too, as we
have noted, th(\{ pramary narrator takes a harsh position on
women and casts Laudine o0 the role ot the archetypal woman,
. .
torever changeable and unstable.
\ Somie o maitntairn that Chaucer s narrdtor s charitable
.
\‘ towards the herorne . s perhaps too torgisy ing and 15 even
- A/ M ' ,
brase® in her tavour (Denaldson 97450, Whal we are drgwing,
hhowever Sothat the ore the narrgtor ns st e DT Eseyde s
rnnocence, the more he darmns Mer By nnaugendo
P tocan be daid that the

portraving Crisevde o0 the best

he taken seritously.

Ndrrator

[n 4 ense

-
Soover —,’(\:luu\"(\\ ~

K i

Prght o

AN
Sotoo Y"ovetdone” to
Vtter Gll, he dnvents 20 exciuses tor
’ ®
Trotlus, ~ince he penurnely beligyves th'it the IJT{(‘F, though
{
nNatrve, 1s ot 4 \(hwmﬂg_(,‘hird(t. ﬁ\ porntiing onr
attgntion to the jact that he s Jooking tor excuses to
.
exonerate Criseyde, the narrator -, 10 etteot, PN LTy e, \
) \
even urging us, to judge her.  Thus, there s g great deal
} - . N b b N 4
ol sophastrcation and subtlety 1t the way e presents her
A
and we are asked to be sophisticated In the way owe regd
Criseyde and interpret the entire work.
IS 1N many ways a

more enigmat ¢

character

s machinations are

an
personality.

Shakespeare s Cresside whose knowlb@ge ol the world and o
Pandarus

Irony extstd as much 1n

integral

Chaucer s Criseyde

than

+

part og her

&

the nmarrator s

refation to his
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characters as to his auditors. Thus, if the irony employed

in characterizing Criseyde, for example, is ignored or is
undetected, the narrator would, in erect, have succeeded in

fooling his credulous narratee. .As an aside, one of the

differences between the narrator-narratee relations in Yvain

and Troilus i's the fact that in the former, the narrator
A

seems to ask the narratee to see things as he sees them,
o . . . . Q
while in the latter the teller encourages his narratee,

-« impligitly' for the most part, to see things as he sees them

~

but without ceasing to identify with the characters. Thus,

Troilus, we have divided allegiances. Whereas the narrator

can observe from a distance the man he occasionally refers

to as "this Troilus,™" the narratee cannot as easily sever
the emotional éttachment with the protagbniét, an attachment
which is fostered from“the very beginning and fostered by
the narrator himsel f.

From the foregoing examination of the narrator'sﬁw

medieval narrator is not nécessarily a straight-forward,

simply conceived entity. On the contrary, he can be
unreliable and changeable. An unreliable narrator burdens
his auditors with the task of reading between the lines to

decide when to beﬂieve or disbelieve the various narratorial

stances. This is particularly true of Troilus s narrator,

v
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eliability is often associcated with the female
protagonist. What is very revealing, however, is that

Chaucer s nartator attracts attention to his unreliability,

which is not concealed from the reader, but, rather, is

foregrounded. This calculated unreliability constitutes an

aspect of the narrator s persona.



CHAPTER X
FOCAL 1ZATION

An aspect of parrative to be subjected to a rigorous
reassessment in the lastsdecade or so has been what is‘known
in Anglo-American criticism as "point of view," long
recognized as'an indispensable aspect of any narrative.
Though they may not have a unifigd approach to this subject,
majof theoreticians in narratology agree that in Booth,
Stanzel and others there is serious confusion between two
crucial, yet very different, queétions, ;H;se being "who

- \ R I :
sees?" and "who speaks?" (Genette 1980, 186-9; Rimmon-Kenan
1983, 71-72; Berendsen 198“§ 140-58; Bal 1985, 100-Gl). Or,
to borrow Génette's words, the confusion has resulted from
‘the treatment of "mood" and "voice" as one rather tha# two
tssues (1980, 186). This confusion has been partially the
result of the critics recognition that any type of

> S . .
narration is bound to involve a certain amount of

focélizaiion. As Barthes has ﬁepeitedly maitntained, no
%ﬁ.arration or any type ot discourse can be purely qeutral,or
ijecrive'(}953). This, howevér, does not detract from the
fact that the distinction between mood and voice:is a
By

theoretical and a practical necessity.

To dispell confusion, Genette suggests the separation

A

of narration and focalization, two distinct activities,

which may, but do not have to, converge. The term

254
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"focalizor" i1s used to refer to "who sees" 1n a given text
and is employed by numerous narratologists to avoid the many

confusions now associated with the more traditional "point
it
.

of view." Focalizor(s), or, agent(s) whose perspectiwe
§

L
-orients parts of, or the entire, narrative, may or may not

“

be identical to the narrator. "The story Is presented %n
the text through the mediation of some “prism,’ '
‘perspective, “angle of vision, verbalized by the narrdtor
though not necessar«ly hls,f explains Rimmon-Kenan (1983,
715. This "prism" is what Genette (1980) and Rimmon-Kenan
mean by "tocalization." In other words, the perspective on
events and characters may, but does not have to, be the
parrator s preserve. |

The 1ssue of cognition, or, ot what the narrator ot
character knows or QOes nof kno&, 1S, tg ;ome nar -
ratologists, Crucial'insofar as 1t helps define who the .
focalizor of a text is (Genette 1980, Rimmon-Kenan 1983).
Endowed with unrestricted knowledge, the so-called
"omniscient” narrator 1s often the focalizor in

.”traditlonal” narrative (Prince 1982, 51). Omniscient

narrators are;f;equentlyr”na}%ator—tocafizors.” Conversely,
7 . ,

a Characterlmay be given the opportunity to tocalize his/her

own or other characters experiences. In some cases, the

‘narrator does not even know or understand what a given

character s views are. Examples of narrators with little or

-
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no access to a character’s inner thoughts abound in the
literature of many periods.

’To expound on the above, ‘it can be said that there is a
cognitive component associated with focalization: in
princigle, two major methods of focalization+are possible:
external and internal. An external focalizor hés

A

unrestricted knowledge about a character, whereas an
internaf one has restricted knowledge (Rimmon-Kenan 183,
79). Within these two categories, there are sub-categories
and variatlon; at any author s disposal, It should also be
stated here that even a focalizor with unrestrigcted

. .
knowledge car, for any number of reasons, withhoid
information if he/she so chooses.

Several focalizors can coexist in the same work,
conflicting with or co&plementing each other. Thus,
different facets of focalization can be found in the same
text, since shifts in;levels of focalization are possible.

'. .
A recent and interesting example of “two diametrically

opposed visions of the same events i Paul Guimard s Les
Choses de la vie, where the protagonist (internally) and an
extradiegetic narrator (externally) focalize the 'same
events; thereby revealing one another's "restriction of
field.” .!i

In order to redress some of the problems associated

with the older studies of point of view, we must therefore
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remember that the narrating agent is nqt always the ultimate

. »

authority in the text who is privy to ald the information
. . e ~‘4‘ .
available to the reader or to some ché&pptevs. Questions
, . S .
about who the #Aocalizor is, who is focdlized an&}}n what _
. - » ')’ - o

way(s) are all relevant in any literary "analysis.

Focalization is a complex subject, rendered even more
complex by the varied and sometimes ambiguous definitions
and classifications of its categories. As in other areas of

ra

narratology, no univocal terms have been developed for the
area of tocalization. Before delving into this subject in
any detail, it is necessary, then, to define some central
terms. To do so, we begin with the relationship between
narration and focalization in the two primary texts of this
dissertation, but also in. other relevant medieval
narratives.

The scrutiny of many medieval works reveals that
narration and focalization are often combined. Because of
the convergence of the two activities in Yvain and Troilus,

as well as in a great many medieval texts, in studying

N ]
focalization we will necessarily return to aspects of.
narration. In both works, the teller and the observer
functions are performed by the narrator who surveys events
and characters from a privileged vantage point. And it 1is

partly because of this privileged vision that the narrator

can manipulate the distance between narratee and characters
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and i&pose his own views in the form of apostrophes or
metafictional gloss. It can, by extension, also be argued,
albeiﬂ-rentatively, that, without the narrator assuming the
role of the focalizor, much of the irony and humour, which

tn the two texts depend on this very aesthetic and moral, o

-

distance, would be lost or at least undermiined. The same
temporal focalization 1s the source of frony.

This s not to say that other means of focalization
cannot produce the same or similar effects, since internal
focalization, too,” can cfeate trony. A protagonist i1n an
autobiographical work can treat his past itronically. ?ut,
it seems that where an external narrative voice and vision
coincide in medieval works, focalization ”délimits” meaning
(Scholes & Kellogg 1966, 105). So-called "omniscient" |
narrators lend a monistic and authoritative aspect to
narrative. And 1t was partly for this reason that Henry
Jimes attacked omniscience.

° It is as though the medieval author was suspicious of
full-fledged internal focalization associated with the
vision of one Charactef, and had to keep the point of
focalization on a level higher than that of th® story and
filter events th;ough the‘eyes of a non-participant in the
action, namely ‘the narrator. This is true of Chrétien s

other works, of various &

-~
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several of Chaucer’'s dream visions and of Troilus, to name

but a few medieval works sharing this narrator-focalizor

function. In them the narrator holds the strings of the

story tightly in his hands and does not relinquish his

vision of the action and events, except under | imited
conditions.

Bal detfines external focalization as one in which "an
anonymous agent, situated outside the tabula [corresponding
to Genette s "story"], s tunctioning as tocalizor” (1985,

»

105). This type characterizes both Yvain and Troilus, where

a non-character-bound tocalizor 1s actually the narrator or
the "narrator-focalizor" (Bal 1977, 37). This "narrator-
focalizor”™ at once assumes the activities of narration and
tocalization.

- Ongé It s established that the narrator in Yvain and
Troilus is also the focalizor, which is the task of the
present section, the next step is to p’%be the kind of
focalization at work in the two narratives. A narrator-
focalizor can view characters from wiihln, as When he 1s
able to penetrate their consciousness and reveal their inner
thoughts, dilemmas and feelings, 4r from without, when those
inner stétes are outside his purview (Rimmon-Kenan 1983,
75). In some cases, few in medieval texts, but more

frequent in post-medieval ones, there are shifts in

focalization, which, when they do occur, in medieval texts
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especip Ty, are often of utmost stgngtftcance, bécause,they
can signal thematic amb! tties. Thus, when Chaucer’ s
narrator shifts from a posittion ot omniscience to one of
feigned ignorance or impartiality, this is usually a s1gn of
the narrator’s desire to distance himself from the
characters or events. This, we have seen, occurs in the
portrayal of Crisevde,

Shifts 1m focalization can also 1mply a shift ey
narrative level. The narrator who dominates as tocalizor
can relinquish his hegemony over the characters, for
instance, by privileging their own vision expressed 1in

§
direct discourse or in»monologues, the latter being .a
recurrent technique in medieval narrative. But here'agaxn,
monologues can be reported or ‘paraphrased by the narrator.
Moreover, 1n mumetic narrative, signs of the narrator may be
SO conspicuous as to i1nterfere with a character-bound

focalization. The narrator s voice may permeate a diralogue

between two characters, thereby hindering the communication

. .
3

of a full-fledged Chari@»er-fpcallzatlon (Fowler 1986, 119).

L)
Various evaluative modalities can f -eground the narrator as
focalizor and overshadow a given character s perspective or
vision. .
Y
To rqu?ltulate, certaln hypotheses to be tested here

™
have beenfégéanced in the toregoing discussion. These can

be sunwarlged in the following points:
%

pray
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I. Narration and focalization often overlap in medieval
li1terature, : )

2. Exteénal tocalization 1s the predominant torm of
focatirzation 1n medieval narrative. This type can be

subdivided into:
a. External tocaltzation which describes a character

trom the outside, without access to his/her

COoNnscilIousness.

'
b. External tocalization which describes a character
trom within.
3. Qccastonally, the narrator-tocalizor will cede partial
or‘ tull tocalization to a character, thereby ettecting a
~eshitt in the fevel ot tocalization. '
. . \

When this occurs, questions nust be posed about the tunctiopn ~

N\

and the thematrc tmplications of the new internal point of;
focalization. In the tollowing pages, these premises will \

be put to the test.

A cursory look at Chretien’ s Yvain and Chaucer s

Troilus proves the first premise, namely that focalization

and narration coexist 1n the same agent, that agent being
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none other than the narrator. Like Calogrenmant, Yvain s
primary narrator filters most events through his own eyes
and intluences the way his@arratee 1s to view a particular
L}
character or situation. Pt 1s up to him to show as little
or as much of what Is going on in the story or 1nside one ot
o
his characters. Many a time, as we have seen, he witll
decide to interrupt a story because he feels he has been too
verbose, because ot his ostensible tnadequacies as
storyteller, or befause ot his fear ot borging his Tisteners.
He controls the tlow ot 1ntormation to the narratee 1n such
4 way that, as a rule, the latter s omly allowed to see
what the tormer sees. The narratee s presented with events
. \
and characters already coloured by the narrator « subjective
vision. Modalities s‘trt;ssmg the narrator s judgments andy
oprnions toreground the narrator and poxﬁf‘to his pryvotal
role 1n the focalization ot the entire work.

Yvarn 15 tocalized externally, (n the sense that a
narrator-focallzor“screens events tor ther(zxdtee. As
mentioned 1n g previous chapter, after the preafible
sittuating the story, the narrator quickly be s Yvain o
companion, tollowing him at close proximity andg reporting on
his diverse adventures. In some cases, the narrator s

s
conten® to focus on his hero S successive adventures,

describing Yvain trom the outside without dwelling on ¢he

protagonist s personal teelings. This 1s partly due to the
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fact that Arthurian romances are usually propelled by the

P

moti1f o dventure. . As the_hero moves 1n space ftrom one

location to a ther the egirsodes and adventures ETOwW In

number until theWork 15 pventually completed. In this

respect, Yvain 1 O excegtion,

Instances ot th\s "exiternal tocalization trom without”

\\‘

abound when the narrator ds to describe a,swittly changing

o
scene.  To convey the seifse ot movement, the

narrator-tocalizor has to tocus on actions rather than

thoughts and teelings, since the delineation ot an inner

state often 1nvolves a ~tower pace of narration. The
: o )
example chosen here to tllustrate this tyvpe of tocalization

Is taken trom the episode 1n which Laudine s menare seeking
to appgehend their lord s slaser. Yvain s trapped, but is

saved by Lunete who quickly leaves atter having given him

«

her magical ring. Thereupon, the men arrive armed with .
: . ‘
clubs. All through this episode there 1s an emphasis on
¢ A
voir, »r the sense of seeing. Initially, the narrator

descr s how Yvain is trapped and hiy his horse 1s c¢leaved

AN TWO. He marrfates the ngehs ot the si1tuation from his
Own vantage point. The narratee sees what the narrator’
sees.

Later on, Lunete conments that "[s]1 seroit solaz-et

deliz / a home qui peor navroirt, / quant gent si avuglez

.

Tverroit" (1676-76). The suggestion ts, of course, that
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Yvatn will be able to "see' 15 ‘eppemies runn ¥ ther.and
. ’\, PRSI w*(
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thither and gettyng 1nceeasing frustrated about theit

w Y .

Al K

inabrlity to locate the Willer. ™ But, wigle 1t is obvious

that Yvain does see the men when they stophn 1nto his room,

the text gives a much more detailed description ot those

men s actions., They are actually seen trom the narrator s
&

perspective, despite the tact that the prota&agonist, too, 15

able to tollow some ot the action (1Q86-1202). In this

scane, then, there 1s a hirerarchy ot "viewers" p:osentes, 4
) 4

hierarchy that 1s observed virtually all throug» the wor-.

Yvain s enemies search evervwhere for him but t O av.e g
they are 1n a state of utter blindness. As for -~vain, the
magtical ring enables hrm to see but not be seen. Yet. tor

all 1ts supernatural powers, the ring can anly encow Yvain
with partial vision. Lunete can "toresee" the potential
hilarity of the events to untold, but {s absent when those .
events take place. "The agent wgo syntheslze§ all these "
perspectives and subordinates them to his own hegemonic
. . .

vision i1s, without doubt..nong but the nmarrator who 1n turn
1s controlled by the author. | : ‘

The above example (llustrates how ‘the narrator canj
tocalize events without penetrating hl; characters’

. ya '

thoughts.//Wt should be mentioned, however, that even 1In

instances of this type of external focalization, the

narrator-focalizor still gives his narratee hints about
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Yvain' s mood or state ot mind.  This 15 done by means ot
auxnkldrles'and evaluative adjectives and adverbs, as wel|l

T .
as other kinds ot modalities. Tmyse Jdbound 1n the external
tO(alllatlon.oﬂ trghts tn which Yv&nn IS 1nvolved, where the

narrator conments on what he can see trom the outside, but

without losing the power to read the characters minds.
¥

’

In othef sittuationg, however, extensive gttention and a
great deal ot space are deyvoted totfhe tocalization ot a
vharacter s anner thoughts. The m‘drrdtor-rmdlizor pauses
to anatlyse and dissect his hero s tribulations and 1 nner
psyche. One ot the tirst examples ot this external
tocalization ot an 1nnet state ot bclhg occurs early in the

romance betore Yvairn sets out on his journey. When Keu

o

\\ . ~ .
jeers, at (alo}\enant. then Yvairn, the narrator intorms hys

| / . )
narrgtee that Kke S oansults ow]y succeed 1n sharpening .

e

\

/. g
YMain s passionate desire to.avenge his cousin and to prove
\ , .

himee It the valiant knight he believes he can be (677-722).

U'p to thrs poi unti1l he becomes "le chevalier au

"

Lron,"™ Yvagn s, to those at Arthur s court, merely a vouny

knight without a tirmly established reputation. This 1~ the
a ) P

*
view the narrator wishes to conmunicate to his narratee,

! .

amd, to ensure thaf his mesédge gets across, the same point
! 4 .

1's repeated more than once (1343- . For without this

basic understandlng ot Yvain s Inner psyche, 1t would be

S. . .
ditficult to grasp the motivation behind the hero s early

—
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departure from his brider and the ensuing esfrangement
between the two. ‘ : -

Another, even more salient, example of external

focalization of an inner state is when Yvain falls in love.

. L ' . o
Here again, the narrator is privy to Yvain s innermost

feelings and seems able to penetrate his protagonist s

consciousness (or unconscious) at will. Indeed, he

under gtands “those feeiimgs better than the knight-cum-lover
himself. For before Yvain.éveh”begins to question Rimself

about his altered state, the narrator takes it upon himself
to inform the narratee that the distraught hero 1s already ¢
. . L] . a . »‘
irextricably in love, so much so that it is too late for “hgm
N :

' +
to endeavour to disentangle himself from Love s web. The
L4

rhetorical gloss on the nature of love, traditional in -

medieval romance, reveals a narrator who i not onty

omniscient but alsoc a psychologist of sorts, conversant as

he seems to be with .love and its,ways:"ﬁhile ngjﬁ,‘as Rhis
first monologue reveals (i&32—]510): experiences many
appreﬁensions; the narrator boasts of vast knowledgé’ﬁna
clarity of viéion. ;Hé\(nvites the- narratee to share ;ﬁ this
knowj;dg¢>and to muéetabouﬁ the young kniggt's «confused

\
state (1360-1410). ,

Because the narrator-focalizor has a central role in
. s

s - A

how the story is told and presented, he is able to cbntrol

what the nagratee see$ and thinks and ultimately how this

3 ) “ K

r
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‘narratee is to interpret,events. He, for instance, chooses ™

v

. » . ) .
to focus on one major character--Yvain--which means that the

narratee can only get glimpses of the other'participants n

: A , ‘ e L ™
the stBﬁy, a point examined earlier. This said, we hasten
to add that "seeing" is not synonymous with "knowing." Put ' !
differently, just because the narrator sees does not imply
1. ; " . - ‘
that he‘gnderai?ngs as well. He, for instance, misses the
- . . T ) . .
s R Ty . L : : s , |
hurour r%gping thsbgh the episode -tn which Laudine s men
t
. " L I - ' '
, Ut
are in search of the ‘invisible Yvain. As argued in the
‘ . . o Ta L e
previous chapter, the narrator in Yvain has a ‘limited *
comprehension of« the text. For this reason, we have to
correct his vision by scrutinizing the implied-values )
L [ 4 - !
informing “the text as a whole. )
In the above, the attempt has Bezn made “to indicate b
that the.nagrating agent and the focafizing agent are
: . _ R _ A A .
. frequently one g*d the same in Yvain. The narrator-: ‘ \

8
tocalizor has unrestricted knowledge about the events ¥nat

befall the hero, but, more important, he is ablecto J‘
3

e o

penetrate the hero“s inner state and describe this state

.

better than the character himself.

.
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Focalization in Troilus

i AS
Proems prefacing four of the five books of. Trojlus are °

an obvious place wheve the narrator, privileged with
: .

proleptic knowledge about events., is able to orient his

narratee’ s views in certain directions and influence the way

»
.

this narratee is to respond to the events or actions about

to unfold. In these proems narration and focalization go

hand in hand. The first proem, in which the narrator

introduces the whole work and promises to retell the tale of

Troilus's woe and weal in love, links the story of this

particular lover to that of lovers at large. This narrative |
' 1

technique, often used in Chaucer, is based on the constant

. : . . ' \VA‘
movement between the general and the specific. The naV{Q:::\ -

presents hi%;elf as the servant of Love (I, 15) who is not

oniy interested in Troilus, but in "ye lovers, that baahen
L
in gladnesse" (1, 22). Troilus's tribulations are but an

»
example of what, lovers can and do suffer. The narrator

s—\/
sympathizes with his male protagonist, as well as witN‘those
h
+ .

"that ben in his cas" (1, 29), thereby succéeding In casting

the story in a more univeréal, 1f spegific, light. His

narratees or listeners, the "“yonge, fresshe folkes" (V,

1835) are invited to com e their own experiences with

73

Troilus s and 4@ identify with the young hero. Doubtless

.the ‘sophisticated reader resists thes process of
5 ot a4 . .

- . © . L )
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narratee’s visﬁn1by communicating his own perspective on \

269 .

idfntification and looks for the implied values with which

fHE text 1s i‘bued. At the end, the author himself{ en§Frs

the poem to correct the narratorial position on the story.

h ]

Again, this omniscient narrator, not unlike Xxglg's, .
presenfs himself as knowledgeable not just about Troilus but
also about all those who may be in Troilus's situation. The
proem 1s worded in such a>way as to elicit pity fog, and

. ) R . .
perhaps engender a sense of solidarity with, this lover. It S h
sets the tone tor the book which 1t prefaces. Other proems
serve the same function, namely, to condition the narrar ‘ $
Y - .

to respond and see ghings in the way mapped out by the '
narrator.,

Proems, however, are not the only loci of external

focalization.? For in the body of the poem itself there are

ample examples of the narrator-focalizor orient»ng his
." . .

‘

"events. In Book 111, for example, how Criseyde is lured

. B
. . . . .
into Pandarus s house 1s tocalized by means of dialogue

Be;wéeo uncle and niece as well as by thq/e*+Q{z?l

descrlp\\on of events (111 554- 74). But despite the fghg
' J Vs : -~

that thére are many instances of "extermal focalization from
without," this type 1s never sustained to any great length.

L3

More often than not,, the Narrator4focalizor will volunteer
short comments about the motives, thoughts or h3bits of a .

given character, thereby switching to a# external
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focalization of an'internal state. Except perhaps for

Pandarus’s intuitive knowledge about Troilus s and

Criseyde s unconscious -desiires, no one in the entire work is

granted the omniscience of the narrator. One of the themes
of this poem 1s the discrepancy between "being" and

"seeming." Things are seldom as they appear to be, and the

! narrator tllustrates this by means of "inside information"
b o

~ k3

to which only an omniscien® focalizor can have access.

We have so far pointed’to the combining of narration

"~

and focalization in Troilus. Proems help focalize the story ‘

which 1Is presented to the narratee throd!gh the eyes qf a

]
sometimes dista !,‘éometimes emoOtive narrator, forever

. r
.

‘..—;mwtmg his narratee to emulate his mood and reagt a X3
L4 e 1
\

R

\"‘
. . . - . - ‘ - Y
# ‘oes. This kind of solidarity between narrator and’ atee

. - .’ . -~
is not wrtlrout iepny an® humour.f..'{;hau;er's narrator, as we
s [ R

have seen, Wssumes various soles and reacis in a variety of
A Y

ways, expecting the narratee t& do likewise, but he is
. .
", undercut by the implied valuesdferred from the totality of
. ® '
A the work. Finally, as argued in t%previous *hapter, the
. )
author himself reveals the inadequacies_of a\Pandar—ws}li'ke'ﬁ;‘ : _“m
. E g
narrator., - . f 7
. TR
The proems not only summarize event%and.situate ‘those

L4

events in a general context, but they also present those
het . ’ . “ . °
’ eV ts from the perspective od thee narrator-focalizor, who
adopts  different, Qf’ten contradictory, roles depending on "

. . .. .
‘¢ v
Y . Too. \

+
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the situation: he, on_the one hand,‘can be the distant,
uncommitted, even igno}ant narrator, and on the other, the
all-knowing and highly Snmtional observer who: not unlike 1} =
Ellg§££§£9's.narrator,-ét seéveral moments in the work seems

almostrat the brink of jumping into the story and becoming a

participant in the action, a role that several narrators in

ream visions have.

ain, the focalizor define ‘whn is to be

major or a minor character. While it was easy
recognize YvaiQ as by far the central character 1n
DN ~ o ) . -’“}-
Chretien s work, 1t 1s more difficulst to determine“who tWe
‘major character of Troilus is. Having said that, it can be
added that the narrator-focalizor foregrounds Troilus and
makes him into the primary pfotagonist of ‘the story. This

I's not an Jdmpressioni?tic claim, since it can be ascertained

,“ from the poeem itself that 1t i1s on Tggilus that the narrator \

LY . N P 3 -t . . . .

b most often has his eyes. The young Trojan i1s focalized
externally and internally. The narrator sees him from both"

b . the outside and the inside. The reason why ‘the tragedy 1is

»

Troilus s is because he 45 the maﬁ who deludes himselfiuntil
he can no longer)premend that Criseyde is still his or that

he can regain his happiness with her. Of all the
< . .

characters, Troilus s vision, in the sense of an overall !

'
evaluation of his situation, decreases as events unfold,

. . . ’ B -~ . g
only to hegin increasing.at his death. ff\£> v PR
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One of the reésons"v‘vhyﬁthis work is ambiguous, hoWeyer, :I

)

is that, whéa,eas we see Yhat Troilus is blind and ’ ®

intentional‘ﬁ/ Gblivious to certain facts that threaten his
happiness, Criseyde’s inner thoughts are no.\a.lways subject

to our scrutiny. To the extent that her aue—system and
‘ . .« o

mores are ‘vague, Crlseyde, untike TrOIIqs, Is not a ,
3 -
"strongly marked" character,.q pomt evr'h’eﬂ’*ln more detall

.in the last chapter (Bal 1986 85- 89)1‘: As a result, \Ve 'g,' u Q\;ﬂ

cannot always-determine the hierarchy of peri@ec‘;xves ang

L)

,;jiél'ds of vision in the poem, and the question about the

extent of.Criseyde’ s knowledge of key events tn the story SN

A - L4 . .
refiins unresolved. Thus, while we see that Troilus js

- aware of the meeting planned at Pandarus s house, Chaucer s

k]

version, “ike Boccaccio s, is unclear about what Criseyde
di

not know. When she asks 1f Troilus too will be
. !

. . present, her uncle reassures her that the warrior will be

knewwor

out of town. But the narrator comments: "Nought list myn

auctour full”to declare / What th¥gh :'e whan he '

seyde so" l[f 575-56), thereby leaving ws in the dark .

about Criseyde’s perspective on_her situatich.

One critic points to thQVOyeu"risM!!ic aspects of

»

Troilus, linking the role'kof the éye's",the work to the T~

idea of love & a game and as a business, and giving
. ]

. - .

. . . . . QN . ’
Pandarus the central role,of voyeur (Robinson-1972)¢ TYhough

-~

Robinson’s view may be somewhat exaggerated, there is
] : ‘
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unqguestionably a grea4 deal of truth in the claim that the

eyes and seeing play a significant part in thd¥consunmation

\ N

-

godde. This scene provides us with a hierarchy of view
¥

. - '3 ,
points. In it, both Pandarus and the narrator have the most

pyJ:ilegedvyision. For while Criseyde and Troilus can only ?
'know and make out certain things, the go-between and the | h:‘i
copveyer of the story are the only two who know all the :*f
chts,gbout how the lovers were brought together, another ~gjh
testimknt to the two agents' unity of pJqpose andﬁTgwuoéﬂk' # “ﬁ:ﬁ
~u’int-e"‘rest \*h’i'éh was-dnvestigated fhua b‘wevioff?mhaptuer. Once L?

Pandarus takes. away the Candles,. declaring that " light I's

nought good for sike folkes yen " (lII, 1135), the

. N 7, .: '.
narrator-focalizor s vision directs the.whose episods,, TR *‘{.".ﬂ
. , | ' ‘0_"-‘ .. -,',*" .
A similar example occurs early in the poem yr‘n' theg ™, . .
| ‘ )
narrator undertakes to describe and make us se® Criseyde fowu /-
‘ ——

. ¥
. . . . 4 <
the first time (1, 169-82). -Later on when Love ari:ke\s.

' . ~» )
Troilus an%.enters his heart through his eyes, Crlse‘dye s'.'_

-
\‘9’
: . ‘ . . v -
presented as she is seen by Troijus (1, 281-87). This Tis a .
minor shift in focalization, departing as i1t does from a 4
e . L -
sirict narsrator -bound *pé&rspective to one \x‘ere a character
. o ooy
is viewed through the eyes of another Charactei. It 1s,
however, a temporary shift, since the narrator quickly
Y

recéptures his role as focalizor. This scene callds to mind
the way Yvain falls in love; he, too, sees Laudine in a
J : .

public place. Like Troilus, he sees the beloved-to-be
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before he is seen by her,.which i1s the courtly cdnvention.

One famous exception to this recurring scenario is in Le-

Roman d Eneas, where Lavinia sees then communicates with
‘!rhinn

Eneas to make her presence known

An often overlooked irony in the medieval love . h'
>

rhetoric, howener, is that, while there 15 great emphasis on
- ' \

the eyes and on seeing, most prota tsts, ;especially female
. ) " :
ones, cannot reallﬁsee \\xth their?\/n ey‘g‘s. Thetr vision
is timited (Ghaly 1987). Whereas the natrator-focalizor can
. . 4
see and see throqgh their ﬂnnéf smateé,ﬁ%hey have partial
vision and parti.nowledge of their situations. We have
spown in the last chapter how fﬁélﬂéﬁ narrator declares that’
Yvain is in love even before the hero himself comes to this
realhzation. This visual and cognitive limitation 1s, to
vary]ng degrees, present in Laudine, Troilus, Criseyde and
many medieval protagonists, Flamenca included. Perception

. N

and focalization in Yvaia and Troilus ‘are, as we have
N haatamdied - ——

illustrated, lddged in+

-

e same agent: the : ¢
\

S

med i

narrator-fogalizor. I val narratitve, then, the
Barthesian questions qui parhe? and qui_volt? are, generally

. . . L
speaking, easy to answer. They are, however, 8uestlons that

must be posed 1f we are to know how focalizdtion aftfects

characterization and reveals aspects-of tire ideology ‘

"'

insceibed in a given work.



CONCLUS ION . x

Throughout thi1s dissertation, we have used terms éuch
as "narratlve'problematlcs," “new textualization," and
"processes of mirroring" in high and late medieval narrative
texts. 'What.we have set. out to do was to explore aspects of

dispositig and narratio in the medieval text, and to probe
-
tssues such as authorial and narratorial personae, as well
*

“as the role of tim¥ and ot orality 1n Chretien and Chaucer.
As indicated in the introduétion and elsewN®re ih this

study, narratology 1s useful 1nasmuch as ‘it provides
terminology and categortes with which to devéﬁop a new

A AN
approach to medieval

.

narrative, an approach whi® takes inty

Y .
account vital topics such as the moment of enuncration iIn
~ \\ .
the medieval work, acts and leveis of narration, the

& ;
communicational process between narrator-and narratee, the
. > . L.

»

expandknglgolé of the author, how th18 expansion manitfests

3

otselt textually, and the very meaning ot auctor. Genettian

and Anglo—An‘xcan narratology, thus,-enable us to ask *
questerons which are as relevant to the ytudy of medieval
Y
discourse and narragion as they have proved to be when
a—TN
appiied to twentieth-century wnorks. 'This<said, we hastenf’q

4

add%that narratological mocgds., like other methodologica[;',

.,
apparatuses, are necessarily flawed and can be period-b
4

For this reason, it was crucia¥ to }d?!%t borrowed modets to

the medieval literary corpus.

\\\ 275
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Wﬂenevea appropriate, we have gone beyond Chretien de

" Troyes's and Chaucer s narrative to show that the dynamics /

-

v ,
medieval texts too. We do not preténd, however, that our

findings can be transferred wholesale to other literary

figures of this period. OQur hypotheses and arguments remain
corpus-specific in that they are bound to the two works that

- -

were under investigation here. Consequently, we consider \
.o ) . ' . ’
this® dissertation a mere first step towards the elaboration
of a "medieval narratology." This "medieval narratology"

would ldeally be suitable tor medieval texts and medieval

constellations ot narrative possibitlities.” But only with

bo ronic and diachronic research into the
¢ ‘ - [ .
problematics of medieval parrative cam we hope to develop
, M . )
this "medieval narratology." Narratology, as an approach
- w.a.., v L TR .

] . S gea o A
which focuses on the text and respects its autonomy, 1s
valuable 1n studies of medieval poetics.

L 4
As we have i1llustrated, the differences between
N ,
Chretien and Chaucdr are many. These are thg function of
historical, socialland cultural factors. Thei{ 3

protagonists, their.themes, their fictional yniverse and the
\/ . ’ L 4 \
manner in which they reach the resolution stage are all

) .
different. Having said that, we“hape to have succeeded in

rd

demonstrating that the sifilarities far exceed the
; T . -

‘diffenenées. These similarities are mostly-1n the realm of ~



discourse and narration, 1n style and technique.

When we argue that Chaucer 1s steeped in'the French

,

tradition, we are Certatnly,gpr making a new revelation.

Many have argued this point before and better (c.g.

Muscatine 19573 Jordan 1974). Chaucer 1s, beyond-rany doubt,

one ot the first English-language writers to recognize the

benetits ot exploiting what the so-called French "romance"

L}
tradition had to ofter. Intentionally avortding generic

labels and terms, especially tricky ones such as "romance"

LN -

(Jordan 1974), Ye'procched to gxamlne narrative and

s T
ecriture. By building bridges between the two authors and

’

E 2

theirr texts and traditions, we sought to add to_what has
) ) ®

.

‘ . 4
been known all along, namely, that there i3 a "medieval
¥ .

f1terary tradition” and that the secular narrative prose,
) ¢ p

which was developed in the twei%th Century, RfOVlded thé‘.ﬁi
hxgh.and late Middle Ages not merely Wg£h the%es. topol And
motifs gut also“with structural models and protqtypes.' For
narrative 1n the hlgh;and late medieval period not only

., o
frequently resorted to tms same thematic sources, but it

;also utilized the same or similar compositional and

structural tecthiques. . .
Departing from the belief that Chrétien and Chaucer
¢ q'\ '*»q.‘ e s "
belong to the s ame lltbra?y a d:* khakffﬁ trjworks;
., g»$~4, 1“ J”- b ‘“ﬁ

are 1nsp1red by a, gm

we began applying peqt§

o1y
. / ’



»

functioning of this ion. Our amm in this thesis was

to ask tfundamental ns adolt, to B&¥g¢row )ordah's

words, the‘medleva‘ pe of creation" (1967). We sought

.10 pose the ques t o

what 15 literature?”" and "what ts
o :

o

writing?" in the and late Middle Ages. We also

attempted 40 see.Mhat Cconstitutes an quthor-subject, what
characteri'zes the narrator persona, and how the authorlal
and narratorial voirces contlict and yet comp lement each
other. To a certain extent, we tnquired as well 1nto the
rdeological reaning lodged in certain literary devices and
perspectives. To assemble the images of the two authors
' —
frrom their respective texts, we made use ot reseamch done 1in
the area of the "implied authotf." Without allowing
extratextual frameqgypt reference to creep into this study in
“the form of what Todorov calls "projection," &he approach
. J //‘
that we rejected at the outset, Wwe hope to have been able to
- .

shed light on some of the values determining the shape of

XYaJh and 1501[9§.

It 15 tTae that Chaucer found in the French literature
of the high and late Middle Ages a font of xnsplratiOn.
This can be ascertained from his works which all betray a

strong French influence that can be traced back to the

twelfth century. For 1t is in this century ‘that

textualiztion makes a momentous leap forward. [t 1s in thrs

-

§
\

. .- o - AL e
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century that the "story" 1s ftinally enwn(npatéd (Shepherd

1979). One ot the authors leading the "extraoedinary

.
.

enlarpement of the possibilrties open to . . . marrative
v - ’
L}
)
tiction” 1s, no doubt, Chretien de Troyes (Kelly 1975, 264).
Whitle he was quickly 1matated by German writers such d”

N '
Har tmann von Aue, his sophastigated textuality did pot find

its way I1nto English laterature until the fourtcer‘th o

century, with the advent ot Geottrey Chaucer. As one critac
puts 1t, “"the revolution 1n literary attitudes and practices
whirch took-place 1n twellth century France” oniy began to

exert their decisive 1ntluence on English narrative poetgy -

'n the tourteenth century and through Chaucer (Jordan 1972,
231). While studies have been made ot Dante s and

Boccaccro s intluence on Chaucer, Chretien s indirect

-

contribution to Chaucer s tormation as a poet have largely

\

been tgnored. In this dissertation, we attempted to take a
tew steps towards redressing this i1mbalance.
This thesis, however, 15,.-as we have 1nsrsted 1n the

introduct:on, not one n I1ntluence. It s true that "Chaucer

indirectly inherits many of Chretien s Yjyterary

.
-~

preoccupations as webdl as techriques, but we should stress

i

that we did not set out to see how Chaucer 1fproves on

-
. ~
certain devices or how he revolutionizes the tradlilon that )
. * i -
came down to him. It hag not beew our intention to show the
"progress" of medieval narrative verse. Atter all, | : toe

¥
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= ¢

y
"progress" Ys a normative notion. Wishing not to privilege
»

one author over  the other, we have, insomuch as this is
. pOssible, paid equal attention to both. This was partly
dictated by our interest in synchronic issues. What ¢

con't,er'ned us was to see how two medieval authorsiview the

-
transiti%ﬂ from orality to textuality, how they handle the
tntratextual ‘conmunication process and, most important®ot”
all, how they valorize their enterprise by inscribing their
authorial voices  into their texts. One of the niain premises

.~ 4 .

trom which we have developed this dissertation i1s that the

«

}weltth—century narrative 1§\qqalitat1vely difterent from
carlier medieval narrat;ve such as we see it in the Chanson
Q?VBQléﬁd or other chansons de geste which disregarded the
1qd1vidual protagonist or poet and which preoccupied i1tself
‘with national issues that tgnored, and perhaps entered 1in
contlict with, the El%léliugg_fgfﬁg'

In the first part of this dissertation (Chapters
I1-1V), we scrutinized the use of time. Time, from the

twel fth-century onwards, becomes the medium of creation.

Pnéike the chanson de geste, time plays a signiticant part

——
. : . V4 .
in generating meaning 1n the medieval narratgsve poems.
Yvain has to abide by a time frame. When he fails to do so,
he i1s penalized. Similarly, Troilus is governed by time.

Only afrer his apotheosis does time lose its importance.

Questions about the order in which events are presented and

{ .
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the duration of these events were asked in Chaptrers 11 and

<

Il The answers provided us with ihformation about the
similar compogitional techniques of the two authors. They’
‘also allowed us to point to oral features in Yvain and

Troilus. ‘The frequent use of prolepsis and anaicpsis

(particularly in Chaucer) as wel |l as fmplicit'}ecalls taking
the shape of thematically and structuraliy similar epis: s
(in Chretien) have been attributed to the atfinity ot the
medievall narrailve with the oral performance, a point
discussed 1n more detail in Chapter VI.

Whenever Genettian categories have been introduced,
they have been adapted to the medieval context and and have
been employed In such a way aé to enable us _ro move from
theory to interpretation, and from theorizing to a
meaningful explication de texte. When discussing Qraer, tor

instance, .we have been able to show how Calogrenant s

L3

"selt-referentiality. The code in this particular episode
reflects upon itself, and this has a bearing on the meaning
of Chretien’'s text and on the conmmunicational process. It

implies that, Chretien, a self-conscious and highly

. \a
competent writer, felt the need to double the text upon
ttself and to place in it clear mod1 legendi for his
audience of auditors and for the new reéadership: the

audience of not-so-competent readers (Baugh 1967).
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P : ,

Calogrenahp's pact with his listeners is/a pleasure péct; it
s tﬁe same pact Chretien s narrator strikes with hlS“
readers. Both point to the plaisir of the text and of the.
joys to be reaped in the process of reception. Chretien
elevates and legitimates the function of delectatio in
medieval narratdve,.and thls, too, is one area in which the
..
twelfth century ﬂqfluenced Chaucer.

Another example of thepry engendering close reading,
this time trom Troilus 1s from Qhapter 111, While
addressing narratixé nbvements, we had occasion to study the
role of scene in Chaucer s poem, which, 1In turn, led us to

reflect upon how this poet, by allowing his characters to

speak In their own i1dioms, makes a statement about the power

d ‘

ot rhetoric, langudge and even the dangers ot tiction. In
fiction, just asan language, there ts ltying. This, we
know, was one of Chaucer’ s concerns.

In the second half of, the diséertatlon (V-1X), we moved

\r6"9§[£§£19, to voice and mood. In Chqpter V, we

rehabilitated the author as a consitutive entity 1n both
texts, arguing that in some loci of Chretien’ s and Chaucer s
narratives, the aut‘l.s in}ervene\lg_giggiléAEgigggé to
p}ovide paratgxtual information and metafictional gloss.
This 1s yet é%o%ﬁer similarity between the two authors, and

we susnect that this 1s true of other medieval authors as

well. This direct Intervention, sometimes detected tn the
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text s abstract and coda, as well asqln the authorial
»

signature, points to the author’ s new conception of his role

and reflects the rpedieval text s contiguity to the author s
N /

aphys{cal body, a contiguity that time was gradually

obll‘erating. These 1ssues were explored i1n Chapters V and
VI. In Chapter Vle/We examined the‘”implied author "
which, while not being a voice position, still added to our

knowledge about the ideology and the axiological system
L4
inscribed 1n both works. In the last two chapters, another

distinct kind of voice was probed, namely' the narratorial

&yoice. Types of narrators  and the rationale behind the use
et particular tellers were also examined. The focus for the
: Y .
final chapter was™ focalization. Since the:-narratisng agent

is also the focalizing agent in bothatexts, our study of a
"who sees" complemented that of the narrator.
While not denying Chretien or Chaucer their intrinsic

« merit, we have chosen to probe what the two have in conmon.
The commonalitie- represent the tradition and conventions of
medieval narrative. Approaching narrative not from the

point of view of content, but of conjointure, we have tried

to approach the meaning of medieval narrative and of

medieval ecriture. And we have done so by concentrating on

two writers who are worthy of being called auctores, the

honouritic title conferred on the best 4nc the most

respected literary composers 1n the Miudle Ages. By
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choosing as our point of departure two authors who are
monuments 1n Western textuality, and by selecting their best
reprfsentative and their mos t complete works, we feel we
werle in a sound position to embark on the search for new

insights 1nto medieval narrative.
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