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The emergence dfazarillo de Torme# sixteenth-century Spain represents not only the
birth of the picaresque genre but also a new comic sensibility—picaresqueycdimed
critical new dimension of picaresque comedy is ambivalence derived fromfthe sel
deprecation of the picaresque narrator and a newfound sense of pathetic identificati
with the plight of the pooi.azarillo artfully interweaves divergent comic traditions into
a synthesis, but in the next significant picaresque novel, Mateo Aleman’isenass
Guzman de Alfaraché¢he picaresque comedy lddizarillo is called into question.
Aleman’s novel draws on some of the new comic energy of the picaresque, but it
ultimately suffocates picaresque comedy under the heavy weight of CoufaemBt#Eon
ideology. A fault line is therefore created in the nascent genre, and the soureseaitif thi
is the problem of picaresque comedy. The remainder of the study uses tHisanitiast
in sensibility to trace the trajectory of the picaresque in Spain and else@®vantes’

critiqgue of the picaresque and its comic sensibility is considered, as aeathiens to



the heavy-handed didacticism of Aleman in subsequent Spanish picaresque texts. But the
study expands beyond the Spanish tradition to consider the influence of the picaresque in
Germany, England, and the United States. Another chapter considers the problem of the
feminine picaresque in Ubedd’s Picara JustinaGrimmelshausen’€ourascheand
Defoe’sMoll Flanders In these works, the picaresque comedy of earlier texts is

rendered problematic by the introduction of the female narrator who introducesah spec
dynamic to picaresque comedy. Later, the epic comedy of Fieldiagé&ph Andrews
contrasted with the picaresque comedy of SmollBderick RandomThe study

concludes with a reading of Saul Bellowke Adventures of Augie Marefa text that
demonstrates both the persistence of the picaresque and its churning internal

contradiction.
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Introduction

Two theses are the subject of this study. The first is that the work generally
understood to be the first picaresque novel introduces a new comic sensibility, which |
label picaresque comedy. Picaresque comedy shares the confluence adroengycin
Shakespeare or Moliere, but the distinctive feature of picaresque comexdyisrital
opposition between the ludic quality of the comedic art and the weighter mattarsitvi
that militate against this free-spirited comedy. The reasons fantarsal strife are
numerous, but of great significance is the fact that the narrator of the gicatest most
often lavishes himself with a curious admixture of pity and scorn. Another key
ingredient is the inherent unreliability and rhetorical savvy of the pigaeasarrator.
The history of comic prose fiction is rich in tricksters—Apuleius’ s donkey-nu@rus
comes to mind, as do Till Eulenspiegel and Rabelais’ Panurge, but such figures lack the
rhetorical slyness of the picaro who is at once trickster and author, and ithetirecal
richness of texts likeazarillo, GuzmanandMoll Flandersthat adds special significance
to the question of comedy in those texts. An added dimension of picaresque comedy is
the degree of pathetic identification, which goes hand in hand with the gregitee dé
verisimilitude offered in the picaresque. On this count we should remember that when
Lazarillo emerged in 1554, novels of chivalry and pastoral novels were still the
prevailing novelistic forms. The gritty, realistic detail of picaresquéangroffers a
degree of social urgency, an awakening to problems of poverty and an invitation to
commiserate with the plight of the poor. The problem that arises is one of bglancin

pathetic identification and agape with the obvious waywardness of the picaro and, in the



case of the comic texts, with the natural tendency towards establishingdibetween
the laughing subject and the object of scorn and ridicule.

The second, related thesis of this study is that this new comic sensitgiitgc a
fault line in the nascent genre with the publicatio®azman de Alfarachea novel that
wrestles with its own comic impulses and ultimately poses a serious prabthen t
continued practice of picaresque comedy. Put another way, the picaresque dissgui
itself from its earliest stages as a genre at odds with itself,tpatllyan search of self-
definition. The problem of picaresque comedy becomes the axis around which piearesqu
texts fromLazarillo to Saul Bellow'sAdventures of Augie Maratrganize themselves.

As we shall see, each of the texts under discussion in this study will respond to the
problem differently.

The challenges of this study are numerous. First of all, basic concepts are under
interrogation, and the foundation of the study’s broad subject, is undermined to an extent
by the premises of its own argument. Which is to say that as much as the studgpromot
the idea of the picaresque genre as a meaningful concept, it calls inforgtleswery
notion of a unified picaresque. Moreover, understanding picaresque comedy as a
phenomenon means not only distinguishing the picaresque from other novelistic creations
but examining the slippery entity that we call comedy. The goal isftirerto distinguish
the unique comic energy in the picaresque from the larger comic traditainaform it.

Yet comedy in the broad sense, perhaps more than any generic category, preues a ve
problem. For this reason, it seems fitting to step back and consider for a moment the

difficulty in theorizing the comic more broadly.



The bias against comedy is a longstanding one and an important reason for it is
mere accident. Significant portions of theeticsdealing with the comic were lost to
posterity, as was Homer’s supposed comic epic. Had these ancient textisqrasse,
the comic might well have achieved a greater degree of respectaiify.Aristotle
does tell us is in thBoeticsabout comedy is of limited utility. For Aristotle, the comic is
an expression of the base and ugly, and it features lower characters not refined or
dignified enough to step on a tragic stage. Comedy for Aristotle knows neiteaytis
grand emotions, nor anything like a catharsis of pity and fear. It is ratheoecppation
with the perverse, indeed with what he termsatisehrosor “ugly.” This is no promising
start for comic theory.

In fact, it is not until the fourth century that Donatus draws on lost manuscripts of
Cicero and adds another dimension to the debate. Rather than understanding comic solely
in terms of the laughter it incites or the baseness behind that laughter, Dondtus (a
presumably Cicero) emphasize the social dimensions of laughter. The keyweorsl her
comedy as apeculum consuetudinia mirror of custom. For the first time, comic art
achieves a degree of genuine respectability, endowed with a verisimitideatched
by tragedy. Tragedy might approach more closely arcane metaphysieabtruit does
not achieve the same honest portrayal of humanity in all of its laughable imiperfect
And yet the bias against comedy initiated by Aristotle persistsilldmrmium after
Donatus, Italian translators and commentators of Aristotle revert backadtinct
conception of the comic, and in an attempt to take it further, they arrive imtatasg but
somehow equally nebulous understandings of the comic. Vincenzo Maggi accepts

Aristotle’s notion of the ugly as a necessary condition for laughter, but distasda i



sufficient one. He puts forth the argument that the comic springs from ageaofi the

ugly and what he terms the “wondrous.” Yet what precisely accounts for thisgeais

not spelled out. Ludovico Castelvetro approaches the problem from a different angle. F
Castelvetro, laughter has deeper roots than visual or mental calistltasjamther, an
expression of our fallen, sinful nature. By this definition, the comic art would draw us
down into solemn reminder of sinfulness rather than exalt us as the sole spedts capa
of laughter. Castelvetro’s understanding of laughter as an expression of ®@nahasg

may well have inspired Thomas Hobbes, writing a century later. Hobbes offers in 1650
one of the most influential definitions of laughter until the eighteenth century. For
Hobbes, laughter is an expression of a brief but wondrous exultation of superiority over
another person. Simon Dickie’s impressive new book on Hobbes considers how
significant the influence of misanthropic humor has been, particularly on eigitee
century England'

Hobbes is not the last word, but he is perhaps the dominant influence on comic
theory until the eighteenth century. We might see in Moliere an interestimgecpoint.
Though more a practitioner than theorist, Moliere’s prefaces and plays refiiesian
laughter and emphasize the sociability of laughter. Laughter leave®biesian world
of bellum omnium contra omnesd enters that of polite sociability. In Shakespeare,
comedy becomes a celebration of wit and ingenuity over the unimaginative arghboori
As Barber has shown in his famous study of Shakespeare and the comic, the many
allusions in Shakespearean comedy to festive rites (often of pagan origbratetbe
joys of the body (and indeed of jocularity in the broadest sénat separates Sir

Toby, Falstaff and Dogberry from the comic protagonists of Jonson and Molibes is t



Shakespeare creates genuinely likable fellows who are set in oppositioresisagatl
killjoys like Malvolio and Jacques. Whereas Shakespearean comedy isglps$éstive,
there is a cathartic quality in Jonson and Moliere. Comedy becomes the Jeidoiotght
which eccentric social behavior is corrected, and the castigation througlelaoighites
(hypocrisy, avarice, false erudition, choler) serves the greater gaoghter assumes in
these authors the same function that René Girard ascribes to ritual stiagaegoa
tragedy—namely, it unites society against a common adversary.

In eighteenth-century Britain and a bit later in Germany, a diffespdcd of the
comic comes to the fore—the rational. The social corrective functions of laughter ar
downplayed and once more the emphasis shifts to the inner workings of the mind. The
individual comic theories of thinkers as diverse as Addison, Fielding, Kant,
Schopenhauer, Jean Paul, and Hazlitt can be grouped under the rubric of incongruity. The
nature of the incongruity is of course different for each on some level. Addison and
Fielding militate against the pessimism of Hobbes and that of Marmontedncdsrwho
added in hi€ncyclopédieentry on comedy that “La malice naturelle aux hommes est le
principe de la comédie.” For Addison, the object of laughter need not be base, nor must
the butt of a joke be a rogue or oaf. Rather, all individuals of “wit and vivacityétare
some point the butt of jokes, and laughter becomes an endorsement of our human
connectedness and indeed of our unique rationality (we may recall on this count
Castelvetro, who two centuries earlier had claimed laughter was evioleoge
sinfulness rather than our reason). Among the German thinkers, a Copernican Revolution
of sort takes place similar to that undertaken by Kant in his critiques. Radiner t

understanding humor in terms of objects, the emphasis shifts to how the inner stoiicture



the thinking subject’s mind filters the content of reality and produces an impulsel$sowa
laughter. For Kant, laughter amounts to little more than the surprise at intgngr
resulting from some inexplicable discrepancy. For Jean Paul, “the conkiedahe

sublime, never dwells in the object, but in the subjéct.”

But the incongruity theories were not the last word either. George Meredith
discerns the presence of a comic spirit that touches some and leaves others¢old. Hi
fitting metaphor for a study like this, for in truth the authors represented mphges
could well be described as purveyors of the spirit of picaresque comedy oatalsy
as agelasts, dour opponents of laughter.

We have in this world men whom Rabelais would call “agelasts”; that is to say,

non-laughers—men who are in that respect as dead bodies, which, if you prick

them, do not bleed. The old gray boulderstone, that has finished its peregrination
from the rock to the valley, is as easily to be set rolling up again as these men
laughing. No collision of circumstances in our mortal career strikes bghihém.

It is but one step from being agelastic to misogelastic, anddbgslog, the

laughter-hating, soon learns to dignify his dislike as an objection in mofality.
Meredith states here with great eloquence one of the central premisgsigfument,
namely that the internal division within the picaresque has to do with an aversion to
laughter. What is important to point out in Meredith is the degree to which his theory
relies on the audience’s predisposition to laughter. In truth, of the autheas, lomly
one might be fall under the rubric of the agelast—Mateo Aleméan. And yet Aleman’

aversion to laughter is among other things an aversion to his own comic instincts, and for



this | label his great and contradictory no@lzman de Alfaracha case of the neurotic
picaresque.

What is interesting about much of the critical literature on the picareggtoe
this point is that the problem of comedy in the texts considered in this study hadlyot rea
been accounted for. To be sure, some very fine studies have come forward in Baglish t
approach the picaresque from a comparative perspective—Alexander Parker’s
groundbreaking.iterature and the DelinquentRobert Alter'sRogue’s Progresand
Walter Reed’sAn Exemplary History of the Novel: The Quixotic versus the Picarésque
Parker deserves tremendous credit for a study that gives adequatenteatboth the
Spanish and later European incarnations of the picaresque novel. Forty yats aft
publication, Parker’s study still sets the standard for comparativeasshigl on the
picaresque. Yet Parker’s readingd.akarillo, GuzmanMoll Flanders and other
picaresque novels are largely concerned with the ethical aspects of #iss€&he
problem of comedy is largely overlooked because for Parker the genre isreditenary
mischief, but genuinely concerned with larger ethical and philosophical matters
study is full of wonderful insights, and | quote from it in my chapter on Fielding and
Smollett. But Alter, writing roughly at the same time as Parker, skearson justifying
the picaresque as “serious” literature by highlighting its bleaker mem@nte more, the
comic spirit is underappreciated. Reed goes beyond Parker in historical sadee (P
stops in the eighteenth century, Reed with John Barth in the late twentieth) and in
theoretical sophistication. Reed maps a genealogy of the European novelavith tw
distinct family lines—the Quixotic and the picaresque. He treats novels langedyrs,

highlighting the co-existence of these competing approaches to the novel iraworks



diverse agristram ShandyThe Confidence MarandThe Sot-Weed FactoYet the
concern is understandably not with the history of comic prose fiction but with that of the
novel, and as in Alter, the Spanish foundation of the picaresque is not given due attention.
Valuable studies have been done on the Spanish picaresque by Maravall, Rico, and Dunn,
but those works, rich as they are, do not consider picaresque expansion outside of Spain
and more importantly, they avoid the question of confe@isistébal Serra’s work does a
nice job of highlighting darkly comic moments in picaresque writing, but heatkign
generalizes these moments under the rubric of black humor, which as we shsliaee, i
broad a category to capture the peculiar innovations of picaresque cdmedy.

The comic (and picaresque comedy in particular) maintains a dual existérate—t
IS, it undergoes the same sociogenetic processes that Norbert &lilbssa® manners
and civil behavior, and yet it does not display a teleological progression fronmis@rba
to civility, but rather a back and forth between the two. Comedy may choose to obey
history’s orders from time to time, but it can flout them just as easily. Comailyes,
but it does so on its own peculiar terms. There, are, for instance, underlying comic
archetypes which enable Aristophanes, Plautus, and Apuleius (not to mention
Shakespeare or Cervantes), despite their individual differences and desy#ertire
historical gap separating us from them, to retain much of their comic punch today. |
other words, the comic undergoes constant evolution (caught, like all human institutions,
in the maelstrom of historical change) and yet demonstrates sufficiergteany to
largely transcend historical, social, and linguistic specification.

Another point to make about both comic and literary evolution in the broad sense

is that neither is linear or teleological. Whereas the modern cinecoateption of “low



comedy” is unabashedly bawdy, the same “dark” comic forces are piesent
Aristophanes, Apuleius, and Rabelais, and, in a milder form, in ShakespeliFéelding.

An important characteristic of comedy is that it offers a useful benchmark age’s

values and of its flexibility in dealing with and subverting those values—be thigéigadol
legal, social, or sexual. The most effective comedy tests the limits afajecpiite often
transgressing them. Yet inevitably, such transgressions of an age’s codhmdeal

ethos) are castigated, if not through censorship (and in many cases thel physica
punishment of comic perpetrators) then within the realm of the literary, by author

lead by example and reel in the often wayward spirit of the age. The pracsitodner

comic excess in my study (the anonymous author of Lazarillo, Quevedo, Ubeda,
Grimmelshausen, and Smollett) are set in opposition to those who, though they draw their
stones from the same quarry, erect quite different novelistic edificefallAlhder the

rubric of the picaresque, and all, as we shall see, adopt an original solution to tamprobl
of picaresque comedy. Aleman injects into his picaresque narrative p stiesan of
didacticism, flavored both by the metaphysicgfano(traditionally Christian in its
devaluation of the earthly, proto-Schopenhauerian in its condemnation of the world of
Schein. Cervantes is of course no enemy of the comic as such, but his comic vision and
indeed his aversion to the monologic quality of the picaresque narrator, set hisqueare
experiments apart from the important Spanish picaresque texts of his ddwdrikte
Cervantes, privileges the narrative voice of epic comedy over the monahoggtions

of the picaresque, bubseph Andrewsonetheless presents, in one of its key interludes, a
fascinating foray into picaresque comedy (which contrasts nicely witkpikecomedy of

the novel as a whole). Defoe, for his part, transforms the female picara, wheda U
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and Grimmelshausen is a mere object of ridicule, so that more serious psyehaodic
sociological concerns can be emphasized. Finally, Bellow developes a neal cynic
realism that draws on some of the same sensibilities of picaresque contest
nonetheless injects a seriousness of purpose, a sense of worlddesarganohat is
foreign to the picaros dfazarillo and theBuscoén

One of the great misfortunes of a study as inclusive as this one is thatidesxc
quite a number of texts. Indeed, a broad understanding of the picaresque and the reactions
to the peculiar internal strife | diagnose here could be expanded to include a number of
texts that regrettably do not fall into the scope of this study. Among thésevexid be
Grimmelshausen’®er abenteuerliche Simplicissimussage’$Gil Blas, Fielding’s
Jonathan WildandTom JonesGogol’'sDead SoulsMelville’s Confidence ManMann'’s
Felix Krull, GrassTin Drum,andEllison’s Invisible Man

One further point deserves mention. Though the present study is organized around
the problem of the picaresque comedy, it is by no means exclusively conceiméuewit
comic. The readings offered address in some substantial way the issuesesipiear
comedy, but they likewise explain the narrative idiosyncracies of eachftanything,
the picaresque is not a mere restatement of a basic narrative situatimr, Ratoose
form allows for great experimentation and discovery, and although nearly tdktbe
discussed here share the same first-person picaresque approach, they diverge
considerably when examined more closely. The picaresque is a genrenathwitself, in

constant search for self-definition.
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Chapter One

Picaresque Comedy Emerges: Comic Confluence lrazarillo de Tormes

In this chapter, | trace the emergence and confluence of three relassgparste
comic forces irLazarillo de Tormes Taken together, these comic forces constitute a new
brand of comic prose fiction which | label picaresque comkagarillo is a text bristling
with comic energy, but after the thinchictadoof the narrative, a sudden shift occurs,
almost as if the narrator runs out of breath. The comic energy which had suffused the
before dissipates, and a kind of death occurs. Yet as in the case of the honeshbeggar
the Gospels, the ironic point of reference for the dishonest Lazarillo, a sesuofaction
occurs here. The comic spirit of the text, repressed after therdtddg reemerges in

the narrative’s final segment, but in a new form.

Physical Comedy inLazarillo

The physical is the most obvious comic fornLazarillo, and it is likewise the
most representative of comic prose fiction from Antiquity to the Renaisstinc
celebrates and ridicules at once the baseness of the body, the infinite ingpesfeict
earthly finitude. Obvious examples of the physical are the clumsy stage shasaifiga
farce or the scatological motifs in prose works of Apuleius or Rabelaish& ghtysical
comedy inLazarillo stands apart from precedents in at least one important way—namely,
it is interwoven with a new sense of pathos. This pathos is a significant aspectof a ne
sense of realism greatly lacking in those comic precedents. The pecuéaridyf the

comic inLazarillo is that unlike traditional comedy, which consistently erects a barrier
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between comic protagonist (set off from the world by his mishaps or ridiculotectdra
and audience (who exalts in a sense of superiotigarillo’'s comedy is part of a broad
rhetorical strategy to win over the reader to the protagonist.
To illustrate the new sense of comic pathos that emerdesarillo, let us
briefly consider a passage from Apulei@lden Assn which the proto-picaro Lucius,
having been transformed into a donkey, is miraculously saved from sure death through
the content of his bowels:
But the men, after having with some difficulty controlled theirsjataught me
and tied me to a hook with a very strong strap. They began toneeagain, and
would certainly have killed me if it had not been for my belly, cehivas
constricted by the pain of the blows, crammed full with those raw vegetables,
and weakened with slippery diarrhea: it sent forth ordure in an@tdrove the
men away from my poor beaten haunches, some with the spray of ktieual
others by the stink of the putrid stenth.
This passage derives its comic force through an ambush on the senses and a similar
assault on rational expectation. This is physical comedy of the basesbgical sort.
The donkey’s olfactory onslaught is repellent not merely to its pursuers, butreatier,
and all are taken aback with the suddenness and unexpectedness of this comic explosion.
Yet such a scene, though it weds violence to the comic, is too absurd to involve genuine
pathos. Even if the narrator being beaten to the point of near death were not a donkey, the
deus ex machineesiding in his unruly belly would drive away pity as it does the

attackers.
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Now let us consider as counterexample one of the most powerful expressions of
physical comedy ihazarillo, namely a scene from the fitsactadoin which the picaro
receives comeuppance for having siphoned out wine from the blind man’s jar:

Y luego otro dia, teniendo yo rezumando mi jarro como solia, no pensando el

dafio que me estaba aparejado ni que el mal ciego me sentia, sentéme como solia;

estando recibiendo aquellos dulces tragos, mi cara puesta hacia el cielo, un poco
cerrados los ojos por mejor gustar el sabroso licuor, sintid el desesperado ciego
gue agora tenia tiempo de tomar de mi venganza, y con toda su fuerza, alzando
con dos manos aquel dulce y amargo jarro, le dejé caer sobre mi boca,
ayudandose, como digo, con todo su poder, de manera que el pobre Lazaro, que
de nada desto se guardaba, antes, como otras veces, estaba descuidado y gozoso,
verdaderamente me parecio que el cielo, con todo lo que en él hay, me habia
caido encima.l{@zarillo 32-33f

[And then the other day, while | was savoring drops from the jar as | often did,

not imagining the harm in store for me nor aware that the blind man could hear

me, | sat down as | usually did. Tasting those sweet sips, my face turnedisipwa

to the sky, my eyes slightly closed to better savor the flavor of the tasty ligeior, t

desperate blind man sensed it was time to take vengeance on me, and with all his

strength, raising with both his hands the sweet yet bitter jug, he ldtahfedy

mouth, making use as | say of all his force, in such a way that I, poor Lazaro, was

suspecting nothing and was as careless and pleasure-seeking as in théypast, t

thought that the sky and everything in it had collapsed ontd™me.]
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Whereas the Apuleius passage overwhelms with its rapidity, this scene thdy3he
purpose of this delay is to build up a comic snowball effect. Brilliant here is dmtiait
to detail, notably the way Lazarillo closes his eyes and tilts his head batkhceseh
drop of wine that comes his way. The rich hypotaxis of this passage demorsstrates
stylistic panache seemingly alien to a lowly picaro. Like the pasdamee, the topos of
self-pity comes to the fore, yet here, the object of identification is not a dopéalisg
literary (albeit low-comic) Latin, but a boy communicating in an “honastf seemingly
forthright vernaculat! Moreover, the author dfazarillo is far more eager to
communicate the extent of his pain. Lucius’ supposedly near death experieneais g
short shrift, but Lazarillo’s face-smashing encounter with a wine,jékésthe wine it
once contained, relished for every drop:
Fue tal el golpecillo, gue me desatind y saco de sentido, y el jarrazonde,gra
gue los pedazos dél se me metieron por la cara, rompiéndomela pasmpactes,
y me quebro los dientes, sin los cuales hasta hoy dia me quedé.(33)
[The little blow was so hard that it unravelled me and knocked me unconscious,
and the jamming of the jar was so great that the pieces dug into my facendpreaki
over me in many parts, and it broke my teeth, and | have remained today without
them]
Lazarillo is Freud’s worst patient. Rather than repressing childhood traurappéars to
derive curious pleasure from it, if only to bask in self-pity and thereby pitgifrom the
implied readeNMuestra Mercedand presumably all other readers as well). The
syntactical construction of this passage demonstrates this eagernebsitskerior the

sake of effect. And what is this desired effect? It is a curious blend of uetetiemic



15

revelry and focalized pathetic identification. This is, to be sure, an exceediolglyt
passage, and the marriage of violence and coméddyzarillo is one problematic aspect
of the new comic pathos peculiar to Lazarillo. Violence and comedy are wedimlzer
of Golden Age texts, most notably perhaps in@hgote but Lazarillo’s comic violence
is rendered especially problematic because it is depicted with metical@ulsycthe
picaro himself, who in all cases but one is the unlucky recipient of the violencgrddte
care taken to depict what most would consider a traumatic event presents two
possibilities. Either the narrator is a masochist, who genuinely derieesupdeby
reflecting on past trauma, or he is embellishing for the sake of rhetaniaalthis case
comic) effect.

One angle from which to approach both the violent physical comedy as well as
the comedy of self-effacementliazarillo is Hobbes’ notion of comedy as self-assertion.
In witnessing the disgrace and humiliation of the other, the subject delights in his own
sense of superiority. Hobbes writes in Chapter IX of his tre@mskEluman Nature
(1650):

Also men laugh at the infirmities of others, by comparison wherewith their own

are set off and illustrated. Also men laugh at jests, the wit whereofalway

consisteth in the elegant discovering and conveying to our minds some absurdity
of another: and in this case also the passion of laughter proceedeth from the
sudden imagination of our own odds and eminency: for what is else the
recommending of ourselves to our own good opinion, by comparison with another

man'’s infirmity or absurdity?
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Laughter for Hobbes is an assertion of power over an object of ridicule. It appeals to a
instinct present in us all (which Nietzsche grasps upon in constructing his tfi¢loey
Will to Power) which seeks out any available means, physical or psychalldgiobtain
a sense of superiority over an unfortunate party. And moreover, laughter is sudden,
arising from an instant realization of higher status, at once Dionysianateaband
smug rational awareness of power attaiheaarillo would appear at first glance to
speak to this instinct in his reader. After all, the subjugation of the picadomger, the
degradation and physical violence to which he is subjected—all would seem to caress the
ego of the presumably well-off reader. Yet Hobbes’ model of laughter does natepeovi
satisfactory account of the comic techniquekanarillo. Indeed, Lazarillo
communicates a great deal of personal hardship, and much of this is done in comic
fashion, but he does so with great cleverness—indeed, in the same way he humbles
himself before his masters in order to subtly undermine their authority. And thethse of
diminutive in the mature L&zaro’s description of his former self heightensetimeiet of
pathos. Indeed, particular emphasis is stressed irattaillo on the youth and relative
innocence of the protagoniSt.And yet there is great artfulness in the artlessness of the
boy. Lazarillo’s narrative, as much as it awakens the Hobbesian/Nietzsmstinct for
superiority, is motivated by that selfsame instinct, and its ultimatesaionsubjugate the
reader to the will of the seemingly harmless picaro.

Parts Two and Three of this essay will discuss both the social dimensions of
Lazarillo’s power struggles and the psychological/rhetorical straibgglf-pity he
employs. For now, our emphasis is on the physical, and it is not difficult to discern a

common thread running through Lazarillo’s adventures in the first raetados(which



17

constitute the lion’s share of the narrative). Over and over, the picaro is eagezab r
how horribly hungry he is. With regard to Lazarillo’s first master, the blind manearn
the following: “Mas también quiero que sepa Vuestra Merced que, con todo lo que
adquiria y tenia, jamas tan avariento ni mezquino hombre no vi; tanto, que me mataba a
mi de hambre, y asi no me demediaba de lo necesario.” (27) [Moreover I'd like Your
Honor to know that with all I've acquired and had, | have never seen such a stingy man,
who starved me to death and did not share necessary goods with me.] Yet Lazarillo’
second master, the priest, is even less inclined to feed the boy:
Pensé muchas veces irme de aquel mezquino amo; mas por dos cosas lo dejaba:
la primera, por no me atrever a mis piernas, por temer de la flaqueza que de
pura hambre me venia; y la otra, consideraba y decia: “Yo he tenido dos amos:
el primero traiame muerto de hambre, y, dejandole, topé con estotro, que me
tiene ya con ella en la sepultura. (54)
[I considered on many occasions taking leave of that stingy master, but two
things prevented me: first, | couldn’t trust my legs due to fear of decrepitude
that the starvation had caused to me, and the other considering and saying to
myself that | had had two masters and that the first had starved me to death, and
having leaving him, | ran into this second who now has me in a tomb.]
Of course, Lazarillo has no choice in this matter, and is booted out of his secontsmaster
home after his ruse to steal communion is uncovered. And though his third master, the
squire, is of a far more generous disposition on a moral level, he has no food for the boy
(let alone himself). Whereas the belly of Apuleius’ donkey-man Lucius gentratds

through its expulsions, Lazarilloesstdmagas perpetually empty, and much of the
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narrative is occupied with a “heroic” quest for gastric satiety. Humgeazarillo
consumes the narrative; it is thime qua norof narrative progression. Where there is no
hunger, there is no action. The hunger themeaairarillo, unlike the depiction of
violence above, establishes connection to rather than distance from an audiencas Where
it can be hoped that not every reader can easily relate to the feeling ofjarvarashing
over their face, it can be safely assumed that all understand the physiaibsenfs
hunger. Yet the universality of hunger does not render it funny. The comedy of hunger in
the narrative is derived largely from the futility of the desire to reaatiation and the
absurdity of this search.

The basely physical becomes a conduit through which the social elemest enter
the text. The degree of the social resonance of hunger is not easily disterrtbe text
once more moves beyond its comic predecessors in this area. As in the case asApulei
an important contrast presents itself: namely that between the famoustentmiween
Panurge and Pantagruel in Rabelais. Panurge, a cousin of sorts to the picarotheccosts
giant and petitions him in thirteen different languages (some invente&jingreat
rhetorical effort—all to express one basic idea: “I'm hungry.” Yet Pansiigenger is a
mere comic means to an end, and in no way is the hunger theme motivated by a depiction
of abject social circumstance (on the contrary, much of Rabelais celadreéss, both
verbal and gastronomical). To be sure, the preoccupation with poverty and hunger in
Lazarillo and its picaresque offspring is primarily not intended to raisel smareness,
though the degree to which these texts obey a logic of realism unthinkable in either
Apuleius or Rabelais transforms hunger from a literary prop to an issue of genuaie soci

relevance.
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The Social Dimension and the Comedy of Power

The social dimension of comedy is far more difficult to define than the physica
Whereas physical comedy explicitly engages the senses, social cisnfireayght with
implicit behavioral norms and power relations. Theories of comedy have defined the
social dimension in a variety of ways. Donatus, in his fourth-cedttg grammatica
quotes Cicero in seeing comedy as “imitatio vitae, speculum consuetudinie, imag
veritatis.” Comedy is truer in its mimetic function than tragedy, and bex;amaddition
to imitation of life, a mirror of customs and image of the truth. Much of comic theory
from Antiquity to the nineteenth century emphasizes the social over the phgaital
focuses almost exclusively on comedy in drama rather than prose. Yet evegsarBe
classic treatise obe Rirg still a touchstone of modern comic theory, the social is defined
in terms of norms that the comic protagonist violafdergson’s favorite example is the
Moliere protagonist whose dogged resistance to social niceties aliematas an object
of ridicule by his peers. A more expansive view of social comedy is preserkhtirBa
In his theory, the carnivalesque subverts social hierarchies and allows a @ilture
laughter (associated with the lower classes) to hold sway over the ovelisse
aristocracy, if only on festive occasiohs.

A full discussion of the problem of the social dimension on comedy cannot be
offered here, for it would entail an extensive historical analysis of powdoredan
sixteenth-century Spain, not to mention a sociological account of the problem of poverty.
Important studies such as those of Maravall and Cruz represent a large Biep in t

direction, though their focus is clearly not comedyMy focus here will be on one
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prominent aspect of the socialliazarillo, namely power relations as a catalyst for

comic effect!’ To characterize power relationsliazarillo as inverted would be to
misinterpret the picaro’s behavior. A reader with only a superficialrstateling of a

text like Lazarillo (or of the picaresque in general) might jump to the conclusion that
Lazarillo represents, like TouchstoneAs You Like Ita “comic hero” whose low
upbringing and general disregard for behavioral norms in courtly society tgeoenaic
chaos amid overly sober propriety, a lightning bolt of irrationality cast intautineyssky

of rationality. Yet this is not the caseliazarillo. Lazarillo may resent his masters, but

he never asserts himself through vituperative protest. He remains, in histexplici
interaction, more or less quietly subordinate to their will on the surface, though he
consistently devises ways to subvert it when they are absent. Lazariéwisdtessions”

are rebellions of the belly, not of the tongue. He is no rogue, but a likable trickster, and
the castigation he receives from the blind man and the priest remains privateedthe g
exception to Lazarillo’s general obedience is of course the revengkdsean the blind
man, and it functions so beautifully that there is no need for social accountabihtg for
deed. Having left the blind man lying “medio muerto” after his collision with a aolum
Lazarillo absconds without any trace of guilt: “Y dejéle en poder de mucit@ gee lo

habia ido a socorrer, y tomé la puerta de la villa en los pies de un trote...No supe mas lo
gue Dios dél hizo ni curé de saberlo.” (46) [I left him to the many people who had come
to aid him and | dashed through the town gate on a trot...l never learned what God had
done with him nor did | care to find out.]To subvert power relations and to do so without
the knowledge of society at large--herein resides the malicious ple&shespicaro. Yet

Lazarillo is a marginal figure, not just because he is unable to establisgifiims
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respectable society but because society fails to take account of his mopasaan
individual. Indeed, the attitude towards Lazarillo taken by society at Igrgerephrase
a term applied to Britain’s treatment of the American colony, a neglecttogetier
salutary.

Yet Lazarillo, ignored by society until his eventual appointment as town crier of
Toledo (that new occupation is mentioned only in the firgadtadg, manages to attain
importance not as an individual acting in society but as a narrator operating ifrthe rea
of the literary. A problematic relationship is establishedararillo between the social
and the literary. On the one hand, social marginalization is to be overcome through
literary achievement. The prologueltazarillo is rich evidence of this:

¢, Quién piensa que el soldado que es primero del escala tiene méas aborrecido el

vivir? No, por cierto; mas el deseo de alabanza le hace ponerse al peligro; vy, as

en las artes y letras es lo mesmo. (6)

[Who thinks that the soldier is the first to scale a wall is he who hatebdifi@most?

Certainly not; it is the desire for praise that leads him into danger, andet is t

same in arts and letters.]

On the other hand, the literary does not exist in cool and tranquil solitude. It is, rather,
embedded in the cauldron of the social, and for Lazarillo, the image here odriuey lit
artist putting himself in danger, like a soldier in search of glory, is signtfroat just
because of perceived literary failure might lead to personal ignominy, but thefact
that the narrative itself is rooted in a pre-existent degradation that is now lstaadza

public that previously had ignored lowly Lazarillo.
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Yet things are not so bad after all for the impoverished boy turned author. In the
struggle between master and servant, which can be recast as a strwggbs [aethor
and reader, it is the latter who is seduced by the narrator’s rhetoricdimg with the
servant. The comic payoff of seeing Lazarillo’s blind master smash intoltirarc
springs from a sense of relief at seeing the wicked man receive his progemppamnce,
and in this respect it is not unlike the catharsis of tragedy. But unlike the catidrish
entails a purging of emotions and a return to normalcy, the cycle regenerdites itse
immediately inLazarillo, and a new power relation is established in which Lazarillo must
once more devise means of asserting himself without transgressind| thiesaciety at
large.

Lazarillo is not a loud social protestor (though he is no practitioner of Gandhi’s
passive resistance either). The head-spligimgafioperpetuated against the blind man is
the only incidence of physical violence against a master. Lazarillo sdssrgecond
master, the miserly priest, far more than the first (“E&ad trueno y di en el relampago,
porque era el ciego para con éste un Alejandre Magno” 47) [I escaped from the thunder
and ran into lightning, for the blind man was like Alexander the Great compared to thi
fellow], yet the only violence in this second relationship is wrought on poor Lazarill
and when the two part company, the master maintains control: “Lazaro, de heyemas
tuyo y no mio. Busca amo y vete con Dios...” (71) [Lazaro, from now on you are yours
and not mine. Find another master and go with God.] The third master, the least
domineering and most cordial of the three, has predicated his existence on the visual
trappings of authority and wealth, when in actuality he is but a well-dressed pidas

own right. As Sieber brilliantly argues, the language of the thietadq particularly the
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forms of address employed by Lazarillo towards his master in thought, undéneine
master’s authority and reverse the power dynamic between th& Atthe end of the
third tractadq it is not the servant who flees the master but the master the s@rvant.

Comic theories have repeatedly identified incongruity as a principal agee of
comic. Fielding, for one, in his famous prefacddseph Andrewemphasizes that
hunger and infirmity are never ridiculous unto themselves, but only when they afflict
those putting on noble airs (or noblemen themselves). Yet as Schaeffel gutintts out,
not all incongruity is unto itself comic, as in the case of poetic met&dpBmmedy
thrives for Schaeffer not solely on incongruity, but on the combination of incongruity and
comic context. In the case bézarillo, quite clearly, both comic context (the well-worn
techniques and anecdotes of late Middle Ages) and comic incongruity ayddicesd
together. Beyond the brute physical humor described above, the power relations betwee
master and servant provide ample occasion for both context and incongruity. The comic
motif in question would appear at first glance to be a well-worn one—the ginser
subverting the will of his master or basking in a knowledge that his social supekisr
Yet the archetypical master-slave interaction, most commonly seenAmibigitryoof
Plautus (and re-workings of the theme by the likes of Moliére and Dryden)as not
adequate model to explain the dynamickaxarillo.

Two important things separate Lazarillo from the long tradition of the edlyic
unruly servant. First, the masters in question here, as much as they differ in thei
respective status in the eyes of society, are, from a moral perspestsveolde than
their servant. This is the great irony of the text, and Go@ead Soulgarguably a

Russian cousin of the picaresque) folldvezarillo's example, as the protagonist
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Chichikov’s meanderings through the steppes bring him into contact with a host of
corrupt landowners whose base amorality makes them (not tHsirtherreal dead souls.
Secondly, unlike a Plautus play or medieval folktale depicting the unruly servauit, all
the information transmitted to the readet azarillo is filtered through (or tainted by) the
picaro’s consciousness. Hence, the rhetoric is flavored in such a way that sellyan

the court of the reader’s mind, win the case.

To appreciate this second point, it is worth turning our attention back to the
prologue, which initiates the comedy of power relations. The prologue is a faggina
piece of rhetoric, aiming to persuade an unknown party, addresSe@stsa Mercegto
take action on behalf of the narrator in what very likely is a legal problem:

Suplico a Vuestra Merced reciba el pobre servicio de mano de quien lo hiciera

mas rico, si su poder y deseo se conformaran. Y pues Vuestra Merced escribe se

le escriba y relate el caso muy por extenso, paresciome no tomallegie)

sino del principio, porque se tenga entera noticia de mi persona; (11)

[l beseech Your Honor to accept this poor handiwork of someone who would

make you richer if only his power and desire were in tune. And since Your Honor

has written that | write and relate to you the case in great detailmesddeshould

not start in the middle but from the beginning, so that you might have a a full

account of me.]
Two things stand out from this passage. First, there is an explicit appealitiodserJust
as the protagonist is servant of many masters in the text to follow, so fetegoa
“pobre servicio” to a social superior. The relationship between master and sgrlikat

that in Hegel’sPhenomenologynot simply a matter of the exertion of one will over
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another, but entails a dynamic mutual interaction. The master can only beihasteas

a slave to lord over, and this dependency ultimately renders himeaddla different sort.
The power relation that Lazarillo aims to establish is thereforedar & straightforward

one. The act of narration is a subtle means of grasping power where there is none to be
obtained in the rigidly defined social structure outside.

The second aspect of relevance here is the last line, where “entera detngi
persona” is promised in the text to follow. Given the fragmentary charactertekthe
that follows, especially the highly truncated quality of the final foactados this claim
could hardly be taken seriously. The claim to wholeness in autobiography is of course not
unique to the picaresque, but it represents a special problem in the genre, given the
unreliable status of a narrator whose existence is predicatagaio An obvious
comic incongruity results from a text that promises much and tipgadactodoomed to
failure. Moreover, the relationship between Lazarillo and “Vuestra Meiisdcdught
with the same ambivalence characteristic of all Lazarillo’sicglghips to authority
figures. As Hitchcock points out, the narrative as we come to read it may be af hea
extraneous material for a reader, “Vuestra Merced,” whoserealyconcern is the “caso”
involving Lazarillo’s triangular relationship with his unfaithful wife and grehpriest of
Toledo (I will discuss the details of this towards the end of the eSsay).

The comedy of social relations might represent a higher level of comlityyian
advanced stage in the text’s comic evolution. A textliaearillo renders problematic
the very notion of firmly established authority, and the comic techniques it esraniey

of the “low” physical and the “artistic” literary/rhetorical sort.
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Picaresque Self-Pity

Of the three varieties of comedy outlined in this essay, it is the comedl-of s
pity which is most properly the domain of the picaresque. This is largely due to the
picaro’s peculiar need as narrator to rehash the sordid details of his childhood and
formative years, or, as in the casezafzméan de Alfaraché¢he many sins of his adult life.
As argued above, the desire to recount trauma from childhood, particularly vialenatr
(as in the case of the wine jar episode), and to do so with such obvious pleasure, can be
read as either a form of masochism, or of rhetorical embellishment. Thef tasmrillo
leads us clearly in the direction of the latter.

At first, it would appear that effusions of self-pity, particularly thoseehil
the narration of past trauma (often intensely humiliating or violent), would hdeddit
do with the “spirit” of comedy. It has been pointed out in numerous theories airthe, c
most notably perhaps by Bergson, that comic protagonists often exaggehetg@oint of
absurdity a character flaw such as miserliness (as in Molie#\gre) or an
anachronistic obsession with chivalry (as in the infamous caQeifite), and that they
do so without self-knowledge. In other words, the comic protagonist is quite often the
greatest flouter of the Delphic admonition to know oneself.Yet this is not thevitase
Lazarillo and his picaresque descendants. The picaresque narrator knowswethself
perhaps for his own good. His narrative is therefore to be read with great suspicion and
with an eye to the ulterior rhetorical motives behind the narration.

One prominent example of Lazarillo’s self-pity occurs during his gastraadgni

disappointing sojourn with the squire:
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Y acostase en la cama, poniendo por cabecera las calzas y el jubdn; y
mandome echar a sus pies, lo cual yo hice, mas maldito el suefio que yo
dormi, porque las cafias y mis salidos hueso en toda la noche dejaron de
rifar y encenderse; que con mis trabajos, males y hambre, pienso que en
mi cuerpo no habia libra de carne; y también, como aquel dia no habia
comido casi nada, rabiaba de hambre, la cual con el suefio no tenia
amistad. Maldijeme mil veces, Dios me lo perdone,

y a mi ruin fortuna, alli, lo méas de la noche; y lo peor: no osandome
revolver por no despertalle, pedi a Dios muchas veces la muerte. (80-81)
[He lay down on the bed, using his breeches and doublet as a pillow. He
ordered me to lie at his feet, which | did. But damned the dream if | slept,
since the reeds and my protruding bones did not stop fighting and getting
rouled up, since with all my labor, misfortunes and hunger there was not a
pound of flesh, and more still, since | had eaten next to nothing that day, |
was ravaged by hunger, which is no friend of sleep. | cursed myself a
thousand times (may God forgive me for it) and my ruinous fortune,
throughout the night, and the worst thing is that | didn’t dare turn over so

as not to wake my master, asking God many times to bring death.]

Again, the emphasis here is on physical suffering. But the physical is not an tsedf in i

but a means to a more subtle comic strategy. Lazarillo experiences iézecatd

version of the mind-body conflict that became the philosophical béte-noire dcdriessc

though there is no evil being plaguing him in his sleep. Indeed, there is little sleep to be

had because of the awful grating sound his bones make as his fragile bodpdlails a
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vainly in the arms of Morpheus. Hunger is of course to blame, but strange in this case i
the self-chastisement that occurs. In most cases where blame is todok pliscon the
shoulders on one of Lazarillo’s wicked masters. Such effusions of self-pity could on the
one hand be read, as Jauss does, as parodies of the spiritual auto-biographies of saints
such as Augustine or Teresa of AvifAlVhereas the saint celebrates poverty and
suffering as imitation of the sufferings of Christ, Lazarillo is more eored with

“paraiso panal” (56) here on earth than with celestial Blisahile the martyr would

praise the divine for suffering, Lazarillo implores the God to whom he otherwise show
no allegiance for a quick death. Yet regarding moments of self-pity in thasexere
travesties of spiritual autobiographies reduces one of the key comic and rhetoric
techniques to the status of mere burlesque and fails to take proper account of the
innovation of picaresque comedy.

The comedy generated by such passages results from a process npde® com
than the Hobbesian model of Schadenfreude allows. It of course derives soistef it
from the Schadenfreude of the presumably comfortable literate asistdcré’ century
Spain, contemplating perhaps with malicious pleasure into an impoverished boy’s
struggles to assert himself in a hostile world. Yet Lazarillo has graduatadie blind-
man’s school of self-pity, has learned how to elicit Christian compassion fitmasca
passersby in the street (and readers as well), and at one critical point imdhieeydne
makes quite explicit his knack for embellishment: “Finalmente, alli Huréabajosa
vida pasada y mi cercana muerte venidera. Y con todo, disimulando lo mejor que pude.”
(76) [Lastly, | bewailed my hard past life and my imminent death. And throughout,

faking it as best | could.] Any “discreto lector” of the text should cohmgard the
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disconnect between the great lengths gone to create some form of pathos and the
revelation of the falsity of these clairfts.

In other words, Lazarillo’s comic strategy would seem to undermine itseif, or
least its ulterior rhetorical aims. It operates at least in part centiegiioof narration, the
primary condition of any emotional interaction with art (verisitidle and identification).
To be sure, theorists of comedy are not wholly off base in their emphasis on destdnce
superiority. Yet Lazarillo’s highly personalized style of narratidrigast in the first
threetractadog, enriched by the autobiographical quality of the text, the sensual appeal
of his hunger narrative, the social resonance of the problem of poverty, the appeal to
Christianagape and of course the frequent invocations of self-pity, aim to establish an
intimacy between comic protagonist and reader that persists throughout ntloeheoit.

Any reading of the text is thus a test of sorts—both of the reader’s degree of
empathy and astuteness. Yet empathy and astuteness are opposing tasnssn The
former relies on certain expectations of Christian benevolence, whereatehesla
measure of discretion and perspicuity. Whether Lazarillo’s readepfaigsses this test
depends on the criteria set. Either one is Lazarillo’s dupe, the servant of higrloetor
like the priest in the secorichctadq discerns thengafioat work and undermines the
pity it endeavors to evoke. In other words, Lazarillo’s reader becomes, dependirey
outcome of the test, either a benevolent simpleton or a heartless cynic.

Yet there may be a way out of the impasse, and that way out may be the function
of laughter. This laughter is at once an appeal to an instinct to attain supanaolrity
swallowing of the bait that the narrator has laid out for the reader—a rise éo aod/a

submission to authority. Aristotle famously asserts irPlaids of Animalghat man is the
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only laughing animal (echoed later by Rabelais’ famous phrase “lestite propre de
’lhomme”), and in this sense, laughter is an expression of the human triumphing over the
animalistic. Yet laughter also implies a temporary suppression of both oppasisg te
above—namely Christian empathy and astute reading, not to mention ratithality.
Laughter inLazarillo is therefore the third term that leads tofarihebungof these two
contraries in the Hegelian sense, not a negation of either but an incorporation of both into
something greater. Yet as | will argue in the next section, that “somefteater” must
undergo a moment of suppression in the text, a kind of death, in order to establish itself in

a different form in the final section of the text.

Comic Death and Resurrection

The conclusion of the thirdlactadomarks a significant shift in the tone of the
text. In the first place, the final four sections of the text are considetainties But the
differences do not stop there. Lazarillo recedes largely from the fochis pétrative,
and with him the comic energy that had permeated the text for the first thie€ part
Indeed, the final foutractadosrepresent, like the prologue, a problem for any critic. On
the one hand, they are a necessary step towards the prologue’s promise aff@nter
de mi persona.” Yet quite obviously they fail to fulfill this promise. The fourthadact
scarcely a page long, ends with cryptic brevity: “Y por esto y por otrdtasaguie no
digo, sali dél.” (111) The contrast here is startling. If we recall thagessliscussed
above, particularly the wine jar scene, the narrator relishes in a segmiagpchistic
desire to recount every detail of the encounter, every “cosilla” is inciidéet with the

fourth segment of the text, “le plaisir du texte” has altogether been sapped, and wha
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remains is an almost perfunctory treatment of the remainder of Lazaliléo’Much has
been made of the strong sexual innuendo of this fatatitada Sieber expends
tremendous intellectual energy in a detailed analysis of the possibilitigs ifourth
tractadq appealing at once to linguistic and psychoanalytic theory. As attractinig as
and other arguments can be on a purely intellectual level, the tired but trustwocdty voi
of common sense calls us back with the admonition that curious textual gaps inlsixteent
century prose are not always gold mines of psychoanalytic specifaGonstructing an
argument on what the fourtractadodoes not contain would seem analogous to making
large purchases on credit when one’s bank account is dwindling.

The fifth segment appears equally out of place. It recounts a stay itdeaq
or seller of papal indulgences, but it devotes nine-tenths of its content not to baarill
struggle to fill his belly or the means he devises to escape, but to an account of his
master’s double-dealing, which has little direct impact on Lazarille.ds if the fifth
tractadoloses sight of the auto-biographical project which had motivated the writing of
the text®® Again, the narrator appears to hurry in his presentation of the content. When
discussing the misdeeds of ti@lderg he writes “...y porque todos los que le veia hacer
seria largo de contar...” (115) After having switched the narrative fooysotarily from
first to third person, Lazarillo concludes the puzzling fifdctadoas he had the fourth:
“Finalmente, estuve con este mi quinto amo cerca de cuatro meses, en los céales pas
también hartas fatigas.” (125) Yet just as the “cosillas” of the last se@g@wvaa
narration, so are these “hartas fatigas” beyond the scope of the writteBetiexe, such
mishaps furnished the text with a deep reservoir of comic energy. Here, thieantal “

fatiga” appears that of narration.
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Given the rather marked lag in narrative energy that sets in afteoribkision of
the thirdtractadq it would be no exaggeration to speak of Lazarillo’s death. Stephen
Gilman does as much, and his argument is quite convifitigr Gilman, evidence of
this death is present not just in the rather macabre descriptions of physiealatiegr
and torment that sprinkle the text, but more cogently still, in the symbolic destipbt
the squire’s squalid bed, the legs of which might represent sarcophagi. Perhapsidne c
build on Gilman’s argument and describe a death of a different sort. Lazaailitams a
certain existence after this critical point, but the comic energy that haed &im
before has waned considerably, and what results in the following segmentslesa li
Lazarillo, a sort of picaresque zombie.

The seventh and finddactadomarks a return to narrative energy, but the source
of the energy has changed. Whereas the physical reality of hunger had driven the
narrative forward before, the issue has been effectively swallowed up. Nast, at |
emerges the social element. To be sure, the “social” had already been, pmeséartas
the picaro’s dogged individualism and resistance to authority had been shaped by the
neglect rather than the influence of society. The life of the picaro isedafiropposition
to society, and this final section of the text represents a rather sudden iorteigtat
“respectable” society. The firgtactadosrepresent the itinerary of the peripatetic picaro,
which unlike the wandering of Odysseus is devoid of any heroism and partakes of what
Lukécs would call a “transcendental homelessn&Before, the focus had been on
master/servant relations. Now, though, it is the eyes of society that matgrand light
is finally shed on the “caso” discussed in the prologue. LAzaro—namely that the now

married and respectable citizen and town crier of Toledo is a cuckold: “Mas ma
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lenguas, que nunca faltaron ni faltaran, no nos dejan vivir, diciendo no sé qué y si sé qué
de que veen a mi mujer irle a hacer la cama y guisalle de comer.” (132)pfused
recipient of these extra-conjugal visits is none other than the archpriest db Tamther
master getting the better of a servant. Yet here, Lazéro is poweriefiict secret
revenge on the master. And of course, comic effect is generated by the umgyongr
between Lazaro’s occupation as a maker of public announcements in the streets of
Toledo and his rather heavy-handed threat to anyone who fails to keep their mouth shut
about his wife. While the prologue celebrates the heroic act of literatjaras a
social act, the finaractadofolds the text back into the private.

The brand of humor present in this fitki@ctadois of a more refined and
intellectual sort than that presented earlier in the narrative. Haangcegnded the realm
of the physical, the narrative now celebrates irony as its principal ceatinique’ The
most memorable line of theactadois that which ends the narrative, namely that Lazaro
has reached “la cumbre de toda buena fortuna.” (135) [the height of good fortune.]
Remarkably, the self-pity so prominent earlier in the narrative has faded, haeimg b
replaced with a new comic hubris. Lazaro is like an adult whose childhood trauma in the
schoolyard renders him fragile and excessively defensive in his demeanor. His
overweening attitude compensates for his obvious psychological and soclayfragi
Though he appears to have attained some sense of social stability, the staiaiitg i@n
shaky ground. Lazaro remains firmly under the sway of a social superior who could,
upon provocation, cast him down to the lowly realm of the picaro, back to the world of

Lazarillo.
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Chapter Two
The Neurotic PicaresqueGuzman de Alfarachs Guilty Comedy

One critical problem underlying the assumption that the picaresque tnaditio
emerged in late sixteenth-century Spain is the fact that the two foundaticaralsgiee
texts—Lazarillo de TormeandGuzman de Alfarachieave rather little in common. In
addition to the obvious difference in size and scdyaedrillo fills around sixty modern
pagesGuzmararound a thousand), there is a free-spirited quality in both the textual
organization and the ludic comic adventurekadarillo thatGuzmarallows into its
textual domain, but only to enslave the comic spirit and put it to work for more weighty
moral and ideological purpos&sWheread azarillo is the dialectical interplay of
competing comic force§&uzmandepicts picaresque comedy caught in the maelstrom of
dour Counter-Reformation ideology. Guzmaris not a wholly schizophrenic text, then
it Is a neurotic one, divided against itself, constantly calling into question its own
progression and reasons for existence as it trudges onward through the very sregthphy
haze ofengafiowhich it so frequently denounc®s.

There are of course significant historical reasons to consider in confronting the
contrast between the two foundational picaresque novels. The period between the initial
publication in 1554 an@Guzmars first appearance in 1599 withnessed emergence of a
more rigid attitude towards jest and literary tomfoolery, and the culmmaetfithis new
attitude was théndex librorum prohibitorumThe first index, approved by Inquisitor
General Valdés, appeared in Madrid in 1559, just five yearslaf#rillo, and not
surprisingly, the subversive and anti-clerical undertonéspdrillo brought it to the list.

And naturally the Counter-Reformation’s efforts to re-define Catholic doggainst the
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nascent tide of Protestant fervor made comedy, the most morally dubious o$ tla@ art
easy target for censorship. The situation of the comic writer in 1599 was understandabl
a good deal more precarious than in 1554. And yet with the accession of Philip Il just a
year before the publication of Guzman in 1598, the ban on the comedi&edadndeed,
one would best characterize the intellectual climate of Aleman’s Spagrasusly
repressive.

In addition to the orthodox religious assault on comedy, an important shift in
literary aesthetics was beginning to take shape around the end of the sixtéeémtr c
The newfound preoccupation with Aristotle emerging from Italy in the second ik of
sixteenth century brought special attention to the question of literary profuitetary
composition was no longer a matter of free adaptation of folk traditions and occasional
interjections of authorial inspiration, but was subject to rules of comportftiéhe same
“civilizing process” that Elias describes with regard to table mannesdakang place
within the realm of the literary. As Burckhardt observes with regard to Saraie Italy,
the State emerges as a work of art of its own, and all forms of cultural poogucti
especially literature, became expressions of national charadtee. commentaries on
Aristotle’s Poeticsemerging in the decades betwéeazarillo andGuzmarby the likes
of Robortello, Maggi, Castelvetro, and Riccoboni offer for the first time simteuéity a
genuine concern for the rules of artistic composition and the norms of literaryepyopri
As we saw earlier in the introduction, comedy for Aristotle and his Itabamtentators
is a second-class citizen of sorts. Whereas Aristotle’s ratherdefiséion of laughter
describes it in terms of a response to uglinessgischro) and as a distortion of the

face without pain, his Renaissance commentators fill in the gaps with exqmisthat
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throw into high relief the “baseness” at the root of laugHt@astelvetro offers the

following description:
For, as we have already said, our nature has been so corrupted by the sin of our
first parents that we delight in seeing defects in our fellow men, either bebause
knowledge that others too are imperfect gives us the assurance that we are not a
imperfect as we thought or because the perception in others of defects which we
do not possess ourselves makes us feel superior and fills us with pride afd joy.

Laughter becomes for Castelvetro not merely a means of castigatingutie, b

expression and indeed an affirmation of our innate corruption and of the sinfulness of

mankind. As in the case bazarillo, the model of laughter as means of expressing

superiority over an inferior is rendered problematic by the intimateaesitip

established between the picaresque narrator and the readeGunztindn The more the

master rhetorician and master trickster seduces the reader, the more gticldaoh a

one-sided model of laughter becorfieas in theLazarillo, the narrator/reader

relationship is fraught with ambivalence, but the ambivalence in Aleman iditbéent

sort. What make&uzmarproblematic in light of Castelvetro’s equation of laughter and

sinfulness is the fact that the novel maintains a highly problematic relapaosthie

comic. As we will see, Aleméan’s novel, very much unlike Lazarillo andhigote

which follows it by just a few years, engages in a kind of literary sajfeflation. It

introduces comic content, gives in to the prurient tastes of its readership, bat it al

suppresses this content through constant questioning of its own picaresque content.
Before we get into the inner tension of the Aleman’s novel, it is worth dwelling

for an instant on the critical reception of the novel (and indeed of the picaresque more
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broadly). The contrast established here between the comic innovaticezanilo

(which I introduce under the rubric of picaresque comedy) and the complex response to

that comedy irGuzmarhas not properly been accounted for in critical literature on the

picaresque. Bakhtin, whose focus of course goes beyond the picaresque, paints the

history of comic prose fiction in rather large brushstrokes:
In the Renaissance, laughter in its most radical, universal, and at thersame ti
gay form emerged from the depths of folk culture; it emerged but once in the
course of history, over a period of some fifty or sixty years (in various casiatrie
various times) and entered with its popular (vulgar) language the spheratof gre
literature and high ideology. It appeared to play an essential role in thiemciaa
such masterpieces of world literature as Boccac@lesameronthe novels of
Rabelais and Cervantes, Shakespeare’s dramas and comedies, arid others.

In contradistinction to the carnivalesque spirit of the Renaissance, where highvaare |

inverted and folly has free reign, Bakhtin posits a MiddleAges entrenched in a dogma a

frighteningly sober. The obvious problem is not just the far-reaching historical

generalization, nor the 250 years separating Boccaccio from Cernvauntéise particular

problem of a writer like Aleman, who by no means can be categorized in the saras way

Rabelais or Cervantes. And even Anthony Close’s recent and marvelously dgudjite s

of the problem of comedy in the Spanish Golden Age comes to a similarly geeerali

conclusion. For Close, comedy is generated by the same sociogenetis procts

Norbert Elias associates with table manners, and the texts of the period share

fundamental comic ethos, which in turn leads to the conclusion that despite the apparent

differences between the likes of Aleméan, Cervantes, Quevedo, Espinel, and béieda, t
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approach to the problem of comedy is basically uniform. Close recognizesdlwgyidal
tension in Aleman, but he nonetheless characterizes Aleman as a “superb comic

novelist.”*?

Yet as we will see, there are significant problems with such broad
categorization, and if anything, Aleman’s idiosyncracies underscore ththda&panish
comedy of the seventeenth century is better compared to finely texturesidaye
sedimentation than to the rock of Gibraltar.

To better express the contrast between the two foundational “picaresque” novels
and hence to highlight the shakiness of the picaresque’s foundation (due largely to the
problem of comedy), it is worth considering a contrast in two central consagesin
theLazarillo and theGuzman Let us recall the example quoted from the previous chapter
in which Lazarillo describes how a wine jar is released and crushes his faoceayVe
recall that the source of the humor in this passage is attributable not santipdytheme
of the clever blind man avenging himself on the young picaro by dropping a wine jar over
his face as he steals. The anonymous authloazdrillo has carefully crafted the
language of the scene so as to provide something like a comic build-up. We have since
come to know the same technique in cartoons for example—the overweening action of a
character guilty of a kind of comic hubris, on the verge of an impending comeuppance
yet altogether unaware of what awaits. Here, this comic pay-off is prematedarillo
describes his every action in meticulous detail, turning his face upwardagdisieyes
SO as to better savor the taste, and then the comic disaster unfolds. On a lilegeistic
two elements stand out: extensive use of present progressive forms (which enhance the
illusion of presence and continuity of action created in the scene) and hyperbde to ra

the comic stakes one notch further: “me parecidé que el cielo, con todo lo que en él hay,
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me habia caido encima.” The sense of continuity gained in this passage (it &ll,afte
one very long sentence) is essential for the comic to attain its purpose. Theal@si
heavily on a sense of build-up, and the slightest interruption in this build-up, as
seemingly insignificant as a dot at the end of a sentence, could kill the momentum and
defuse the bomb about to explode.
Now let us reach into the thousand pageSufman de Alfarachend cull out
one of its most comically vibrant scenes. Here Guzman, while lodging with one of his
early masters (in this case a cook), is torn from his sleep by a dreadful sosidd.ct
rather interesting nocturnal encounter with his master’s wife ensues:
Oyo el mismo rebato, debidsele de antojar que yo sofaria, y en buena razén asi
debiera ello ser. Parecible que no lo oyera. Ella, aunque se acostaba vestida,
siempre andaba en cueros, y esta vez lo estaba, sin tener sobre los hdeedados
Eva camisa ni otra cobija. Y asi desnuda, sin acordar de cubrirse, sali6é corriendo,
desvalida, con un candil en la mano a reparar su hacienda. Su pensamiento y el
mio fueron uno, el alboroto igual, y la diligencia en causa propia, el ruido de
ambos poco, por venir descalzos. (323)
[He heard the same uproar, and it seemed as if | was dreaming, and that would
have been appropriate. It seemed to him that he didn’t hear it. She, though she
went to bed dressed, often pranced about nude, and this time there was neither
sheet nor shirt covering the body of Eva’s descendant. And thus nude, without
thinking of covering herself, she went out running with a lamp in her hand to

check out the premises. Her thought and mine were one, the commotion the same,



40

and the due diligence deserved, but the noise of us both was scant as we both
walked barefoot.]
As in the wine jar passage quoted in the previous chapter fronatagillo, the syntax
here contributes to a sense of comic anticipation. Just as Lazarillo tittsaddack and
closes his eyes as the blind master prepares to send the wine jar crasmrog dasv
face, the mature and supposedly repentant narrator here takes curioug jpheasur
recounting each detail of past torment and humiliation. Though this scene is governed by
comic happenstance of the sort one might witness on stage in farce, themess afs
underlying control in the syntax that is at odds with the chaos depicted. And there is a
erotic charge to this passage altogether absent frobrattaillo —an eroticism that
recalls the sensual comedy of ApuleiGsilden As$®
Veisnos aqui en el patio juntos, ella espantada en verme y yo asombrado de verla.
Ella sospeché que yo era duende: solté el candil y dio un gran grito. Yo,
atemorizado de la figura y con el encandilado, di otro mayor, creyendo seria el
alma del despenser de casa, que habia fallecido dos dias antes, y venia por
ajustarse de cuentas con mi amo...Dieron los gatos a huir; trompecé con un
mansejon de casa en el primero escalon. Asiome a las piernas con las ufias; pensé
gue ya me llevaba el que a redro vaya, parecié que me arrancaba el alma. (323)
[We saw each other together on the patio, she frightened to see me and me
shocked to see her. She mistook me for a goblin, tossed away her candlestick and
let out a great cry. | was horrified by the candlelit figure that | showtexl e
louder, believing it to be the soul of the landlord who had died two days before

and who was coming to settle up with my master...the cats began to flee, and |
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stumbled over one on the first step. It seized onto my legs with its claws and |
believed that it was leading me down to hell; it seemed as if it was teartimgy
soul.]
A number of comic tropes converge in this marvelous scene—mistaken identity, comic
incongruity between the mundane and the supposedly supernatural, a trivial cause (the
fighting of cats) leading to an outrageous brouhaha, the exaggerated bodily response of
physical comedy (what Bergson would term “du mécanique plaqué sur le vit/aDtig
can read this scene as a parody of the medieval morality play for its uniorggéetad
physical response and supernatural intervention in mundane affairs, present in
Guzmanillo’s intense and exaggerated fear that he is being dragged down toahell by
demon. Or the scene could represent a moment of self-questioning, indeed a parody of
the novel’s own excessive moralizing. As in ttezarillo, the comic here is of an
intensely physical sort, and laughter is generated by the infliction of physitemnce (as
in the wine jar episode) or the degradation of the body (hunger and emaciation). And yet
there is a new dimension here, a sophistication of syntax and yet a basenesnbf cont
that dips far below the physical comedyLafzarillo. For one, this scene blatantly
violates the sort of propriety that the novel’s two prologues esteem. And were the
erotically-charged comedy not enough to ruffle the feathers of thpreelaimed
“discreto lector” to which one of the novel’s prologues are addressed, the base
scatological comedy that follows certainly would:
Con esta alteracion, si el fresco de la mafiana no lo hizo, a la sefiora mi ama le
faltd la virtud retentiva y aflojandosele los cerraderos del vientre, antesrde e

en su camara, me la dejo en portales y patio, todo lleno de huesalrugloadas,
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gue debia de comérselas enteras. Tuve que trabajar por un buen rato en barrerlo y
lavarlo, por estar a mi cargo la limpieza. Alli supe que las inmundicias de tales
acaecimientos huelen mas y peor que las naturalmente ordinarias. (324)
[With this incident, and if the freshness of the morning didn’t do it, my master’s
wife lacked the virtue of restraint and spilled out the contents of her stomach
before returning to her chamber, and she left these for me on the portal and pati
all chock-full of sour cherries which she probably had eaten whole. | had to work
for quite a while in mopping this up, as | was charged with cleaning. | learned
then that the filth of such droppings smell worse than normal ones.
For a moment here in the novel, we can discern the ironic tdrezafillo, the wry smile
offered in confronting the sordid aspects of existence and thpre@dfssion of ignorance,
the dual charge of picaresque comé&i@uzmanillo, for this brief passage in the novel,
has the upper-hand over his older, more dour master—the mature and repentant Guzman.
And yet for all of the comic exuberance in this passage, the novel as a whelddyeat
its own impulse to picaresque comedy. Indeed, whereas the night encountes witdeni
mistress might rouse a seventeenth-century reader’s erotic antennaythatrstc
impulse would be suffocated by the brutal inclusion of such scatological detaiCmere
is reminded here of Kant’s definition of the comic in @&ique of Judgmers an
expectation that ends up amounting to nothing, and here, the lascivious inclinations of the
indiscreet reader are turned upside down by the low bathroom humor that follows. A
number of other comic possibilities present themselves throughout the novel, btg few a
given this sort of unfettered expression. For all of the transgressions of gag@abe

novel is constantly eager to suppress its own comic impulses.
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An example of such repression occurs just pages before the scene above. The
raucous tone is altogether absent. The narrator employs a similar vetoagityrhot in
the service of unfettered comic mayhem, but of stern moralizing, and a sweeping
indictment ofociosidadensues:
Perdime con las malas compafiias, que son verdugos de la virtud, escalera de los
vicios, vino que emborracha, humo que ahoga, hechizo que enhechiza, sol de
marzo, aspid sordo y voz de sirena. Cuando comencé a servir, procuraba trabajar
y dar gusto; después los malos amigos me perdieron dulcemente. La ociosidad
ayudo gran parte y aun fue la causa de todos mis dafios. Como al bien ocupado no
hay virtud que le falte, al ocioso no hay vicio que no le acomparie. (318)
[l lost myself in bad company, that are hangmen of virtue, stairs of vine,that
intoxicates, smoke that chokes, incantation that mystifies, the sun of march, the
deaf asp and the voice of the siren. When | began to serve, | put myself to work
and enjoy myself, and in time my friends cajoled me into corruption. Leizase
a big part of it and was the cause of all the harm. Just as the busy person does not
lack any virtue, so does the idler not lack any vice.]
Guzman’s message here is clear enough: leisure time is the mother o, aindovirtue
springs from gainful employment. The flexibility of Aleman’s far-t@ag chain of
metaphors highlights the polymorphous nature of vice. The obvious problem here is that
leisure is the necessary condition of any engagement with novels, pagticitarbne of
the size and scope 6uzman“® As we shall see a bit later in the chapter, there is a
curious imbrication of leisure and guilt in Aleman, but before we can getttpristdem,

the novel’s two prologues must be considered.
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The Archangel’'s ScaleGuzméris Two Prologues

The comic spirit irLazarillo bubbles up from the very beginning, both in the
linguistically and rhetorically playful prologue and in the ludic and sexweldyged
description of the picaro’s early lifeazarillo’s prologue is notable above all for its
obsequious supplication of an unnanvegestra Mercedand of course the implied
reader). One of the fascinating featuretadarillo is the mercurial protagonist-narrator
and his ambivalent relationshipWuestra Mercedavhich, very much like the power
relations dramatized in the text, is a perpetual interchange betwegioassegpower
and subversion (through rhetoric and comical rhetoric in particular). Heréoas, libe
contrast taGuzmarcould hardly be more pronounced. Guzman begins on a far more
ominous note thabhazarillo. It offers two prologues rather than one, and neither is
rhetorically playful or comic.

A fitting visual representation @uzmars prologue might be Rogier van der
Weyden’s powerful triptych on the Last Judgm&nEhe first is addressed to thedlga”
which is not the presumably private readershipadfarillo but rather thdoi polloi of
early seventeenth-century Spain, loose with their morals and their words:

No es nuevo para mi, aunque lo sea para ti, oh enemigo vulgo, los muchos malos

amigos que tienes, lo poco que sabes, cuan mordaz, envidioso y avariento eres;

gué presto en disfamar, qué tardo en honrar, qué cierto a los dafios, qué incierto en

los bienes, qué facil moverte, qué dificil en corregirte. (108)

[It is not new for me, even thought it may be for you, you vile throng, the many

coarse friends you have, the little you know, how spiteful, envious, and avaricious
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you are; how quick to malign, how slow in honoring, how certain in harm, how
uncertain in good, how easy it is to incite you, how difficult to correct you.]

The great irony of these opening lines is that the very qualities here ddoriibe

scurrilous reading populace unfit for the text to follow are present in the protagonist

Indeed, the novel to follow, for all of its moralizing digressions, offers ampksaots

for the hedonistic reader to get his kicks (the raucous comic scene above is alpowerf

example of this contradiction). From a rhetorical point of view, this prologue iseyfar

from Lazarillo’s obsequious tone in addressiigestra Merced® Guzmars first

prologue sprays verbal venom on his unwanted readership:
No quiero gozar el privilegio de tus honras ni la franqueza de tus lisonjas, cuando
con ello quieras honrarme, que la alabanza del malo es vergonzosa. Quiero mas la
reprehension del bueno, por serlo el fin con que la hace, que tu estimacién
depravada, pues forzoso ha de ser mala... Libertad tienes, desenfrenado eres,
materia se te ofrece: corre, destroza, rompe, despedaza como mejorda, parez
gue las flores holladas de tus pies coronan las sienes y dan fraganciata el ol
del virtuoso. (109)
| do not want to enjoy the privilege of your honors nor the candor of your praise
when you wish to honor me with it, for the praise of an evil person is
embarrassing. | prefer the rejection of a good person being the means fortwhich i
is done than your depraved judgment which certainly is bad...You have frivolous
liberty, you are unrestrained, you are being offered material: go aheaghand
destroy it, break it, take it apart as you are inclined; may the flowers etomp

by your feet crown the temples and give fragrance to the virtuous marlgsgme
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Thevulgois, as Riley and Gilbert-Santamaria point out, a loaded“teAteman is far
from the first Golden Age author to employ it. Even in a society as rigidly hinecat@s
early-seventeenth century Spain, one was not born with the word “vulgo” stamped on
one’s forehead, particularly if one is fortunate to come across a novel such andehave t
education sufficient to read it. This prologue is not just an indictment, but a challenge
And the challenge here is to the unnamed’ reader’s self-knowledge. The Delph&Lrac
admonition to ‘know thyself’ is here the necessary precondition of a readingesqeeri
which demands at its very outset an inner-probing of motives. The narrator is hege cal
on the unnamed reader to demonstrate a self-knowledge superior to that evinced by the
novel’s protagonist. The novel to follow is itself an agonistic search for selfledge;, a
coming to grips with selfhood through reflections on past malfeasance andhy kealt
perhaps unhealthy) measure of self-reproaching. The sort of reader here deémounce
eager to consume novels for meretricious pleasure rather than work througbrthem
moral and religious betterment. Today, some cultural critics might hold sicoidempt
for the masses that spend their empty hours with drugstore pulp with its chstiacter
covers featuring phantasmagoric imagery and bulging letters. Thegle@deir
seventeenth-century Spain was, suffice it to say, only a fraction of the saceetyrele,
and this, along with the very limited availability of novels, makes Aleman’eNitere
all the more remarkable. Thelgowas in fact what we today might think of as an elite
educated clas¥.

An additional point is worth making about the readership which constitutes the
vulgo. Its purported preference fdelectareto the absolute exclusion pfodessdeads

us clearly to the assumption that such a group of unruly literati would prefer the
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picaresque mischief of a text likezarillo over the more serious lucubration of a Juan
Luis Vives (or the refined satire of an Erasmus for that matter). We rigietfore read
Guzmamot as an affirmation of the picaresque style first celebratedzarillo but
rather an indictment of its comic excelsazarillo offers rather little in the way of
moralizing and quite a lot in the area of picaresque comedy. There a®goal and
even religious dimensions to the laughter genetagéedrillo, which endows picaresque
laughter with a serious quality not found in Antiquity, but for the narrat@uaimanno
laughter is socially or morally responsiBfeThe few comic interludes that the novel
permits itself are framed by moments of intense self-castigatiahgdsnger comic
passage quoted above). Rather than constituting the foundation for all laterpieares
writing, Guzmarbecomes a massive anvil weighing heavily dwaerarillo and its
offspring. The fault line which severs the picaresque “genre” begins here.
Guzmarpropels itself through contradiction. The very prologue is evidence of
this dialectical tension between contrary terms, and the second prologgetsdat a
much more selective group of readers, the so-catlestreto lector’ If the chief
characteristics of theulgoare an unbridled hedonism and a propensity to plunder the
literary text for tawdry entertainment, the discreet reader distinguisheself from the
horde through restraint and a willingness to submit to authority:
Mucho te digo que deseo decirte, y mucho dejé de escribir, que te escribo. Haz
como leas lo que leyereqp te rias de la consejase te pase el consejo; recibe
los que te doy y el animo con que te los ofrezco: no los eches como barreduras al

muladar del olvido. Mira que podra ser escobilla de precio. Recoge, junta esa
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tierra, métela en el crisol de la consideracion, dale fuego de espiritasggiero

hallaras algun oro que te enriquezca. (111)

[1 will tell you much of what | want to tell you, and | stopped writing whanl a

writing you. Act as if you read what you may read and do not laugh at the fable

and miss out on the message: receive those that | give you and the spirit with
which | offer them to you: do not toss them out like garbage to the waste dump of
oblivion. Look at what could be a valuable brush. Gather, merge this solil, put it in

the melting pot of consideration, give it the fire of inspiration, and | asurehgbu t

you will find gold that will make you rich.]

A number of practitioners of picaresque comedy write highly ironic prologues)diust
not the case here. Aleman is speaking with grave and dire purpose‘dishreet reader.”
As we shall see in subsequent chapters, Quevedo and Ubeda will parody Aleifian’s se
righteousness. But later works aside, the question arises how any se@adesact to two
such prologues. Of great significance here is the injunction not to laugh. Laigghter
infectious and self-perpetuating, and just as importantly, it suffocates the lsadafs
rational and moral reflection that the novel that follows is to inspire. As #e lat
Renaissance moralist Juan de Aranda writes: “El reir mucho arguye pmooyjui

liviandad de corazén(178)

And yet there this leads to an obvious probl&uzmammay take what is in
Lazarillo an essentially comic theme and rework it into a serious novel on the
metaphysics oéngafiocand the struggle with one man against himself, indeed nature
divided against itself. But the novel’s seriousness is likewise underminésldpmic

impulses. There remain in the novel a number of scenes in which the comic spirit of
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Lazarillo rises through the dense rhetorical and ideological fog of th&*texte might

think of, the pranks that Guzman plays on the Cardinal’s secretary in I. 3.8 , or
Guzman’s disguising himself as Don Juan de Guzman in Part Two in order to get back at
his wealthy and haughty uncle in Genoa. And then there is the protagonist’'s one
seemingly legitimate friend in Part Two, Sayavedra, whose identitg amnsl descent

into madness and suicide amounts to a parody, if not a literary assault on the author who
had composed a spurious sequel to Aleman’s m3vidie list could go on, but few of

these scenes develop naturally and uninhibitedly, as they do in Apuleius, Rabelais, or
Lazarillo. Rather, they are consistently disrupted or even suffocated by moralizing
digressions. The comic cannot exist on its own terms but only in relation to its gentrar
moral sobriety and spiritual ataraxia. But the flipside of this is thadatais never

attained in a novel beset with such inner turbulence.

To properly appreciate the novel's sense of guilty comedy arfdntamental
duality, it is worth considering the metaphysicseofgyafio One chief characteristic of
picaresque writing is its preoccupation wathgarnoin both its literal and its metaphysical
dimensions. Irazarillo and in its various picaresque descendatigafiobecomes the
principal means of survival in a hostile world which subjects a ggunotagonist to
sordid affairs and roguish companions. And yet the picaresque ppation with
engafiois manifest not only in the protagonist's many encounters witliesogand
mountebanks, but as several critics demonstrate with resp@ciztodn it is very much
present in his very manner of narration, fraught as it is Wwetkorical posturing and with

a perpetual struggle for power between master and servamvy auid readet’ And yet
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there is an added dimension to the problererafafioin Guzmar—a metaphysical one
namely.
Guzmérbelongs to a philosophical tradition begun by Plato and culminating in
the German Idealists in which reality is in fact only known to us as a refieuft
something beyond it. Early @uzmanthe narrator makes his alliance with Plato
apparent: “Por no ser contra mi padre, quisiera callar lo que siento; aunque si herde segui
al Filésofo, mi amigo es Platén y mucho mas la verdad, conformandome con ella.” (134)
[Not to oppose my father, | would prefer to remain silent on what | feel, evutan if
necessary to follow the philosopher, my friend is Plato and even more the truth,
reconciling me with it.] Plato, who posits envy as the root of laughter iRlihebus
famously identifies truth not in the realm of appearance, but in the transceradigynofe
ideal forms>® The world as perceived through the senses is mere illusion. Plato’s
metaphysical dichotomy establishes itself through a long tradition running throug
Plotinus (for whom all reality is inextricably caught in the vortex of the Good) and the
Christian Neoplatonists. The instincts and inclinations of the body, the excitefrikat
senses, the frills of material consumption, all for Aleman is epggano not a
palliative of pain but a perpetuation of it:
De manera que podria decirse del alma estar compuesta de dos contrasas part
una racional y divina y la otra de natural corrupcion. Y como la carne adonde se
aposenta sea flaca, fragil y de tanta imperfecién, habiéndolo dejado el pecado
inficionado todo, vino a causar que casi sea natural a nuestro ser la imperfecion y
desorden. Tanto y con tal extremo, que podriamos estimar por el mayor

vencimiento el que hace un hombre a sus pasiones. Mucha es la fortaleza del que
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puede resistirlas y vencerlas, por la guerra infernal que se hacen semnga@nl
y el apetito. (1l. 434)
[It could be said that the soul is composed of contrary parts: one rational and
divine, the other of natural corruption. And just as flesh might be loose, weak, and
so imperfect, having been thoroughly tainted by sin, it came to be that
imperfection and disorder were almost natural to our being. Such is the extremity
of sin that we could deem it the case that it fully vanquishes he who gives himself
over to his passions. Great is the strength of he who can resist them, given the
internal war that always takes place between reason and appetite.]
The opposition between reason and appetite is nothing new. It goes back directly to the
Phaedrusoffers the metaphor of the three-horsed chariot to articulate his theory of the
tripartite soul (which Freud re-writes in different terms as id, ego, and glapateret
whereas the internal turmoil in Plato is part of a larger ontological/metmalhgcheme,
for Aleman it is the “natural” consequence of postlapsarian¥nimeresting here is the
choice of qualifiers and the subjunctive: “casi sea natural.” This harks backinoatipe
of the monster of Ravenna earlier in the novel (approximately eight hundred pages bac
The infernal war between reason and appetite, like the internal contradatdtities
monster invoked earlier, is replayed within the text itself, particularlyanrtternal
opposition between picaresque comedy (appetite) and rational suffocation.
The contrary terms appetite and reason come to the fore earlier in thennavel i
scene in which Guzmanillo encounters one of the many disreputable fellows who find

their way into the novel and makes the following observations:
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El, sin dejar la risa—que pareci6 tenerla por destajo, segin se daba la priesa, que,
abierta la boca, dejaba caer a un lado la cabeza, poniéndose las manos en el
vientre--, sin poderse ya tener en el asno, parecia querer dar consigo em el suel
Por tres o cuatro veces probé a responder y no pudo; siempre volvia de nuevo a
principiarlo, porque le estaba hirviendo en el cuerpo. (176)
[He, without ceasing his laughter—it seemed to hold him in its thrall and spur him
onward, and with his mouth agape, he let his head fall to one side, putting his
hands on his belly—without being able to hold onto his donkey, he seemed to
want to drop down to the ground. Three or four times he tried to answer but
couldn’t; he kept starting this process over again because his body was cooking.]
In his Essay on the Comidarcel Gutwirth associates laughter with a “mild seizure,”
what the French are fond of calliteyfou rire Thefou rire is laughter that possesses the
body, but here laughter entails a temporary but devastating susparisall rational
functions>® The language of this passage, particularly the final line atowiking in his
body” conveys the sense of helplessness that the subject in the tfrdaughter
experiences. For Aleméan, comic literature induces this statasplension of all rational
workings, and very much in contradistinction to Cervantes, who becdraehampion
of rational laughter, Aleman denounces it as irrational begtidlte “guerra infernal”
between reason and appetite is fought in the midst of laughter, endetrly decided

for the latter.

On the Problem of Freedom in theGuzman
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Nietzsche offers imMwilight of the ldolsa way of understanding the problem of
free will that may help illuminate the inner turmoil Guzman(and indeed the ideology
that informs Aleman’s novef} For Nietzsche, free will is in fact a trap, an insidious
means of enslavement. The naive believer in free will isygoilbad faith—he believes
himself in control of his status as a free agent, but in fes, Will ultimately becomes
the condition for the possibility of guilt. Guilt is predicated onnbé&on of agency, and
to the extent that a subject can be considered free agent, heaanshe tarnished with
guilt. A similar relationship exists i@uzméanbetween the liberties of the picaro and the
inevitability of sinfulnes€® What is fascinating in the case of Aleméan’s novel is the
internal dynamic between the free course of the picaro and theckoud of sinfulness
(and indeed of predetermination) hanging over Guzmanillo. Indeed, a aanicalrn of
all picaresque narrative is the tension between servitude andatilimerThe picaro is the
servant of many masters and yet the obedient subordinate of none. Alimman
Aleman’s novel, the picaresque narrator dwells merrily on thesetkyet elusive state of
liberty:

Mas después que me fui saboreando con el almibar picaresco, o lida por

ello a cierraojos. jQué linda cosa era y qué regalada!...Esaaein hueso, lomo

descargado, holgada ocupacién y libre de todo género de pesadumbre. (214)

[Later on | was savoring the picaresque nectar, and | hurried onevaravith

my eyes closed. What a lovely thing it was and how easilgnitet It was a bite

without a bone, a load lifted, a leisurely occupation, free from all kind of distress.]
Fascinating again is the contrast between this encomium of picaresatye(hlberated of

course by the elder, supposedly enlightened narrator, looking back on itis pr
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malfeasance as a youth) and the passage quoted earlier ihafitercon the evils of
leisure. The dialectic of picaresque comedy and the suppressactotomedy through
moral introspection is therefore complemented by another d@lbetween leisure
(which allows for the reading of any novel) and the condemnation ob¢mysleisure as
sinful. The novel therefore inculpates itself.

Guzmarpropels itself forward through dialectical interaction of contrary
principles. And yet its propulsion is of the problematic sort. In stark contrast &'$leg
dialectic, the trajectory dbuzmarnis not a heightened sense of Absolute but a permanent
sense of self-division. Brancaforte quite rightly declares Sisyphus tmendefnetaphor
of the protagonist’s miserable traject8fyYet what makes the novel so compelling with
regard both to its ancestbazarillo and the later picaresque texts of Cervantes, Quevedo,
and Ubeda (all of which respond moreGazmarthanLazarillo) is its ambivalent
treatment of the problem of comedy and of picaresque comedy in particular. tRather
solidifying the continuity of a nascent picaresque ge@tgmaraligns itself on the
opposite side of an axis. It severs the picaresque genre in its very incipyest stad as
we shall see in coming chapters, the fault line that beginsGuitmarruns through the

genre for four centuries.
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Chapter Three
Cervantes and the Problem of the Picaresque

The basic contrast that will guide the rest of this study has been esthblishe
the one hand, we have the bristling comic enerdyaaérillo, the prototype of a genre
that from its very origins is engaged with an internal struggle for selfilefi. With this
text and genre emerges a new comic sensibility. On the other hand, Bemman de
Alfarache appearing on the scene some fifty years atearillo and with a very
different approach to the problem of comedy and indeed to the light-heartedriess of i
picaresque predecesdrazarillo andGuzmanthough intensely concerned with a new
kind of realism and sensibility, are radically different in tone, rhetoricastitdde
towards the comic. The picaresque is from its very origins a probleemra o search of
itself. Claudio Guillén describes the notion of genre quite aptly as an invitatiomtp f
but the form is not the whole story in the picaresuhich is to say that the writer
accepting this invitation must also decide which sensibility to favor—the comicapi
Lazarillo or the neurotic picaresque Gtizman

This chapter considers Cervantes’ critical engagement with the pjoaresnd in
particular, the picaresque experiments of hegelas ejemplarefRinconete y Cortadillo
and theColoquio de los perrosThese picaresque experiments confront in different ways
the problem of picaresque point of view (and the comedy that results from that unique
narrative perspective).

Cervantes of course never wrote a full-fledged picaresque novel, but he

nonetheless demonstrates an awareness of the nascent genre’s lifiitatientocal
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point of the Cervantine critique of the picaresque in these novellas is the picaresque
narrator. For Cervantes, the picaresque narrator lacks the multi-dimensidiglajube
epic narrator. Indeed, Walter Reed constructs a theory of novelistic compasitthe
opposition of Cervantine and picaresque mddeshe problem of narrative mediation is
of course a major preoccupation in Qeixote where the ingenious artifice of Cide
Hamete Benengeli creates layers of mediation between narrator and pisitéayad by
extension between reader and protagonist). In théNww@las ejemplarediscussed in
this chapter, Cervantes problematizes the narrative point of view and teases out t
contradictions in the picaresque enterprise.

We may recall how in Chapter 230bn QuixoteCervantes calls into questions
the very presuppositions of picaresque autobiography in the character of Ginés de
Pasamonte. Ginés is a picaro who authors presumably tedious volumes of his life in
prison. He boasts that his autobiography will outshiwearillo and all other picaresque
tales of “that genre”] (aquel géner8)Ginés substantiates this claim that it “trata
verdades, y que son verdades tan lindas y tan donosas, que no pueden haber mentiras que
se le igualen.” [deals with true facts, and facts that are so attracthengertaining that
no fiction can possibly equal thefff.5inés, like all picaros, perpetuates engafio and
falsehood rather than the truth, and the emphasis on the truth being “attractive and
entertaining” beyond the level of fiction is an ironic commentary on the picaresque
audience’s interest in lurid detail. Moreover, when asked how he plans to end his great
novel, Ginés offers the following reply: “¢, Como puede estar acabado...si aun no esta
acabada mi vida*[How can it be finished if my life is not yet finished?] Furthermore, it

is hard to imagine that the great successu#manin the literary marketplace of Golden
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Age Spain (it outsold th@uixotewith some margin) did not summon some sort of
resentment in Cervantes—a resentment given voice to in the Ginés épissdeeter
Dunn astutely points out, Ginés’ very name has the same number of syllablegssd str
pattern as Guzmaf’

Cervantes offers at least two highly original literary re-workingsicdresque
material in theNovelas ejemplare? In the first part of the chapter, | will consider how
the earlier novell&inconete y Cortadillalelves into picaresque content but without
adopting picaresque forrRinconetanvolves in its final page a curious passage that
sheds light on its prior content and that intimates the possibility of an end thett in fa
never presents itself. In the process, the novella demonstrates a contuityevesy
much unlike that oEazarillo or Guzman The second half of the chapter will approach
another exemplary novella that at least with regard to the picaresque seskstovsn
example. The&€oloquio de los perroapproaches the same problem of the picaresque
narrator, but here the introduction of two would-be narrators (and the narratalalityst
that ensues) leads to an ironical reflection on the tendencies and shortcomings of the

picaresque and its new comic idiom.

Rinconete’s Rejection
No menos le suspendia la obediencia y respeto que todos tenian a Monipodio,
siendo un hombre barbaro, rastico y desalmado. Consideraba lo que habia leido
en su libro de memoria y los ejercicios en que todos se ocupaban. Finalmente
exageraba cuan descuidada justicia habia en aquella tan famosa ciudadaje Sevil

pues casi al descubierto vivia en ella gente tan perniciosa y tan camtearia
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misma naturaleza, y propuso en si de aconsejar a su compafiero no durasen mucho
en aquella vida tan perdida y tan mala, tan inquieta, y tan libra y disoluta’{272)
[Nor was he bound to the obedience and respect that all had for Monipodio, being
a barbaric, rustic, and and soulless man. He reflected on how he had read from his
book from memory and the activities in which they had all involved themselves
with. Finally he was astonished by the faulty justice in that famous cigwfle,
since such nefarious people lived there in violation of nature itself, almost
completely in the open, and he resolved to advise his mate that they not stay long
in a life so debauched, so wicked, so unstable, so fibertine and dissolute.]
These lines constitute a critical moment at the erRireonete y Cortadilloand given
the severity of the condemnation, it is hard to imagine them as a coda to aralgsenti
comic novella. They reflect at first glance the dour qualit$oetmarrather than the
sprightly mischief oLazarillo. But Cervantes’ picaresque novella assumes this self-
righteous quality only in this final passage. Most notable here is the absehee of t
picaresque narrator, and as we observed before, the ambivalent feelings ashyltbatme
arise with the narrator account for the new comic sensibility in the picerelsy
Rinconete y Cortadillowe remain as in the same ironically detached third-person form
that animate®on Quixote—a detachment that both Blanco Aguinaga and Reed
distinguish from the picaresquéThe figure whose thoughts are on display here is
Rinconete, who along with his companion Cortadillo has been serving the crime lord
Monipodio as interns in his Sevillian underworld. This passage marks a rejection on
multiple counts. First in this chain of repudiation is Monipodio. Monipodio is one of

Cervantes’ ingenious comic creations—a character whose identity isgiestlan
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incongruity. He assumes a central role for most of the narrative, and though heed reve
by a horde of lackeys and criminal apprentices, he seems in Rinconete basbarous,
rustic, and cruel.” To be sure, Rinconete, like his picaresque ancestatlbaaaly
outwardly conforms to the authority of his master; inwardly, he impugns it. Niét w
Lazarillo’s subversion is based more on the emptiness of his belly than thectosll
lapses of his master, Rinconete clearly deems himself the intellectual, emat indeed
social superior of his would-be masfér.

The second sweeping indictment in this passage is of the city of Seviltdy whi
was, as Ruth Pike has shown, the bastion of picaresque mischief and civil corruption in
early seventeenth-century SpéfrSeville is here condemned with spite for its lack of
“civilization.” Rinconete, whom we know up to this point only as a swindler and master
of card tricks, achieves in this final passage a new sensibility, and thougs e tiky
maintained gainful employment or a respectable trade, he indicts Sevills anckied
citizens for living pernicious lives that subvert human nature “contraria a laamism
naturaleza” and dare to do so almost out in the open (“casi al descubierto”). Teeba pi
could reform so suddenly and so dramatically is one of the strangest of a narrative
already enshrouded in uncertainty. As | will argue later in the essafintilipassage
signals not merely a rejection, but a radical reformation ofdRieie’s role in the novella.

The third element here rejected is the picaresque lifestyle, but since &mbas
spent his life engaged in disreputable behavior, rejected here is also asiexpoé
Rinconete’s former self, which had come into being independently of those agents of
corruption.Yet the rejection goes further still. In a coup of Cervantine ironyfjrihls

rejection of Monipodio, Seville, and the picaresque lifestyle is tantamount jieciae
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of the narrative itself—which is to say that the novella calls into question ytvakre as
a literary work in these final lines. That is, Rinconete’s sweeping i@jecidicts the
narrative content itself. Whereas the standard picaresque framewsrfocall
justification of prior narrative content (insofar as recounting past misahikéisine qua
non of the narrator’s present worldview), Rinconete’s rejection of the world of the
narrative is likewise an indictment of the purpose of narrating the picareshjagin
with.

But there is a greater irony still: Rinconete and his companion decide ediaspit
sweeping rejection, to hang on to the picaresque life with Monipodio a bit longer. This
final ironic twist calls into question the significance of Rinconete’s tigjecjust as
Rinconete’s rejection had called into question the narrative itself up to that pbiat. W
results is an impasse, and the narrative brilliantly cuts off at this momentovaka
celebrates discontinuity.

To better understand the stakes of Rinconete’s rejection and its relationst@p to t
larger question of Cervantes and the picaresque, it is worth consideringatltpiggtion
of point of view in the novella. Point of view in the picaresque is problematic because of
the unreliability of the picaresque narrator. In the case of the novella, eva thtferent
challenge—namely negotiating between the subjective experiences itietbkdracters
(from whose point of view the narrative seems at times to derive, espetitily final
scene) and the more objective view into the criminal underworld offered afterieiec
and Cortadillo are invited into the Sevillan cofradia. And what is surprising orotiis ¢
is that the main figure in the novelist is neither title character, but the Ioné ofitminal

cofradia that envelopes the two youths. Monipodio is defined through comic
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contradiction. We know nothing of his birth or upbringings, but it can be assumed that he
made his career in the backstreets of Seville, stealing and swindling histavayamy
and ultimately authority as head of a cofradia.

What is really at stake in the novella is point of view. The picaresque point of
view is initially tossed out in favor of the third-person. For Anthony Close, the nasella
a powerful illustration of the principlee$se est percigibut Close fails to consider that
this perception is constantly being toyed with in the nov8ll&erception is no reliable
guide in a novella where ostentatious trappings of order and religiosity @dsawith
underlying action and character. The comedy of incongruity is essentialriovbka.

We observed before how picaresque comedy in the Lazarillo distinguisHes ais
earlier comic forms due to its subtle negotiation of pathos and scorn, agape ané, ridic
Cervantine comedy also strives to overcome tradition, but in a different wathtéha
picaresque. It of course draws on the physical humor of farce (particulanly violent
physical comedy so prominent in tQeiixotg, but it nonetheless surpasses this base
physicality. It anticipates an important shift in comic theory that fintdriiition in
Fielding and eighteenth-century Britain (a shift namely from the biytaiimisanthropic
laughter to the polite humor of incongruity). The crux of Cervantine comedy is the
principle of laughable incongruity. Like the incongruity evident in the yawnipg ga
between Quixote’s megalomania and the recalcitrant reality of thecexterid,
Monipodio is rendered ridiculous by the discrepancy between his pretentions tapliety a
his scabrous deeds. What this means in the cdRmodnete y Cortadillas that reality,
though presented ostensibly through the “objective” lens of a detached third person

narrator, is in fact tinged with uncertainty. For Cervantes, perception isasuaple
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affair, but is colored by multiple-perceptions, and perception could hardlydosai
constitute a stable ontological foundation. ldentity is not established in the riovella
terms of absolutes, but is acquired through perception, interaction, strugglepnistant
evolution, not essence. In this sense, Cervantes is more akin to Hegel thateBesod
insofar as identity undergoes constant revision, his conception of selfhood is not
inconsistent with the picaresque enterprise.

We have described the signal feature of picaresque comedy as ambivalent
laughter—which is not the one-sided laughter of Antiquity that functions solely on
distance from laughing subject to the butt of the humor, but a concomitant pathetic
identification with the picaro, whose fundamental likability and rhetosaaVy invite
such pathos. In this sense, picaresque comedy departs from all prior carnycatt
establishes an artful oscillation between jocular and serious modes. Lafgidarse
often establishes distance and perhaps even disdain, but picaresque laughteuityn be g
laughter, since the butt of the joke is often the exploited youth, the victim of a hostile and
corrupt world. The case of Cervantes is different, however. The novella tlevey far
the natural intimacy that emerges from a protagonist communicating pérsoras
reader a life full of misfortune. Given this emotional detachment from theitaros in
the novella (partly because of the third-person narration, partly because ofythe ver
truncated autobiographies we get at the beginning), it would be improper to speak of
picaresque comedy Rinconete Moreover, the picaresque narrator is the conduit of
picaresque comedy, the maker of mischief and quite often the butt of the joke. But here
Rinconete and Cortadillo are shoved into the background for most of the novella. They

act as straightmen rather than as comic eccentrics.
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The comic incongruity that drives the novella is largely channeled through the
laughable figure of Monipodio. Despite the caustic indictment of him as a deforme
rustic, he is not as barbarous as he looks. He maintains, despite his inclination to
malfeasance, quite a few traits of the more civilized man of the agdfddtsa good
deal of social niceties, despite his occasional outbursts of choler, and thoagfrdd$a
defines itself against the norms of civil society, it prizes order and obedeendes
above all things: “iNadie se burle con quebrantar la mas minima cosa de nuestra orde
que le costara la vida!” [No one shall joke with violating the slightest thing in our order,
for it will cost him his life.” (247) Another aspect of the criminal organargs comical
blend of “righteousness” amid waywardness is its adoration of the Virgin hattao
Monipodio’s door is an image of the Virgin, and the boys are told by one of the boss’
lackeys that religious devotion is serious business in the society: “Tenedsogue
rezamos nuestro rosario, repartido en toda la semana, y muchos de nosotros no hurtamos
el dia del viernes, ni tenemos conversacion con mujer que se llame Maria el dia del
sabado.” (236) [We have more: we pray our rosary, spread out over the whole week, and
many of us do not steal on Fridays, nor do we have relations with a woman named Maria
on Saturday.] In th@uixote,a fundamental comic incongruity that originally is material
only for a novella becomes the catalyst of innumerable humorous episodes. Aecharact
trait exaggerated to an extreme comes to define one’s whole being #uyaipstceived
normalcy of society. The slight contradiction, the crack in ideology or iriterna
consistency, does not remain as such to generate a slight smile, but continues to rupture

into comic absurdity’’
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How are we to classify this novella and its comic artistry then? Whigtasis
that Cervantes’ novella does not follow Lazarillo’s picaresque comedy, neitgnesue
the grand spiritual journey @uzman Rather, it eschews the picaresque point of view by
rejecting the subjectivity of the picaresque narrator, which is in fasirteequa norof
picaresque comedy. And though it functions, like@haxote on a central comic
incongruity, it never evolves organically into a comic epic. Perhaps one reashis fer t
Rinconete’s rejection and its implications. Rather than expanding from an acorn into a
oak, the novella demonstrates a self-conscious distaste for its own picaresgoe é@nt
we saw in the prior chapteguzmarikewise resents and militates against its own
picaresque content, but the coping mechanism is different in Cervantes thaménAle
In Aleman, every picaresque action propels an equal and oppositive moralizitigrrea
The text swells as a result of this constant inner turmoil. Cervantes, by tdairass
truncation over expansion, the ironic smile over long-winded moralizing. Indeed, the very
names of the protagonists suggest this sense of fragmentation. Rinconetessuggest
confinement, cornering, marginality, and Cortadillo reminds us of how the noutdla c
itself short.

The novella therefore plays with picaresque content without any attempt to
follow, asGuzmardoes, the full possibilities of picaresque peregrination. Rather, there is
a claustrophobic quality teinconetean increasing sense of confinement. From
Lazarillo to Augie March the picaresque is fond of open spaces, confused itineraries, the
whims offortuna butRinconete y Cortadilloetreats into itself to exploit its own
insufficiencies. It cuts short the picaresque possibility it offers imdipience. In

Rinconeteand elsewhere in the picaresque, the “center” of the text ofimes at the end.
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Lazarillo, we recall, reveals in the last chapter of his narrative thdigecircumstances

of “the matter” (presumably the infidelity of his wife with the Archbishop) tieest

spurred him to draft the long explanatiorMestra MercedBut what is peculiar in

Rinconetas that the narrative shifts the spotlight away from the protagonists for the

lion’s share of the story. With the introduction of the crime boss Monipodio, a rather

drastic displacement of focus away from the two protagonists occurs. Theimgspeaf

the Sevillan underworld become the focus of the novella, and the two title characters

become mere spectators. In the standard picaresque situation, the narrafoesly

far as the consciousness of the picaro. Of course, this foundation can be a shdkyeon

picaresque narrator’s reliability is not merely a question of his aoguraecalling the

mischief or trauma of youth (or his willingness to do so), but the way in which he

organizes this material in the service of rhetoric. Rinconete seems ogaedgént

himself as a picaresque narrator, but his ambitions are effectively dyt Girtadillo,

who in his own right is just as eager to narrate his autobiography. As Cortatiledts:
Sea un hora—dijo el otro--, y en merced muy grande tengo la que vuesa merced
me ha hecho en darme cuenta de su vida, con que me ha obligado a que no le
encubra la mia, que, diciéndola méas breve, es ésta: Yo naci... (224)
[The time is right—said the other--, and | take it as a great favor that YamorH
has given me an account of your life, whereby you have obliged me not to conceal
mine from you, which narrated more briefly, is this: | was born...]

Cortadillo cuts his new and dear friend short, effectively seizing, if only fayraent,

the reins of narration, only to have them snatched back after a concise surhimsiry o

own life. The mini-autobiographies offered in this initial encounter hardly tefiec
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“entera noticia de mi persona” promised by the cryptic Lazarillo, or of #raisgly
endless series of Sisyphean struggles and self-reproaching that corrstinderative
material ofGuzman de Alfarach&ather, they illustrate the point that for Cervantes, such
picaresque monologues exhaust themselves quite quickly and can veer prégipitous
towards the tedious (again we are reminded of Ginés de Pasamont@®inxbie whose
literary megalomania has him filling volumes of material not fit to be)rédeither
Rinconete nor Cortadillo has the patience to sit through the other’s stories, arl afistea
maintaining their status as passive listeners, they venture out into the wetltetodn
the forthcoming discussion of ti@oloquio de los perrgsve will see how Cervantes
favors the dialogic over the monologic. For now, it is sufficient to point out that in
Cervantes’ view, the problem of the picaresque narrator is that he isnderested in
himself and often uninterested in others. In other words, the picgspi$actoa bad
listener (and evidently in Cervantes’ mind, not too good of a storyteller eithiee)
critical point is that Cervantes eschews picaresque subjectivity betauts too
narrow a medium for his world.

To better appreciate the move at the end of the novella, we have to examine more
closely Rinconete’s development within the cofradia. In a group that détfhed
through lawful attention to rules of lawlessness, it is Rinconete who assumeletbke r
guardian of the language. Even before correcting Monipodio’s malapropisms, he had
already corrected a page for a similar offense to good language Caftidillo
guestions how a group of thieves could still affect Christian piety, the page feple=s
¢ qué tiene de malo? —replicé el mozo---. ¢, No es peor ser hereje o renegadoasmata

padre y madre, o ser solomico?” (236) [“Well, what is wrong with it? repliegdage. Is
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it not worse to be a heretic or renegade, or to kill your father or mother, or to be a
solomite?” Rinconete quickly chimes in to correct the verbal erB8odbmitaquerra
decir vuesa merced.” (236) [You wish to say “sodomite”, your honor.] And when
Monipodio reveals himself illiterate and hence incapable of reading aloud frdirthe
de memoriaa register of the society’s roguish activities, it is the new iniR&iteonete
who assumes the role of narrating the group’s activities to the audiencevefsthn the
course of the novella, Rinconete emerges because of his penetratingemtellggnd
natural linguistic skill, as a detached observer, a marginal outsider evenmaerworld
composed of marginal outsiders. Riconete’s literacy means that he hasdesjogss to
an educational level far beyond that of the other picaros in his midst. This in turn confers
a sense of superiority not altogether unlike the imbalance between Don Quictote a
Sancho. Right after the sweeping rejection that introduced our reading, th@anovell
concludes on this curious note:
Pero, con todo esto, llevado de sus pocos afios y de su poca experiencia, pas6 con
ella adelante algunos meses, en los cuales le sucedieron cosas que piden mas
luenga escritura; y asi, se deja para otra occasion contar su vida y mdagros,
los de su maestro Monipodio, y otros sucesos de aquéllos de la infame academia,
gue todos seran de grande consideracion y que podran servir de ejemplo y aviso a
los que las leyeren.
[Nevertheless, given his youth and his lack of experience, Rinconete spent a few
more months with them in which things happened to him that call torget tale;
and thus, we leave it for another occasion to recount his life and miracles, along

with those of his teacher Monipodio, and other doings of the members of that
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infamous academy; and that all this will be of great importance that shalase

an example and warning to all those who chance to read it.]
Indeed, the final passage of the novella offers a new way of approaching itooptentc
The whole narrative can, on the basis of Rinconete’s rejection, be re-readsrofeha
problems of point of view with which it struggles. Indeed, a further irony of thestext
that this final rejection signals Rinconete’s readiness to achieve hict had been
denied him earlier in the narration (when his autobiography was cut short by
Cortadillo)—namely a full-fledged picaresque narrator. And yet Rincongt ne
becomes this narrator, for the novella cuts off just as he seems prepared to continue it
Cervantes ties matters up with another splendid bit of irony. Just when Rinconetesappe
poised to leave behind the criminal underworld, we are reminded that the necessary
resolve is somehow lacking. Similarly ironic here is the mention of “liferaimacles.”®
Moreover, the shining example of behavior to serve the reader’'s moral development is
promised but never fulfilled.

The question now becomes how Rinconete’s rejection can be connected to the
larger questions in play in this study—namely the picaresque’s early |aekf-of
definition as a genre based on the problem of picaresque comic broathetanarillo?
The moralizing tone of Rinconete’s rejection echoes th&wuaiman but it is worth
asking how seriously such moralizing can be taken when Rinconete decides, in spite of
his vitriol, to spend a few more months alongside Monipodio. The final ironic move in
Rinconetéhighlights the ambiguous status of any picaresque narrator, his moral
irresponsibility (which for Cervantes is laughable unto itself) and thegsigae’s

inability to cope with its own ideological contradictions. Which is to say that for
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Cervantes, the picaresque strives to achieve a moral high ground (such dsi¢katian
Rinconete’s rejection), but that it cannot ever occupy this high ground without delving

back into its own prurient picaresque content.

II. El Coloquio de los perros

El Coloquio de los perromvolves a similar shift away from picaresque
subjectivity, and yet it is bolder th&inconete y Cortadillan its experimentation with
the picaresque framewofkWhereasRinconeteevels in the gritty realism of the
picaresque, th€oloquioembraces this same gritty detail in parts but adds to it the
magical (thereby underming one fundamental precondition of the picaresque—namely
new appeal to realism). As Rinconetewe have in th€oloquioa tale of two picaros
rather than one. There, first-person picaresque narration seems a possltiliy to
emerge at the end of the novella, though it is, ironically enough, adumbrated but never
realized. Here, the reins of narration are at last handed over to the picarbs, but t
dialogic quality injects a comic chaos into the text. Cervantes’ principatidm to the
picaresque is the one-sidedness of the first-person and the tendency toecagatiat
nauseam on topics of little interest (namely the uninspired life of a picas@akcia
Lépez points out with regard to Ginés (and presumably Cervantes’ indictment of the
picaresque):

De hecho, las palabras de Ginesillo precisan un programa literario que Cervantes

desarrollard y concretara en afios posterioEEsos extremos aparecen

deslindados con claridad en la enunciacion de lo que no puede ni debe ser una

narracion: por un lado, el simple recuento biografico; por el otro, la univocidad
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del punto de vista, la identificacion de narrador y personaje sin solucion de
continuidad®°
[In fact, Ginesillo’s words outline a literary programme that Cervaniiés w
develop and realize in subsequent years. These extremes appear delinedyed cle
in the pronouncement concerning what cannot nor should not be a narrative: on
the one hand, a simple biography; on the other, monological point of view, the
conflation of narrator and character and without any resolution of its continuity. ]
The Coloquioresponds to both of the points Garcia Lépez addresses here—it avoids
being a mere biographical tale of a picaro by transforming picaresque monwitmgue
dynamic dialogue. It likewise solves the problem of Ginés’ problem ofraaityti
(namely, how a running autobiography by a living narrator is brought to an end if the
picaro’s life is still going) by including in its rational plan the idea thame limit has
been set. Yet these formal devices complicate the problems of the picaresque
On the theme of comedy, the first and most obvious observation is that the
premise of the novella embraces the incongruous mixture of the ridiculous (talgs)g do
and the rational (the dialogic negotiation of truffifhe comical theme of
metamorphosis is present in an important picaresque predecessor of Antiquigugipul
Golden Asswhere the protagonist is transformed into a donkey and engages in a
narration of the comically desultory misadventures that ensue from thifotraason®?
But we saw in our earlier discussionl@tzarillo that the physical torment to which
Apuleius’s donkey is subjected never approaches the kind of comic pathos we get from

Lazarillo’s tale. In other words, Apuleius endorses the traditional understanding of
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comedy as the “ugly” (proposed by Aristotle), which engenders laughtsroan,
laughter that never approaches the ambivalent laughter of picaresque comedy

The great irony of the dialogue is that this magical gift of speechsted/an
desultory association of past picaresque experience, descriptions of hunigegshea
biting, and prurient behavior, the spreading of nasty rumors (what both interloafésrs
to repeatedly asyurmuracion and bickering over what to narrate and how to narrate it.
As Cipion remarks to Berganza, “si tu fueras persona, fueras hipdcrita, y todbsalas
gue hicieras fueran aparentes, fingidas y falsas, cubiertas con kdeclapartud, solo
porque te alabaran, como todos los hipécritas h&¢da66) [If you were human you'd
be a hypocrite, and all your deeds would be blatant, fake, and false, cloakedapettoé c
virtue, all so that you might be praised as hypocrites dojpfilgominen{or ad canem
attack here is really a blatant instance of the same hypocrisy, for tiodube narrative
Cipion chastises Berganza for slanderimgiimurai). After Cipion interrupts to deliver
his own kind of aesthetic moralizing, Berganza admonishes him that “Todo eso es
predicar, Cipion amigo.” (258) [This is all preaching, my friend Scipio] (preadafing
course is a signal feature @zman. Further on, Cipidn chides Berganza for spreading
malicious rumorsrurmural) and urges him to clean up the narration and move onward:
“y por tu vida que calles ya y sigas tu historia” (268) [for your lifeleedae quiet and
continue your story.] To which Berganza responds .—"¢; Como la tengo de seglln3i
(268) [How can | continue it if | am quiet?] One of the great comical ironidseof t
dialogue involves the unchecked tendency towardsmuracion and despite Cipién’s
admonitions against it, neither dog is capable of reeling in the inclinatronrourar.

Indeed, ifLazarillo is propelled by the search for food, tBeloquiois a string of
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condemnations and slander. Like Rinconete, Berganza indicts the world around him in
the most scathing fashion, but unlike that earlier picaro, his indictment is not a final
revelation but runs steadily through the narrative. After his heeecdepiction of masters,
Berganza lapses into a rant about the immorality of Moors:

iOh cuantas y cudles cosas te pudiera decir, Cipion amigo, desta ranalia,

si no temiera no poderlas dar fin en dos semanas! Y si las hubiera de

particularizar, no acabara en dos meses. (272)

[Oh how many things | could tell you, my friend Scipio, of this Moorish rabble, if

| didn’t fear not being able to finish in two weeks. And if | had to be specific

about it, | wouldn't finish in two months.]
Again, the fuel on which the narrative runs is spite, and yet the miracle of speech is
employed for dubious purposes. Hazlitt describes Quixote and Sancho’s cdimnaiaderi
in their “consistency in absurdity®® A similar observation might be made with regard
here to Berganza, whose unchecked tendency towards slander runs counter to the
putatively noble gift of speech.

The novella’s comedy results not just from this contradiction; it likewise has a
great deal to do with the desultory style of narration. The comic of course thinives
happenstance and the sudden, jolting incongruities that result from it. Forcionkegescr
quite well the kind of chaos that emerges on this front:

If we inspect the anatomy of Cervantes’ literary monstrosity clos&yhgerve

that it is swollen and bursting with objects, that there is tremendous variety in it

substance, narrative shapes, subject matter, character types, idesstostgs,
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and voices. Saturation and narrative chaos would appear to be its dominant
general feature$.
Yet the “narrative chaos” described here is unto itself a liberation fromttinesic
limitations of picaresque subjectivity. Cervantes manages in a naleds/éhan a tenth
as large a&uzmarnto approach the baroque complexity of that earlier work, but he does
so without fully embracing the picaresque or its characteristic comic. e@@santes
insinuates in both narratives that no audience really wants to be subjected tdierpatia
on the life of a socially isolated and wayward fellow, and even if there wereshin
such material, then there would be little to gain from a moral, intellectuagstinetic
perspective from the confused and digressive rant of a rogue (even a reforined one
Rinconete and Cortadillo bring their respective autobiographies to quick ends loreg befo
they can become the thousand- page textual monsGuavhan de AlfaracheBerganza
and Cipion, for their part, make an agreement: the former is granted a day to talk his
tongue off, and the latter is granted the rather dubious right to indulge his own narrative
inclinations on the following day (assuming of course that the two hounds stil et
special powers). Interestingly enough, it is Cipién who first proposes this:
Sea ésta la manera, Berganza amigo: que esta noche me cuentes tu vida y los
trances por donde has venido al punto en que ahora te hallas, y si mafiana en la
noche estuviéramos con habla, yo te contaré la mia; porque mejor sera gastar el
tiempo en contar las propias que en procurar saber las ajenas vidas. (244)
[Let it be like this, my friend Berganza: that tonight you will tell me yder li
story and the stages you have arrived at until your present circumstandedyyand i

chance we still have the gift of speech tomorrow, | will tell you my sforyour
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time is better spent narrating our own lives than in trying to learn about others’
lives.]
The problem of continuity in the picaresque that confronts Ginés appears solved by this
arrangement, and yet the narrative is not guided by rational order. Langueage not a
tool for chiseling rational awareness into the mind but rather the froth of thought, the
desultory wandering of words. Significant here is Cipion’s simultaneous agcefif
the passive status of a listener and his obvious lack of interest in the lives of others.
Despite his initial offer of goodwill, Cipidn is not the most obedient of listeraard it is
this disobedience that accounts for the comic dissonance in the dialogue. Rather than
offering us his take on picaresque comedy (which is defined through its internal
dissonance), we are instead presented with explicit external dissonancergxiseirgly,
Cipion does not surrender altogether to his master of the day, but asserts himself in his
role as critic and commentator throughout much of the dialogue. The narratitials ini
promise of a rational ordering of narration is therefore undermined through seaqee
of Cipidn. It is transformed into a comic power struggle between Bergamga, tedill
in the innumerable details of his picaresque meanderings and of the corruption of his
many masters, and Cipién, who oscillates between annoyance and enthusiasi¢ intere
aesthetic pedantry and repressed delight in picaresque detail.
Another significant aspect of tli&loquiohas gone unmentioned, and that is
Cervantes’ marvelous play with mediation—a salient feature of course @uiketeas
well. In the case of th€oloquig what we experience is not direct access to the
conversation between Cipion and Berganza, but rather Campuzano’s transcription of the

incident, which in turn is read aloud by Peralta. Again, the layers of mediation here in
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the Coloquio(and the tinkering with mediation Rinconetg can be understood as a
Cervantine response to the perceived tedious straightforwardness of fisst-pers
picaresque narration. Again, the picaresque for Cervantes is guilty of thadffaorts.
Rather than highlighting its own quality as literary mediation, the Eqaeepresents an
illusion of language as presence. Cervantes, by contrast, self-conseigustes the
engafoof linguistic and literary signification. In both novellas under consideration here
the standard picaresque framework is eschewed in order for more layediationdo
present themselves. We saw beforRinconete and Cortadilloow the novella quickly
tosses out the possibility of a standard picaresque narrative point of view inooptieyr t
games with narrative voice (and even, as | argue, present the possibilinconh&e
emerging as a picaresque narrator at tale’s end). i@dloguiq the dialogic aspect is
privileged over the picaresque monologue.

But what is to be made of this new dialogic quality of@méoquid? The implied
critique of the picaresque here is that the dialagurestitutes an important modification
of the standard picaresque narrative, where the textual material is shapedsatedipre
over by a tyrannical consciousness. True, this consciousness is often at oddslyith its
as in the case @uzmanor it is guided by the implicit influence of an intended
addressee such as Lazarillysestra Merced® Yet no prior picaresque narrative
highlights to the same degree as@woquiothe dialogical aspect of narration. Ong’s
dictum that the writer's audience is always a fiction has limited ajplitysto Berganza
and Cipion, whose mixture of narration and repartee throw into high relief thetidellec
interaction between author and audience in literary produttiBarganza’s tale is

incomplete without Cipion’s interjections, just as a text is not complete widtmout
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addressee. As in the famous case of Quijote and Sancho, Berganza and Cipidn represent
contrary principles clashing in comic fashion. Though Cervantes can never be pinned
down too easily, as such it negotiates a balance between the intensewerbahergy
of Rabelais and Quevedo and the self-reproaching didacticism of Aféérereas
Quevedo’s comedy might be described as a verbal bacchanalia in which the
polysemousness of the signifier is raucously celebrated, the comic in Cereatais a
higher degree of rational awareness. Cervantes, so goes the argumeeitabfcsiics,
exploits time and again the comedy of rational incongruity, not just to gelheurgtaer
for laughter’s sake, but a sense of proper aesthetic laughter that ishnatienal®
Indeed, the common understanding of Cervantine humor put forth by Riley, Murillo, and
Close among others is that it privileges rational order and propriety, mangtaisense
of comic dignity and aesthetic refinement against the temptation to lungeenial
debauchery. Yet one should be careful not to overemphasize Cervantes’ semsie of ¢
propriety. After all, theQuixoteis not exactly lacking in physical, often violent comedy
and oblique references to lower functions of the body. Nabokov, for one, describes the
Quixote as “an encyclopedia of cruelty” and states further that it “is one ofabiebitter
and barbarous books ever penn&d&nd Forcione rightly points out in the quote above
that theColoquids dialogic quality and overwhelming complexity render it more chaotic
than self-contained, and a number of passages in the narrative hardly comastanse
and proper. Consider for instance the following celebration of picaresque peynebc
altogether unlike Rinconete’s scathing rejection:

La codicia y la envidia despertd en los rufianes voluntad de hurtarme, y andaba

buscando occasion para ello: que esto del ganar de comer holgando tiene muchos
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aficionados y golosos; ...los unos y los otros no salen de los bodegones y tabernas
en todo el afio; por do me doy a entender que de otra parte que de la de sus oficios
sale la corriente de sus borracheras. Toda esta gente es vagamundasimutil y
provecho; esponjas del vino y gorgojos del pan. (252)
[Greed and envy inspired in those ruffians the desire to steal me, and they kept
looking for an opportunity to do it: for the idea of earning one’s bread by doing
nothing has many adherents and addicts; and none of these folks leave the inns
and taverns the whole year; from which | assume that the source of their drunken
binges comes from something other than their duties. All these folks are
vagabonds, useless and worthless, sponges of wine and weevils of bread.]

As in theGuzman moralizing of the most intense sort goes on here. But whereas

Aleman’s protagonist includes prurient picaresque detail ostensibly in order to

demonstrate the pitfalls of such an existence, Berganza’s vitriol standsimdontrast

to his and Cipién’s reflections on the importance of avoiding slatidedeed, if

Lazarillois propelled by the search for food, theloquiois a string of condemnations

and slander. And to further appreciate how the theme of slander complements the

novella’s appeal to lascivious detail, Berganza’s depiction of the witch Casiiglaould

be mentioned:
Ella era larga de mas de siete pies; toda era notomia de huesos, cubiertos con una
piel negra, vellosa y curtida, con la barriga, que era de badana, se cubrigetas par
deshonestas...las tetas semejaban dos vejigas de vaca secas y arrugasas...Q
morderla, por ver si volvia en si, y no hallé parte en toda ella que el asco no me lo

estorbase. (274)
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[She was over seven feet tall, skin and bones, covered with black, hairy, and
weathered skin; her belly was flabby and covered her pubic redienhreasts
resembled two dry and wrinkled cow bladders...l wanted to bite her, to see if

she’d pull herself together, but | did not find a single part of her where disgust did

not hold me back.]

Passages like these make it hard to accept the argument that Cervagteatisadvocate
of comichienséanceThis level of spite is not reached even inGwemanand in the
picaresque tradition, only Quevedo will surpass it. Of course, in Cervantes tlengs a
rarely straightforward, and we must consider the source and butt of this scorn—a
“learned dog” and a witch respectively. To speak here of the comedy aithngay (as |
will in the following chapter) would therefore be inaccurate.

Just aRinconeteprovides in its final pages a possible solution to the riddle of the
narrative situation, th€oloquiocontains in its latter half an important revelation
regarding the supposed miracle of speech that invites a similar reerahfatarrative
content. In this case, the great revelation (at least in the eyes of a good ntimbe
important critics, including Forcione, El Saffar, and Sanchez) is one of witehcra
namely that Cipiébn and Berganza were in fact victims of a spell cast byttie w
Caflizares? As in Rinconete’s revelation, this insinuation is ndeas ex machinaor a
final rational explanation of things, but a moment inviting speculation and ambidsty.
elsewhere in Cervantes, the “truth in the matter” is not of the absolute sorthientarat
teasing possibility never to be attained, the inherent delight in teagioak. If we
continue with the theme of “esse est percipi” broached in the discussion of Reaeaet

see that the Cervantine notion of identity is a constantly evolving, constaiftitygs
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form that emerges only through the kaleidoscope of perception. That is, perception for
Cervantes is never a simple, straightforward affair. Truth is multi-petrépkand
dialogic, no apodictical assertion of tyrannical consciousness (be it thabaft&or the

picaro) but rather the hard-fought negotiation of divergent possibilities.

Concluding Remarks

Cervantes underscores in fheloquioand inRinconetehe fissures in the
picaresque enterprise and proposes alternatives to the limitations ekgisaipoint of
view (and to the new comic sensibility, picaresque comedy, that evolves from the
picaresque point of view). The contradictions in@wooquiq to be sure, are of the
explicit sort, for the gritty picaresque detail is comically at odds thié supernatural
preconditions of the narrative. Whereas the absence of the picaro’s voice siiesse
emergence of picaresque comedyRinconetethe realism that is a necessary condition
for the kind of pathetic identification with the plight of the picaro is absent in the
Coloquia The picaresque comedylddzarillo is not so much criticized as it is avoided.
The critique of the picaresque in both novellas appears directed less at thegpliayf
of theLazarillo than at the serious rhetorical posturingsaizman de Alfaraché&or
Cervantes, the meaningless meandering of criminal autobiography is devoid of
hermeneutic excitement and doomed to triviality, for its very premi$e isamical
incongruity of an individual of social marginality and dubious morals attempting to
assume the status of the h&t@ervantes’ picaresque experiments illustrate the inner
strife of the picaresque genre, but as we shall see, they do not lead diraatilyeo f

picaresque offspring in the Spanish tradition. In a later chapter on Fielding atidt&m
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we will revisit some of the basic concerns of this chapter—namely the ddmgtagen
the layers of mediation in Cervantine (or what Fielding terms “epic comady’)
picaresque comedy. Yet as we will see in the following chapter, aettiffeind of
critique of the self-righteous qualities@uzmans present in QuevedoBuscon The

genre, in search for a definition, continues to be at war with itself.
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Chapter Four

Picaresque Comedy and Misanthropy in Quevedo’Buscén

Up to this point in the study we have considered the picaresque genre in terms of
a fundamental problem—namely, is the genre to reflect the ebullient comics§piri
Lazarillo (and its new brand of socially responsible picaresque comedy)? Or is ittcather
follow the model ofGuzmarand present a probing reflection on the nature of human sin
(and indeed a suffocation of those comic inclinations which subvert this higher purpose)?
Cervantes dabbles with picaresque content but ultimately rejects itsadimngeed the
comic possibilities that arise from that form). Quevedhlsconsituates itself in the
minds of some critics as the last great “canonical” picaresque novel, asdliviuged
critics rather sharply into two camps. The first set of critics, repted by Lazaro
Carreter, Lida, and Rico, assert that Quevedo’s novel constitutes hittethan a
showcase of verbal dexterity. Quevedo’s novel, as Rico famously asserts, is a work of
linguistic genius, but nonetheless a bad picaresque fovelLazaro Carreter's
estimation, any critical attention to the sociological circumstancgsnghthe novel is
unnecessary, for it is to be appreciated first and foremost as linguisti€play

The opposing camp, represented by Parker, Iffland, Cros, Ricapito, Maravall
Read, Cruz and others, has aimed to identify more than just linguistic play and comic
excess in the novel. Both Parker and Iffland, for example, take the novel quiteskseri
offering psychological readings of tBeiscon Parker’s well-argued psychological
reading focuses on the protagonist Pablos’ early childhood trauma, particularly his

repeated humiliation at the hands of peers and his picaresque existence as@d means
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overcoming this traum¥. Richard Bjornson asserts that Pablos is guilty of a lack of self-
knowledge, indeed of what he calls “moral blindness,” and that this lack of a moral
compass furthers the satirical ends of the nd/€kos, Read and Cruz are intrigued by
the scatological element in Quevedo and the way in which this base detail candae rela
to the motif of social isolation in the noval.

The problem in the split separating critics is that it fails to appeethatfact that
the Lazarillo and other picaresque texts embrace contradiction in their comic artiséry. T
Busconis suffused with much of the same comic self-pity.azarillo. Yet inLazarillo
the misanthropic impulses of comedy described by Castelvetro and Hobbes aiayoffse
the amiability of the picaro narrator and indeed the invitatiomtpaghize with his plight.
Quevedo is far less compromising in his approach, and the comic in Quevedo might best
be described as unabashedly misanthropic. Further, there is in Quevedo a gdositivit
language, a conscious layering of signification (indeed a consciouslyg tayaring of
signification) that is lacking in the more forthrigtazarillo.'®° There is likewise, as in
Cervantes, a frontal assault on the self-righteousness Giubmanand the notion of the
picaresque as a tool of moral betterment.

We discussed the confluence of comic traditions inLd@rillo in terms of
dialectical interaction, a confluence of comic traditions and the emergépemresque
comedy. Quevedo’s novel is driven by a similar comic dialectic, set immittrough
constant interplay between contrary forces. In Quevedo, we witness an exubera
oscillation between comic modes, a celebration of the comic signifier on its ons ter
(evident in the nearly constant introductiorcohceptosand wordplay) and yet a genuine

pleasure in recounting physical and digestive torment. Linguistic exxes&slito
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scatological excess in tiiguscén and through it all runs a caustic comic indictment of

mankind.

The Busconand Problems of Categorization

Claudio Guillén’s essay on the picaresque remains the best attempt asa conc
definition of the genré® Guillén outlines the most consistent features of the genre in
terms of eight critical elements: 1) the unfavorable psychological erpesen
childhood experienced by the picaresque protagonist, exacerbated by poor parehtage a
adverse sociological circumstances; 2) as the pseudo-autobiographical modatimimar
of a single protagonist; which leads to 3) a necessatrily restricted viéw wiorld; 4) the
picaresque protagonist’s status as an outsider who calls the world into question; 5)
emphasis on material need and the exigencies of existence (we are remiad&ddHesr
intense descriptions of hungerlinzarillo and in theBuscon); 6) the picaro’s movement
from master to master, city to city, which in turn opens the door to wide-reachialj soc
satire; 7) horizontal movement in space and vertical movement in society; 8sadiepi
mode of narration, which makes it possible for X number of elements to enter the
narrative.

Yet Guillén’s model, as useful as it is, fails to pinpoint at least two signifi
aspects of the picaresque that come into play in Quevedo’s novel. First of aénGuill
paradigm, like so many discussions of the picaresque, lacks emphasis on the @omic as
problem within the genre’s writhing with self-definition. Indeed, the @ititas against
playing up the comic aspect of the picaresque can be connected to the molebgenera

against the comic literature—a bias that Quevedo among others militabestag
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Secondly, though Guillén correctly identifies material want, hunger, poverty, and
delinquency as typical of the genre, he does not adequately address the complex
relationship between these low subjects and the often lofty rhetorical langliag
picaresque novels. It is this discrepancy between the earthy detail afdhesgue and
the pretensions to something like literary language that often generatesgicar
comedy.

The problem with defining picaresque comedy in the same way that Guillén
defines the picaresque is not just that the early picaresque texts aligeltiesnasong
opposite sides of an axis. As we saw in the case dfabarillo, picaresque comedy is
more than th&chadenfreuddescribed by Castelvetro and Hobbes as constitutive
elements of laughter, for it operates according to an inner contradiction. Ometiand,
it involves debasement of the picaro and an invitation to Schadenfreude. On the other, the
picaro/narrator invites the reader to commiserate with his causei(loazee are
reminded, is really the only likeable person in a text of rogues). But the case¢d
is trickier than virtually any other picaresque text on this account. Quevéddonsost
misanthropic of picaresque authors. The scorn he heaps on characteBusciraand
elsewhere in his bitter satirical polemics (most notablySinefioswhere he lambastes
his rivals sans merci) is compelling evidence of this misanthropic bent.

But as we saw in the case of tteezarillo, the fact that a number of picaresque
novels employ Schadenfreude is clear enough, but not necessarily in simgaSome,
like Lazarillo, offer an intensely physical and slapstick brand of comedy, almost meant
more for the stage than for prose. Others, like Ubedalsal masterpiecea picara

Justina(to be discussed in the following chapter), employ an intentionally grandiose
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language to depict the baseness of the picaresque, and much of the comedgtisdyener
from the incongruence between the elevated style of narration and the basémess of
narrative content. In the least overtly comic of picaresque ndvelgnan de Alfarache
comic Schadenfreude is inspired by the picaresque narrative, only to be suppydbsed b
narrator’'s moral recriminations and an appeal to higher ideals. And then there is t
Buscon which employs a verbal artistry that is overwhelming at times in its eyl

yet that is nonetheless offset by the base physical reality of theguc@r existence.

On Shallowness and Depth in th&uscén

It has become common in theorizing of the comic to distinguish between lowbrow
and highbrow. A significant example of such a tendency is George Meredith, whose
eloquent essay on the spirit of comedy betrays a concern for thoughtful laugintdreove
meaningless giggling of the hypergeld&t The true test of comedy for Meredith is that it
awakens “thoughtful laughter.” Schopenhauer distinguishes between humor and jest
stating in his characteristic blend of acerbity and wisdom that the designatiomof
“arises from the miserable desire to give things a more distinguishedthamehat
belongs to them.*®3An even more marked dichotomy is present in the comic theory of
Etienne Souriau, who posits a distinction between crude and aesthetic |atfgfoer.
Souriau, crude laughter is an infantile response to stimuli and is wholly indepé&odent
the higher rational and aesthetic faculties. For Souriau, “the comic is theapposite
of the risible.” It exorcises “the demon of laughter...,yanking out its vipengsia
teaching it to dance—at the end of a sticR™1t is interesting to ask what a theorist like

Souriau would make of Quevedo, who so artfully combines the comic and the risible. In
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the case oGuzmanwe observed a similar turning of the text’s forces against itself, but
there the crude impulses of picaresque comedy were repressed by tleiveper
ideology and the belief that the picaresque text can enact something lkareora in the
mind of thediscreto lector Misanthropic laughter gives way in that novel to misanthropy
as admission of postlapsarian human sinfulness. Things are quite different in Quevedo,
for no anvil of ideology weighs over the text, and the text undermines the notion of moral
education through picaresque example. Language exists, it would seem, tateealsbr
own excess, and the comic is the most boisterous celebration of that excess. But the
excess in Quevedo is not purely linguistic, but thematic. Quevedo’s scatology is a
genuine problem because it persists even in the midst of the most dazzling vistioal ar
To appreciate the baseness of Quevedo, it is worth considering a prominent sgene earl
the narrative involving a prank played on Pablos by his classmates. This is not a prank of
the innocent sort, however. It involves a beating of the protagonist by a gang ofigjuveni
delinquents by a cat’'o-nine-tails and wedding physical violence to base degradat
Pero menudeaban tanto los azotes sobre mi, que ya no me quedd, por haberme
tirado las frazadas abajo, otro remedio sino el de meterme debajo de la
cama...Entre tanto, aquel maldito que estaba junto a mi se pas6 a mi camay
proveyo en ella, y cubridla, volviéndose a la suya...Acostéme y cubrime, y torné
a dormir, y como entre suefios y revolcase, cuando desperté halléme sucio hasta
las trenzas. (11%°
[But the blows fell so thickly on me that nothing was left for me to do—the
covers had been pulled off me—but to get under the bed...Meanwhile the devil

who slept next to me came over to my bed and relieved himself in it and pulled up
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the covers over the mess...I lay down, covered myself, and soon fell asleep; and
as in my dreams | wallowed about in the bed, | awoke to find myself covered with

filth to the very hair of my head.]

Were this not already enough, the passage continues accumulating f@wetfar two
pages or so, and when the wretched odor of this scatological ambush invades the room,
Pablos is surrounded by his classmates and the headmaster Don Diego. Personal
humiliation becomes public degradation:
Yo, que veia poco remedio en el negocio y que me iban a echar la garra, fingi que
me habia dado mal de corazén. Agarréme a los palo, hice visajes; ellos, que
sabian el misterio, apretaron conmigo diciendo: “iGran lastima! Y al akar |
sdbanas fue tanta la risa de todos, viendo los recientes, no ya palominos, sino
palominos grandes, que se hundia el aposento. Quien dira lo que yo sentia, o uno
con la verguenza, descoyuntado un dedo y a peligro de que me diesen garrote! Al
fin, de miedo de que me diesen, que ya me tenian los cordeles en los muslos, hice
que habia vuelto. (118-119)
[Seeing there was no remedy to the business and that | was wholly in their
clutches, | pretended that | was having a heart attack and grabbed thef tees
bed, grimacing with pain...On raising the sheets they all laughed so hard at the
sight of my nest of pigeons, little and big, that they almost brought down the
house...No one can imagine what | felt inside, with such shame, a finger

disjointed, and the danger | ran from their tourniquet. At last from fear of this
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latter—the cords were already biting into my thigh—I acted as though ubktd |

come to].
One of the great curiosities of any picaresque narrative is the motivatios wérrator to
delve into these kinds of past experiences. Lazarillo’s tale is ostensibatadtby the
desire to clear up a legal matter (referred to cryptically as sal"taPablos, on the other
hand, composes this tale presumably from the New World (his story cut off as he false
promises a continuation of his adventures at novel's end). And when we consider the
character of a passage like that above, it becomes clear that Pablats/edas little of
the rhetorical flavor oLazarillo and far less still of the acrimonious self-chastisement
that runs through Guzman'’s tale. There is rather a delirious quality in thaégpassd
others, an eagerness to overwhelm with mischief and an embrace of masochsm (bot
the wedding of humor and violence and in the eagerness and pleasure with which this
debasement is recounted).

The coexistence of shallowness and depth in Quevedo has led critics into
opposing camps. Francisco Rico for one has famously written difutbebnas a very
bad picaresque novel; Alexander Parker lauds it as the zenith of the genre. Thé basis
the former argument is that the novel deals with caricatures rather thhantehmand is
too deeply infused with satirical misanthropy to approach the good natured humor of
Lazarillo or the rich psychology of theuzman Parker makes precisely the opposite
point. For him, Quevedo arouses a sense of pathos and a psychological depth
unprecedented in either earlier Spanish text and indeed never equaled thertdadter
picaresque writings of England, Germany, or France. Parker bases this@rgome

passages like that above in which we become privy to Pablos’ misery in childhood and
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the intense scorn that has deformedWatanschauungrhe misanthropy which runs
through the narrative would be, on this account, the result of this early humiliation.

But both critics make the mistake of approaching Quevedo’s text in too one-sided
a fashion, and both likewise are guilty of the standard bias against comicilgevbany
sort—namely that its value is determined in direct relation to its purported déginan
strives to accept the picaresque premisasaaérillo but seeks to overcome that
prototype’s perceived shallowness. The comic is introduced, incorporated, and overcome.
We witnessed in the prior chapter how Cervantes performs a similar opeBation
Cervantes, the picaresque is introduced in order to be overcome by a less stragitfo
comic mode. Cervantes teases out the ideological and formal contradictions in the
picaresque project, exposing in comic fashion how picaresque narrativesaieteeliie
up to Ginés’ promise. For Cervantes, the literary pleasurazirillo and the spiritual
weightiness sought iBuzmanare undermined by the contradictions inherent in the
picaresque framework. Quevedo, unlike Cervantes, sees this picaresqueoitaase
richer in possibility, not because it is sincere but precisely because it &eo
picaresque for Quevedo is self-consciously literary, and he takes theamradiction
in Lazarillo’s prologue a step further. The comic for Quevedo is, in a sense, serious
business, insofar as it entails a self-conscious celebration of its owrylgeiaities. So
often, the picaresque is celebrated for its greater sense of “realidnregard to earlier
farcical literature. As Giddings writes in his otherwise fine book on Srtiollet

The object that made picaresque novelists lay pen to paper, and one that is

maintained from the beginnings of the tradition in the sixteenth century right

through Defoe and on to Smollett, is not merely to amuse the reader with rough-
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and-tumble comedy, but to expose the corruption of society through the suffering
of an individual, and to improve by exampl¥.
The bias here is clear enough, and it has persisted from Quevedo’s time to ourd. And ye
it is hard to read through the dense verbal constructions of a novel liBeghénor the
Picara Justinaand gain the impression that the text is first and foremost an instrument of
social criticism aimed at the moral improvement of the individual reddher preface to
theBusconis an indictment of this very logic and hence a slap in the face to the enemies
of picaresque comedy (and to agelasts of all sorts for that matter). Taeepieheither
the long-winded rhetorical construct we havéazarillo nor the dual indictment of the
vulgoand thediscreto lectorin Aleman. Rather, it undermines the moral propriety of
Aleman’s and all other prefaces of its sort. Whereas Aleman browbeats hiscaydie
Quevedo ridicules his:
Qué deseoso te considero, lector o oidor (que los ciegos no pueden leer) de
registrar lo gracioso de don Pablos, principe de la vida buscona. Aqui hallaras en
todo género de picardia (de que pienso que los mas gustan), sutilezas, engafnos,
invenciones y modos, nacidos del ocio...y cuando no lo hagas, aprovéchate de los
sermones, que dudo nadie compre libro de burlas para apartarse de los incentivos
de su natural depravado. (70)
[I consider you eager, reader or listener (for the blind cannot read) to take note of
the amusing story of Pablos, prince of the scavenging life. Here you will find all
sorts of picaresque mischief (which | think you like most), cunning, deceit,

innovations and means born of leisure...and if you do not, take advantage of the
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sermons, as | doubt that anyone buys books of jest in order to rid himself of the

yearnings of his natural depravity.]
There of course are no sermons to follow in this novel. The dour moralizing of Aleman
has been thoroughly sloughed off so that free rein can be given to picaresque.knavery
And this knavery begins right here in the preface. Even an author like Ubeda, who as we
will see in a subsequent chapter is every bit as contemptuous of Aleman’s serrhens in t
Guzmanat least goes through the motions of declaring his intentions to employ comedy
as a means of correcting vice. Quevedo, by contrast, goes on in his prefacd to indic
picaro readers who sponge books like food (“que hay gorrones de libros, como de
almuerzos,” 71). And the moral injunction we encounter at the end of the preface is of the
most irreverent sort: “Dios te guarde de mal libro, de alguaciles, y de mhjay
pediglena y carirredonda.” (71) [May God protect you from the bad books, from sheriffs,
and blonde, gold-digging and moon-faced women.]

On the subject of bad books, the preface implies that the best books hold true to
what they promise rather than engaging in the double-destiggfioof Aleman and
other hypocrites. The implication is that such authors sell books by introducing
debauched picaresque filler and yet rationalizing the content of these bookanasoie
moral improvement. The nature of the book trade in Golden Age Spain and the prurient
taste of readers have been well documented by the likes of Chevalier antt Gilber
Santamarid®® Quevedo is an unabashed advocate of the comic as an end in itself, not as
a sugar-coated pill. And unlike Aleman, who subjugates his reader to the guiding beam
of the lighthouse (atalaya de la vida humana) and indeed to the heavy-handed injunctions

that punctuate each comic episode inGuzman Quevedo invites the reader to celebrate
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the comic impulses of the book without any tinge of compunction or guilt, and to praise
the author behind them: “cuando te rias de sus chistes, alaba el ingenio de quien sabe
conocer, que tiene mas deleite saber vidas de picaros descritas colfagajlar otras
invenciones de mayor ponderacion.” (70) [when you laugh at its jokes, praise the genius
of the person who understands that there is more pleasure in hearing of the lives of
picaros described with panache than with other, more ponderous matters.] Quevedo’s
preface reads like a manifesto of picaresque literature, an extension osbe-faire

comic spirit that pervades Lazarillo and a rejection of the “ponderous madttats”

hamperGuzman

Misanthropic Laughter in Quevedo

One important distinction between the comic dialectic irBihgconand that of
theLazarillo is the greater emphasis on language for its own sake. What we have in
Quevedo is the coexistence and dialectical interaction between two distmstdbr
comic energy: the brutal/ physical and the abstract (the purely lirguStie might
object to this as a false dichotomy from the outset, asserting on the basis of both
Saussure’s distinction between signifier and signified and Derrida’s undegaf
language’s claims to present reality that all linguistic signsusr@aimentally immaterial,
incapable of conveying something like brute force. Nevertheless, the sheer wfimber
references in the novel to the functions of the body, to smelling, touching, indeed
laughing (which itself represents somewhat of a synthesis between tre¢ amehthe
corporeal), as well as the intense description of hunger for the greater paakoff

would make it difficult to deny the presence (or at least the strong illusiapiaEsence)
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of the physical in Quevedo. For example, in Book I, we get Pablos’ highly physical
description of the olfactory onslaught inflicted upon him by deadbeat vagabonds:
Mas, viendo que olian mal, eché de ver que no eran truenos de buena casta. Olian
tanto, que por fuerza detenian las narices en la cama...Al fin, yo me vi forzado a
decirles que mudasen a otra parte el vedriado. (220)
[Moreover, seeing that they stank, | grew aware that they mareeputable folks.
They smelled so bad that my nostrils shrank together while in bed. In the end, |
was forced to tell them to go away.]
The idea of not being able to get to sleep at night because of stench is untaritgelf fa
amusing, as much in our times as it was in Quevedo’s. There is nothing particularly
overwhelming about this description on a linguistic level. The prose is remar&aisy t
by Quevedo’s standards. Indeed, it is base physical reality in all ofitesg{o
aischrog, which for Aristotle and for his Italian Renaissance commentators was the
essence of the comic, that appears to have the upper hand here. Vincenzo Maggi’s
argument in particular that laughter arises not merely from the base b froon of
the base and the unexpected applies here to the shock value of this and other passages in
the Buscon®®
The comic energy churning in tBaiscénis in fact generated by the picaresque’s
characteristic brand of dark, at times violent physical comedy and the elecieng) in
large measure ihazarillo—consummate verbal artistry and linguistic polysemy. This
means that the boundaries are never clearly defined between realism ard outrig
caricature. No equilibrium is found between a realistic portrayal of thegomtt's

plight (i.e. the adverse material circumstances that plague him, the deglgfsociety,
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psychological and physical trauma, the latter usually intestinal)-Fanidibdency
towards comic excess and hyperbole in the language (which distorts but does not
altogether dissolve the realistic element). In other words, Quevedbapgsars to
attempt something like a reconciliation between the tradition of popular humor and the
more sophisticatedgudezarevalent in the age abnceptismo**°

TheBuscdémot only derives much of its comic energy from the repeated
humiliation of Pablos, but through Pablos’ reaction to this humiliation. Indeed, fojowin
Freud'’s theory of wit as a means of psychological compensation and exerciskepima
aggression, we can argue that Pablos’ venomous and yet ultimately comic intimtme
his world is a means of employing humor as a tool of covert aggréssia.work in
this study can rival thBusconin terms of its outright misanthropic come@®uzman de
Alfarache profoundly pessimistic in its own right, is narrated by a man who professes to
have reformed himself and whose ostensibly benevolent desire is to redeeaténe re
through telling his sordid story. In Quevedo, humanity appears irredeemable. No
character in the novel inspires any significant degree of pity. If Pablosdaeking in
fundamental human virtues, society at large is no better off. Pablos’ persoatsi/earr
knows no compassion. Love and personal attachment of any sort do not register with him
on any level, and whether he is describing the violent death of his parents (hissfather
executed by his uncle, his mother, herself a witch, falls victim to the Inquoijsar the
death of Cabra, his indifference to human emotion is startling: “pasé por ldec&sdra,
tuve nueva de que ya era muerto, y no cuidé de preguntar de qué, sabiendo que hay
hambre en el mundo.” (183) [I passed by Cabra’s house and | heard news that he was

dead, but I did not care to ask of what, knowing that there is hunger in the world.]
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Quevedo’s text appeals to a misanthropic impulse in each reader—an impulse not
just to experience comedy through Schadenfreude (as is the case in heafredque
comedy), but to join the narrator in delighting in this process of universal judgment and
condemnation. One important example of merciless description in the novel is the
description of Cabra in I.3:

El era un clérigo cerbatana, largo, sélo en el talle, una cabeza pequefia, pelo

bermejo (no hay mas que decir para quien sabe el refran), los ojos avecindados en

el cogote, que parecia que miraba por cuévanos, tan hundidos y escuros, que era
buen sitio el suyo para tiendas de mercaderes, la nariz, entre Roma §,Franci
porque se le habia comido de unas buas de resfriado, que aun no fueron de vicio
porque cuestan dinero; las barbas descoloridas de miedo de la boca vecina, que,
de pura hambre, parecia que amenazaba a comérselas; los dientes, herfaltaba

sé cuantos...(100)

[He was a tubiform clergyman, liberal only in height and with a small head, bright

red hair (there’s nothing left to say to anyone who knows what | mean), his eyes

were sunken so deep that it seemed like he was peeping out of caves, they were so
sunken and dark that they would have been a good place for merchants, the nose,
between Rome and France, because it had been eaten up by cold sores that were
not from the vice because they cost Money; his beard discolored by fear of the
mouth nearby that, from pure hunger, seemed to threaten it; the teeth, | don't

know how many he was missing...]

What makes this particular description special is not merely its absolkteflpity for

the poor soul described, but its unique blend of the high and the low, a dense, stylized,
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multi-layered description of the base and the physical. Descriptions such asitth
exaggerate physical traits to the point of caricature crop up in SmolletgdBalickens,
Mann and Bellow, but what is unique in Quevedo is the degree of misanthropy implicit in
this jest. This is, after all, a first description of a character heretafdtnown to us (and
presumably Pablos), and yet Pablos releases all of his rhetorical venom atitinis vi
Spitzer offers a fine close reading of this passagéthat interests Spitzer most here is
the relationship of part to whole, the dissection of Cabra through the individual
accentuation of his constitutive body parts, and of course the means employed to produce
this description. One is reminded of the traditioblasonin French Renaissance poetry
and indeed the conventions of Spanish poems in which similar dissections of the body are
performed. But in those French and Spanish Renaissance poems, such dissections are
meant to heighten the sense of praise and exalt language over the realm of thig*bodily
Quevedo, himself more celebrated in the literary realm for his poetry tharokes po
doubt employs this same technique here towards a wholly different end. Rather than
exalting an object of eros, this description of Cabra is an expression of unrdisgata.

As in the description of Monipodio iRinconete y Cortadillaliscussed in the
previous chapter, Cabra’s face is emblematic of his wicked chanmactestrum in fronte,
monstrum in animo And yet where Cervantes was unforgiving, Quevedo is merciless.
Aristotle defines the comic in terms of the ugly, and here the base pltysi¢dhe face
in all of its ugliness is augmented, perhaps even overshadowed, by the language of the
passage. The notion of the mouth desiring to eat the beard out of overwhelming hunger is

grotesque, as is the arcane reference of the nose being situatedhibetwezand France
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(Rome symbolizes the ruined nature of the nose, France the fact that thigalisfigis
to be attributed to syphilis, known as “el mal francé&*”)
As the description gains momentum, the absolutely damning portrait of avarice
present here extends to objects in the room, and the comic element is intensified:
Cada zapato podia ser tumba de un filisteo. Pues su aposento, aun arafias no habia
en él. Conjuraba los ratones de miedo que no le royesen algunos mendrugos que
guardaba. La cama tenia en el suelo, y dormia siempre de un lado por no gastar
las sdbanas. (101)
[Each shoe could have been the tomb of a philistine. As for his room, there
weren't even spiders in it. He put fear into the mice for fear that they naghpe
whatever crumbs he hoarded. His bed was on the floor and he always slept on one
side in order to preserve the sheets.]
Again, the narrative material here is base to the point of absurdity, and yet ithre dict
employed sends most readers looking downward in their critical edition to the footnotes
to understand the use of the word “filisteo” in this context. As Spitzer remarksndee se
of totality, otherwise lacking here in this somewhat aleatory description oftparel
miserliness, is reinforced by the very terse summary we get ahthef the passage: “Al
fin, él era archipobre y protomiseria.” (101) There is in this succough de grace
measure of outright scorn for the underclass of society that separatesi@sié&vand of
picaresque comedy from the agape-tinged laughteazdrillo. If Lazarillo represents,
through its heightened degree of verisimilitude and social responsibility, @mhoimn

progress from Apuleius and Rabelais, Quevedo might well be seen as a redfession.
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An important incongruence exists in tBasconon the level of language. That is,
the level of language employed in the narrative, exemplified by a verbatitieKbat
knows few equals in Spanish letters, is entirely unbecoming of a man of lowkylikeoc
Pablos!*® True, Pablos, unlike Lazarillo, receives something of a formal education (why
his impoverished parents would desire this is another question altogether), bilneafter
humiliation he endures at school, he composes a letter to his parents, declaring his wish
to make haste and find a new life for himself elsewhere:
Escribi a mi casa que no no habia menester mas ir a la escuela porque, aunque no
sabia bien escribir, para mi intento de ser caballero lo que se requeseridia e
mal.(96)
[l wrote home that it was not necessary to go to school for, although I knew well
how to write, my intention to be a knight required me to write poorly.]
This provides more than just an occasion for another joke on knights being dullards; it
illustrates an important problem—the fundamental disconnect between Pablos the
narrated and Pablos the narrdtdiThis problem presents itself in the level of
sophistication in the language. In lBezmanthe rhetorical skill of the narrator is at
least partially plausible. Guzman, despite his common origins and picardeqtyd]
does receive training in foreign languages during his stay with the CardiRaime, and
moreover, in Part Il of that novel, he appears to take great pleasure in his studies a
Alcald. Pablos never reveals how he has achieved such a high degree of verligl.dexter
Though he discusses late in the novel time spent with so-called poets, and even his own
ambitions to become a poet, the image of the poet presented in the novel is derisive to say

the least!® If anything, the penultimate chapter’s heading alone is evidence of the
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absurdity of Pablos’ poetic calling: “en que se hace representante, pocia dgal
monja.” (239) Pablos never really indicates an interest in reading. On the'goméra
disavows in the quote above the literary lifestyle. It would therefore apgpaart
interpretation of the novel in terms of Pablos as an author in the making, offered for
example by Epstein, is problematic to say the lé&bt.

Another intriguing aspect of the novel’s point of view involves Pablos’ self-
professed lack of moral betterment. Whereas his intellectual leap fronilitezate street
urchin to practitioner of verbal thaumaturgy raises questions that the textatof@rnish
sufficient answers to, the text makes it rather clear that Pablos newaresctiie sort of
moral change that might incite him to reflect on his past life, as forgraBuzman
does. In the case of tiuzmanthe supposedly reformed narrator is endowed with a
moral sensibility clearly lacking in his earlier analogue. In Quegedovel, there is no
reform, no metanoia in Pablos’ worldview. Pablos begins a picaro and remains one until
the moment of writing. For this reason, there is no genuine self-condemnation on the part
of a second, writing self. Instead, the novel ends rather tersely:

...determine, consultandolo primero con la Grajal, de pasarme a Indias con ella, a

ver si, mudando mundo y tierra, mejoraria mi suerte. Y fueme peor, como v.m.

vera en la segunda parte, pues nunca mejora su estado quien muda solamente de

lugar, y no de vida y constumbres. (256)

[I determined, consulting first with La Grajal, to run off to the Indies withtoer

see if, changing our surroundings would not improve my lot. It turned out worse

as Your Honor will see in the second part, for no one can change his character by

changing place rather than life and habits.]
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There is, of course, no second part to the narrative, and whether one chooses to read the
promise of a second part as a comic jab at Aleman’s penchant for long-windedngnendi
narration inGuzman(Cervantes does as much with Ginés de Pasamonte) or as just
another incidence of unreliable narration, the final lines emphasize that Rablfasled

to secure for himself a noble form of existence.

Laughter and Society in Quevedo

Up to this point in the essay, | have attempted to argue for an understanding of the
comic in Quevedo’s novel that incorporates not just the verbal wit (agudeza) tiaat Spi
Chevalier, Iffland and others have highlighted, but also the very physical humdrethat t
novel offers—an aspect generally underplayed by critics. Yet the coitne movel is
more complex than the mere opposition between the physical and the intellectual, for it
draws into its vortex the social element. Just as there is a dialecticahtbasveen the
physical and the intellectual in the narrative, so too is the will of the protagbotds
with the bleak social reality. What is of primary interest on this count isHess
archetypical picaresque antagonism between lone picaro and hostile sociedthdaut r
the dialectical interrelations between these two opposing principlessGutch as
Chevalier and Cros have been right in diagnosing the rigidly aristocratactéaof
Quevedo’s text and of the social order it appears to endorse.

A helpful model for understanding the social dimensions of the comic dialectic in
Quevedo’s novel is Bergson'’s theory of comedy. Bergson’s égsRyreremains, a
good century after its conception, one of the most influential examinations of the com

Bergson’s theory is predicated the tension between two contrary principlessrtand
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elasticity. The collision of these two principles is exemplified in slefpsttmedy,
where the excessively mechanical movements of the comic figure arefiictowvith the
elasticity of the world. In more sophisticated social comedy, such asrMsi@ays, this
tension is expressed in character. For example, one defining charadietesttri
accentuated to an extreme degree, renders a character ridiculous in thesegest\of
which prefers to maintain something like an equilibrium. Writes Bergson:
Toute raideur du caractére, de I'esprit et méme du corps, sera donc suspecte a la
société, parce gu’elle est le signe possible d’'une activité qui s’endort iet auss
d’une activité qui s’isole, qui tend a s’écarter du centre commun autour duquel la
société gravite.'?°
[All stiffness of character, spirit and body are thus suspect to societydeeitas
the possible sign of an activity which wanes and becomes isolated and which
tends to veer away from the common center around which society is drawn
together.]
Laughter for Bergson is an instrument of punishment and castigation of edterfthat
is, it is the laughter of society that makes the comic protagonist aware of his
shortcomings and initiates a process of reconciliation: “Le rire doit étrgqupiehose de
ce genre, une espece de geste social. Par la crainte qu'il inspiramilerégs

excentricités...*?!

[Laughter may be something of this sort, a kind of social gesture.
Through the fear it inspires it suppresses eccentricities.] Indeed, italethe function

of laughter in the scene quoted above involving Pablos’ humiliation at the hands of his
fellow students: “fue tanta la risa de todos,” then we might be tempted to bae in t

gesture what Bergson identifies as a social impulse against ectenBérigson’s model,
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insofar as it is predicated on the assumption that society instantiatesepasities, a
sense of equilibrium that the comic protagonist has lost, stands in direct opposition to
Rousseau’s notion of culture as inherently corrosive to the naturally good individual.
Clearly, such a model does not apply as neatly to the picaresque as to Moliére, who
throughout the essay remains his touchstone. If society stands for the principle of
equilibrium in Moliére (and Bergson), it is rotten to the core in the picaresquerRat
than acting to reel in the picaresque protagonist’s extreme qualitietysodhe
picaresque novel makes his behavior extreme in the first place.

And yet Bergson’s model, despite this obvious problem, still proves useful in
analyzing the dynamics of tiguscon Rather than understanding the relationship in the
novel between comic individual and society in strictly Bergsonian termsglttmi
behoove us to reverse the relationship. That is, society assumes the role of #r@cakch
and the comic protagonist Pablos is the element of elasticity. Indeed, ifttiargagpantly
digressive novel has anything like a consistent theme, it is Pablos’ darkiy fedore to
change places and identities in hope of securing for himself superiorsgatigl. In the
already quoted letter to his parents, Pablos expresses a desire to rigetyrbsoc
deserting his sordid background. “Con estas vilezas e infamias que veian@cyecia
por puntos el deseo de verme entre gente principal y caballeros.” (183) [Withitbese
and infamous deeds that | saw, | felt a desire grow inside to see myself decamg folk
and gentlemen.] Yet despite Pablos’ naive wishing for social betterment, his aftort
futile. The aristocratic order, altogether lacking in the elasti@tessary to let Pablos

into its ranks, throws him back time and again into the realm of the ridicafé@aich is
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the fate of the Spanish picaro, but in Quevedo, this failure to ascend socially is
dramatized in a uniquely mean-spirited way.

The theme of the upstart attempting in vain to achieve noble status is naturally not
unique to Quevedo. It is a common comic theme in sixteenth and seventeenth century
comic literature. One example is Lazarillo’s third master, the squire dons knightly
garb but whose home (and stomach) are empty. Indeed, Lazarillo himself awuhors hi
narrative ostensibly to better his social predicament, but at the &adanillo, we are
left with a similar sense of inevitability. Lazarillo’s assertiomshe prologue of being a
self-made man are comically at odds with his dubious social status at the enthlef. his
Many of Shakespeare’s comedies (and his tragedies, for that matter) thietlentheme
of social ambition, and the comedies often render ridiculous those whose ambition to
ascend to nobility is not grounded in some immutable internal qualities (virtue,
intelligence, good breeding, etc.). What stands out in Quevedo is the virulence with
which Pablos and the naive push toward social ascendance he embodies are rejected. In
Shakespeare and Moliére, as well as inQuéxote the comic protagonists are generally
depicted with some degree of compassion, and the comic vices that they embody are
often corrected to some extent in the comic tradition of castigating vice.ighia¢ s
feature we have observed of picaresque comedy is the ambivalence genetiaged by
narrator’s self-portrayal—which most often oscillates between a detionamd
society’s wickedness and a masochistic delight in describing past trabeuscénis
particularly rich in the latter element, and unlike the comic self-pity a&tilio or the
contrite self-castigation of Guzman de Alfarache, Pablos’s self-condiemtizrough

narration has no blatantly rhetorical or religious end. Bauer’s notion of picaresque
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narration as a means of stigma management remains an interestiggaihtedespite the
efforts of Parker and Bjornson to find a moral message in the novel, stigma mantageme
as a catalyst of picaresque authorship fails to account for the callous prdtafonis
Quevedo’s novel** Rather, Quevedo celebrates in the novel the rich comic possibilities
in the picaresque framework, embracing the very contradictions that Cergaptses.
Laughter in Quevedo is of a different sort than what we have virtually angwhe
else in the picaresque tradition. The verisimilitude and opportunities for pathetic
identification in theLazarillo and theGuzmarare far more limited in thBuscén Pablos
does not invite the same degree of commiseration as earlier picaros, nor daesctire
approach the same degree of verisimilitude as those earlier novels. And yetiQsie
picaro does attain a degree of comgudezdacking before, a blend of linguistic artistry
and wit within the framework of a complex social system that at once evincestigope
of flexibility and rigidity (to use Bergson’s terms). The multi-laykespect of
Quevedo’s comic idiom, the dual appeal to the creatural and rational faculties, and the
pungent blend of comic forces in the novel make it a fascinating case study in the inne
contradictions of the picaresque and of picaresque comedy. Quevedo, unlike the
anonymous author afazarillo, self-consciously operates within what had emerged as an
acknowledged genre, and he likewise celebrates the picaresque aasaiusly
literary form (rather than the illusions of presence and intimacy inlzstérillo and
Guzmai. *?* And yet like every work read thus far, tBasconcomplicates the notion of
the picaresque and indeed that of picaresque comedy. In the following chapler, | wi

show how the introduction of a false feminine presence creatbsifuracks in the genre.
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Chapter Five
Picaresque Comedy and the Picara
One curious feature of the early Spanish picaresque is its tendency towards
exclusion of the feminine. The earliest picaresque texts in Spain ariseafatrobusly
misogynistic culture, but the actual treatment of the feminine is lessniiyl
misogynistic than indifferent. Picaros such as Lazarillo, Guzmanillo, asids?4or all
of their pubescent energy and propensity for mischief, are remarkably unconcgmed w
the sorts of lascivious leanings one might expect from young men théf*age.

This chapter is devoted to counterexample. | consider here picaresque texts from
three national literatures, and each presents unique approaches to the problem of the
female picara and the larger problem of picaresque comedy. My readingseaf de
Ubeda’s La picara Justina Hans Grimmelshauser®ourascheand Defoe’sVioll
Flanderswill demonstrate that the critical tendency to valorize the notion of the anti-
heroine as a unified cultural concept is problem&fitVhat we have in these three texts
are three distinct takes on the picaresque from a female viewpoint, not stedements
of the same theme. More importantly still, | will argue how the falséniem “presence”
in these works contributes to the pervasive sense of ambivalence that already runs
through the picaresque genre and its characteristic brand of comedy. Buttke gre
guestion here is whether picaresque comedy of the sort we have come to know in
Lazarillo and Quevedo is possible, given that the conduit for presumed pathetic
identification is no longer a man. In the case of the two seventeenth-centulyindies
chapter, the question becomes whether a largely masculine repaenshiridge this gap.

In Moll Flanders a special case even within this subcategory of the feminine picaresque,
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a different set of questions emerge—namely, how is the curious admixture rifglyte
comic and tragic elements, coupled with an even greater and more self-conscects proj

of realism, to be understood in terms of the problems sketched thus far in the study.

La picara Justinaand the Destabilization of Genre and Gender

The picaresque defines itself through contrary impulses, through actions and
reactions, and above all through a sense of Sisyphean failure, ascent and déeline. T
trajectory of the picaro, if represented graphically, would resembleatilgdinancial
market, and indeed a market in sad shape. Lopez de Uhedaisara Justinas
perhaps not the first example of a picaresque narrative told from the point of view of a
woman (it is pre-dated by Delicadd’a Lozana andaluzaf 1527), but it is innovative in
a number of significant way$’ Its approach to the problem of picaresque comedy is
fresh, not merely because it approaches the picaresque from the feminine point of vie
but because it represents a literary assault on the heavy-handed digtagti@uzman de
Alfarache Guzmancan be regarded as an indictment of the light-hearted picaresque
predecessdrazarillo, insofar as it recast the earlier picaresque narrative into a richly
interwoven baroque novel on the themewfaficanddesengafnocomic interlude and
contrary repression of the comic. In a similar vein, the unabashed light-healiad ver
excess of Ubeda can best be understood as a negative response to the repression of the
comic in Aleméan. The agelast Aleman and his dour reformed picaro are here @shfront
with adversaries in the elusive Ubeda and his quick-witted and frivolous picara.

To better appreciatiea picara Justing retort to Aleman and its complex

relationship to the nascent picaresque genre and its new comic sensibdityorth
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considering the novel’s richly emblematic frontispiece. The frontisgiepécts a boat
sailing on the river of forgetfulness. Sleeping in the boat is an allegagues fof leisure
(ociosidad) and standing on the boat is an allegory of time, a rather eccentric looking
woman whose skirt identifies her as the mother of Celestina (in refereReentaindo de
Roja’s comic masterpiedea Celesting Next to her is a portly woman identified as La
picara Justina and her groom to be, Guzméan de Alfarache. They sail on “la nave de la
vida picara,” towards the port of death, represented by a skeleton holding a mnihrror wi
the word “desengafio” written on it. A smaller rowboat beneath this image depicts
Lazarillo and the Bull of Salamanca (the stone figure into which the young pieesites
early in his narrative and a general emblem of picaresque engafno/desengafo duality
And indeed, the novel’s prologue makes clear the critical interrelation of these tw
contrary principles:

Aqui hallaras todos cuantos sucesos pueden venir y acaecer a una mujer libre; y

(si no me engario) veras que no hay estado de hombre humano, ni enredo, ni

marafia para lo cual no halles desengafio en esta lectura. (Ubga 77)

[Here you shall find how many events can entail a libertine (if | am noakeisj

and you shall see that there is no state of man, nor snag, nor vexation for which

you will not find disillusionment in this Reading.]
This is a problematic promise on two counts. It promigsengafi@nd yet is itself
ambivalent about its own claim to truthfulness. In Golden Age fictlesengafias the
natural corollary oengafio(indeed Picasso’s famous remark about art being the lie that
allows discovery of the truth appears rooted in this Iberian tradiffoivet here, the

engafno/desengartauality is complicated by the narrator’s remark thatddsengaro
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afforded by this text is contingent on the narrator not beingak@st(“si no me engafo”).
Moreover, the issue of gender is here raised, for the vicissitudes of fataphaie upon
the libertine woman are somehow to provide the basis for a masculine enlightenment.
The duality engafio and desengafio finds then a natural parallel in that betwalen fem
protagonist and male reader.
The starting point of most discussiond_af picara Justinas the problematic
notion of the feminine picaresqi®.And what makes the feminine picaresque so
problematic is that it is an oxymoron of sorts-- a wholly masculine consmdgtilts
depiction of a liberated woman is not an endorsement but a condemnation of the libertine
lifestyle of themujer libre Ubeda’s prologue throws into high relief the misogynist
underpinnings of the text:
Porgue en esto he querido persuadir y amonestar que ya en estos tiempos las
mujeres perdidas no cesan sus gustos para satisfacer a su sensualidaol (que est
fuera menos mal), sino que hacen desto trato, ordenandolo a una insaciable
codicia de dinero; de modo que mas parecen mercaderas, tratantes de sus
desventurados apetitos, que engafiadas de sus sensuales gustos. (Ubeda 75)
[For in this | have endeavored to persuade and admonish that already in these
times wayward women do not desist in satisfying the urges of their sengimality
that would be less severe), but in doing this, adding on an insatiable desire for
money, so that they seem like merchants dealing with their wayward appetites
rather than women deceived by their sensual urges.]
The problem, as in later examples of the feminine picaresque such as Grinuseisha

Courascheand Defoe’dVoll Flanders is that a male author imprisoned in patriarchal
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conceptions of feminine comportment composes a narrative that is only alyificial
feminine>*? Which is to say that the familiar picaresque themengfafioassumes here a

new dimension. For Anne Cruz, the masquerading inherent in the female picaresque
amounts to an expression of hegemonic control over the feminine, in culture and society:

As such, women’s sexuality is a social factor to be repressed, bartered, and

controlled by the male structures of power. In like manner, woman’s voice is

suppressed, dominated, and exchanged for the male’s. In its mimicry of what the
authors construe as female discourse, the female picaresque, whilegkami
assume a feminine voice, in actuality bespeaks male prejudice, formaating
cultural strategy which sexual and social reality is created and maihtifhe
In other words, the so-called feminine picaresque in a genre that heretofore had
exclusively taken into view the problems of upstart male picaros is lespaassron of
concern for feminine interests than a usurpation of the feminine by male authats to s
their ends. Yet Cruz’s point here that novels such as Ubeda’s serve the purpose of
establishing and maintaining cultural hegemony begs the question, for sexuatiahd s
reality was already being shaped by male power structures in severteettty Spain.
The literary is less the instrument of control but rather an external ntatidesof that
control.

There is a second significant problem with Cruz’s argument. Cruz is quiteaight t
point out the insidious quality of the usurping male voice in the female picaresque, but
her discussion does not account in any satisfying way for the disruptive influghee of
comic. A traditional bias against comic literature (prevalent explicitiybeda’s time

and implicitly in Cruz) is that laughter undermines the more serious and |lastitigesh
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effects of fiction (be they edification of the intellectual or the moral $8tAnd what is
especially relevant in the caselaf picara Justinas that comedy functions as a
destabilizing force; rather than establishing fixed hierarchies, it umgesrthem. If the
female picaresque is inherently guilty of appropriating and falsifyiaquthenticity of
woman and offering a disguised male discourse, the comic elements within Ubeda,
Grimmelshausen, and Defoe problematize the very male dominance described above. T
be sure, the comic, described by Castelvetro, Hobbes, and Marmontel in terms of its
misanthropy, here is primarily allied with misogyny inherent in seventesmttury
Spain. The comic idustinais not merely an internal element that is repressed (as in the
case ofGuzman de Alfarachebut rather the central element of Ubeda’s narrative, the
driving force of the text. And yet picaresque comedy, as we have argued aliyve, is
definition charged with ambivalence, and this is particularly true for thalée
picaresque of Ubeda.

Although Cruz is correct in identifying the ideological foundation of the novel as
that of a firmly entrenched patriarchy, a certain destabilization of bieegrtakes place
in the novel. Throughout the novel, comic happenstance impinges on the rational
expectation of the reader and subverts normalcy. This unto itself is nothing @ixizanr
but in the case of the female picaresque, the subversion of norms has in fact great
significance.

The comic strategies @f picara Justinare more refined than one might
imagine at first, especially considering that they are employed in a bdok tha
characterizes itself as a mere Libro de entretenimiento (book of enteztd). Whereas

the very notion of a female autobiographer would lend itself quite easily to a lurid
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depiction of wanton sexuality of the sort that Grimmelshausen allows his desiring-
machine Courasche to obey slavishly, Ubeda’s novel is, given the low comscabite
day, surprisingly free of gratuitous sexual or scatological detail. Usieat@s with
Quevedo (and to a certain degree Aleman) a fundamental contrast betweeyldighdst
low subject mattet*® The novel’s highly-wrought literary language hardly befits the low
happenings depicted. This is only one of two fundamental stylistic incongrbibesver.
Justina possesses a verbal dexterity and degree of erudition that is disupreed
though she is lax in her morals and devoid of the probing spiritual conscience of her male
analogue Guzman, she is every bit his equal in her literary and rhetoricahsHiyet
with this verbal virtuosity comes a problem of verisimilitude and an issue otcomi
incongruity. The prologue offers a tenuous foundation for Justina’s consummate verbal
artistry: her father, an innkeeper, had hosted a humanist guest who left behind a smal
library of comic masterpieces such as Apulei@idden AssRoja’sLa Celestinaand
Lazarillo. Justina from childhood on modeled her verbal consciousness on the
picaresque and its comic literary precursors. The young Justina’s vordigjeagon of
this reading material provides the foundation for her uncanny predilection faryite
allusion as well as her effortless skill in punning.

But the real force of Ubeda’s take on picaresque comedy is to be found in wit or
agudezaather than base picaresque detakzarillo, it might be recalled, relies heavily
on physical comedy, most significantly in its unique comedy of hungeazarillo, the
misanthropic impulses of the comic are in tension with the contrary impulse ofipathet
identification with a largely likable protagonist. Quevedo takes Lazarllorsyer a step

further (or perhaps a step back), in indulging in highly oroateeptoghat sparkle with
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puns and intense verbal energy. And yet Quevedo’s sentences roll about unabashedly in
the scatological. In Ubeda, there is no such descent, but rather a light andcelesiiil
guality to the language, as if the picaresque detail of earlier novelgdsdift of the

cellars and dark alleys and transplanted to the ethereal realm of lafhguag®wn sake,

of signifier liberated at last from the burden of signification. Damiani desctibeda’s
language quite aptly: “Ubeda’s parody of the elaborate style of the gjoarearrative

of Guzmarileads him to his own cultivation of obscurity of expression, lavishly indulging
in a wide variety of linguistic ‘exercises.**® Wellek has called this Baroque technique
“the decorative overelaborations of a highly conscious, skeptical craftsmauiljrigeup

of calculated surprises and effectS*The problem of Baroque obfuscation has important
consequences for the readership. And the key to appreciating the proposed relationship
between the novel and its reader is in the prologue. Early modern novels and Spanish
picaresque novels in particular rarely disappoint in their prologues, and Ubeda’s
particular conception of picaresque comedy is illuminated. In the handfulavépgue

texts examined in this study, the prologues fit no easy nmddarillo’s prologue is a

fine piece of rhetoric. It frames that narrative as an address to aynamasreader,

Vuestra Merced, and the relationship between Lazarillo and this figurlatescihetween
obsequious address and commgan adding a marvelous comic ambiguity to the
narrative. InGuzman obsequiousness is smothered under the weight of heavy-handed
didacticism, and the novel’s readership is divided into camps of “vulgo” and “discreto
lector” (with the latter representing the select few capable of gemoral reflection and
responsible interaction with literature). In Ubeda, the prologue begins with assdtre

Guzméars more serious-minded readership:
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Hombres doctisimos, graves y calificados, en cuya doctrina, erudicién y @jempl
ha hallado el mundo desengario, las Escuelas luz, la christiandad muro y la Iglesia
ciudadanos, han resistido varonilmente a gentes perdidas y holgazanas y a sus
autores, los cuales, con apariencia y mascara de virtud, han querido introducir y
apoyar comedias Y libros profanos tan inatiles como lascivos, tan gustosos para el
sentido cuan dafiosos para el alma. (Ubeda 71)
[Most learned men, serious and discerning, according to whose doctrine the world
has found disillusionment, the schools light, Christianity support, and the Church
followers, you have resisted valiantly the lost and lazy people, and to those
authors who have sought, with cunning and the pretence of virtue, to introduce
and support profane plays and books as useless as they are lewd, as pleasurable to
the senses as harmful to the soul.]

The first and most obvious point to make here is the direct address to the makhipader

emphasized not merely in the first word but in the adverb “varonilmente” and obliquely

by “virtud” (which stems from the Latin roovit”). A divide is thus established in both

novels between the individual female and a larger body of male readers. Bis jisat

as interesting in this initial formulation is the description of the readeashagpudite,

grave, and discerning. The irony is that discerning readers who have presattabsd

an enlightened state désengaf@and a distance from the cheap frills of the world and

the vices of leisure, laziness, and lasciviousness, would bother even opening a volume

such as this. Moreover, the latter part of this passage engages in an iroremerstaf

the kind of moral indignation characteristic®@fizman de Alfarachejsrologue (where

the “vulgo”s easy pleasure and resistance to responsible interaction vistiastigated).
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The novel to follow is indeed guilty of the vices that it here ostensibly denounces, and
unlike Aleman’s novel, Ubeda’s is not guilty of bad faith, because the denunciations of
vice are perfunctory and largely ironla picara Justinas more akin to the orgiastic
celebration of signification in Rabelais than the dour rejecti@ngéfiopresent in
Aleméan.'3®

La picara Justinalike its counterparGuzman de Alfarachés structured in terms
of contradiction.La picara Justinaeproduces the basic duality of narrative and
commentary, picaresque action and moralizing reaction, but in Ubeda, there is no bite to
the moralizing. The novel is structured in discreet comic episodes of dehssityeand
the rhetorical panache of Barogumnceptismppunctuated by laughably laconic moral
“aprovechamientosIn Guzméanthe novel’'s very means of sustenance (that is, the
prurient picaresque content) is undermined by its own moralizinlysiing a different
sort of literary sabotage takes place. @pbeovechamientodo not suffocate the larger
picaresque narrative but rather demonstrate the futility of moralizing firshplace.
Their pithiness and superficiality are meant not so much to make the largeotext m
palatable, but to illustrate the vapidity of the custom of literary moralifimng
prominent example of the narrative poking fun at its own putative high-minded aims
takes place early in the narrative, where the folloveipgvechamientcs offered after a
chapter of dazzling verbal virtuosity: “No hay perdicion ni libertad cuyo principio y
fomento no sea la demasiada parleria." (179)[there is no vice nor excess vgiosiade
IS not excessive garrulity.”] Such blatant contradiction is evidence not onlysof thi

fundamental irony in Ubeda but also of the novel’s self-conscious descent into perdition
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and frivolity—the very vices castigated by Aleman and by the Counter+iRafion
more broadly.

We have observed earlier a prominent feature of picaresque comedy is a first
person narrator engaging in self-debasement or pity to generate cagutc ledizarillo is
a master of this technique, as is Quevedo’s Pablos and indeed later picaras frangi
Tristram Shandy to Oskar Matzerath in The Drum Justina, on the other hand, stands
out from the group not merely because of her gender, but because of her uniquely
problematic self-delineation. All picaresque narrators possess asswfitbeir own
autobiographies a sense of distance from past trauma, an enlightened state of
introspection. More importantly, picaresque narrators evince an erudition and verbal
dexterity that belies their modest upbringing and criminal past. What rdakesa a
fascinating case study is the intense ambivalence of her self-coiostiiacough writing.
On the one hand, she exalts herself through linguistic artifice. On the other hand, thi
very eloquence is in the service of self-debasement. Form and content, as 8o ofte
picaresque comedy, are fundamentally at odds. Justina is a consumrteateandi her
verbal fireworks are rivaled only by Quevedo’s Pablos in the picaresqueamnadiét the
grandiose style of the narrative is offset by its base content, and in thisrepresents a
continued exercise in comic self-debasement.

A critical point is still to be made, and that is how well Ubeda’s novel fitstive
framework of what we have defined up to this point as picaresque comedy.’dustina
formidable verbal talent constitutes a violation of the novel’'s verisudit And indeed,
by nineteenth century standards of novelistic verisimilitude, Justina’sigiftverds and

facility with Classical allusions is implausible enough to disrupt the otkerlenign
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willful suspension of disbelief at the heart of any pathetic identificatitima literary
character. But there is another way of understanding the obvious incongruity here.
Incongruity is the critical element of comedy in seventeenth-century §parvantes
generates a comic epic largely on the basis of a single comic incghgroid as a slew

of eighteenth-century English and German comic theorists would remind us (dreong t
Addison, Fielding, Kant, Schlegel, Jean Paul, and Schopenhauer), incongruity is at the
root of laughter® In the case ofa picara Justinathe comic incongruity is that a

woman of ignoble origins, lacking in reason and humanist education, can deliver such
dazzling array of courtly conceits. The predominantly male readership of eewvdnt
century Spain, the very “hombres doctisimos” addressed in the prologue, would take
curious delight in the sheer absurdity of a woman narrating her past mischistiah
verbal panache.

The delirious syntactical constructions of Justina, rich as they are inataltut
mythological references, puns, conceptos, and chistes, prohibit the development of the
kind of pathetic identification felt for Lazarillo. Ultimately, this verlsahokescreen may
produce laughter, but not the dual-charged laughter we have come to assolitite wit
picaresque. Ubeda’s novel is no doubt of the comic sort, but the picaresque comedy that

begins withLazarillo does not continue in its pages.

II. Grimmelshausen’s Courasche
In the case of Ubeda and Aleman, and indeed throughout the Spanish picaresque,
the picaresque genre propels itself forward through adversarial intefteatationships.

The picaresque defines itself against its own norms. What is new in the case of
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Grimmelshausen is how houraschanvites such an adversarial relationship not to the
text of some other picaresque author but to his own e&dieelmenromarbDer
abenteuerliche Simplicissimug®

Grimmelshausen is the great German contributor to the picar€sgmman de
Alfarachewas translated into German by Albertus Albertinus and attained a high degree
of popularity in Grimmelshausen’s GermaityAs one might expect, important thematic
parallels can be drawn between Alemd&aizmanandDer abenteuerliche
Simplicissimus* Both picaresque protagonists willfully resist the loose playfulness of
earlier picaresque narratives. They recount with great rhetorical pahaohe
meanderings, and both embark on spiritual journeys for fulfillment beyond the ephemera
and haphazardngafno(Tauschunyof the world. Both wander through a gallery of
roguish aiders and abettors and let malicious cooks victimize their degegtitems. And
perhaps most significantly, both end their peregrinations as hermits, havngced
the empty trappings of “civilized” existence and embraced the ascetiqtideagh the
luridly erotic and at times scatological detail of their former livasiseone to question
the authenticity of this supposed conversion).

Yet the problem of the feminine picaresque broached above has a special
resonance in Grimmelshausen. Twurascheunlike Simplicissimuseschews any hint
of a spiritual quest. It advertises itself in the most modest of terms, estiadrin
miniature or “Traktatlein,” which recalls the divisionladzarillo into tractadosof
greatly varying length and scopBAnd quite unlike her male predecessor, Courasche
renounces any semblance of conversion at the end of the @matascheenriches the

already complex picaresque narrative situatio.dparillo, the narrator/protagonist is
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writing to an anonymous reader (addressed in the text as “Vuestra MeYoed”/
Honor”) in order to clarify what he cryptically refers to as “el castiig case”). In
Guzménthe narration is told through the eyes of a hardened criminal turned convert who
looks upon his prior mischief with grim and unforgiving eyes (and yet who nonetheless
derives some measure of pleasure from his own narration of his past lifegowitag).
In CervantesColoquio de los perrqgs miracle (or magic spell) has endowed two
captious canines with the gift of speech, and one engages in aleatory picaresdio® nar
while his companion interjects with critical commentary. If anythingpibaresque
consistently introduces a seemingly straightforward act of commuonaogtifirst-person
retelling of one’s past) only to render this framework problematic. In otbetsyeach
picaresque narrative accepts the genre in Guillén’s terms as an invitafiiomtonly to
undermine that form and pose its own unique narrative problem.
Couraschelefines itself not as an autonomous literary creation but as a scathing
rebuttal to Grimmelshausen'’s far lengths@mplicissimus
Ich erzahle dir auch dieses nur zum Exempel, denn wenn ich dir alle Buben- und
Schelmensticke sagen sollte, die er mit mir zu Gefallen hat bewerkstelligen
mussen, so dorfte ich wetten, es wirde mir und dir, wiewohl es lustige Sachen
sind, die Zeit zu lang werden. Ja, wenn man alles beschreiben sollte, wie du deine
Narrenpossen beschrieben hast, so wirde es ein grof3er und lustiger Buch abgeben
als deine ganze Lebensbeschreibung. Doch will ich dich noch ein kleines lassen
horen. (102)**
[l narrate you this only as an example, for if | were to tell you all of the

tomfoolery that he had wrought to please me, then | would have to bet that,
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although they are funny matters, they would take too much time. Indeed, were | to
narrate everything as you did in your own autobiography, then the book that
would result would be longer and more humorous book than your whole life’s
story. Yet | will only let you hear a little bit.]
And yet it is noteworthy not merely for this curious adversarial and irtagkrelation,
but also through its casting of a female protagonist, which naturally invitesradsec
intertextual connection. Ibha picara JustinaJustina is a verbal seductress of the most
extravagant sort, exercising a kind of witchcraft of words, using the picaresque
framework only to indulge in verbal fireworks (Quevedo’s Pablos performs asimil
operation). Justina is in other words more literary magician than double-deiziarg.
Yet we saw how the intense verbal energy in Ubeda creates a kind of alieffation e
that ultimately disrupts the potentialities of picaresque comedy. The love ceatism
with which the picaresque is often connected is largely abandoned in Ubeda, and instead
we fight our way through a highly wrought narrative even more turgid than those of
Aleman and Quevedd® The pathetic identification with the picaro critical to picaresque
comedy is largely absent from Ubeda’s novel, and the comic artistry cannossitierla
as picaresque.

Grimmelshausen’s approach to the problem of picaresque comedy initiated in
Lazarillo is a unique one. On the one hand, there is in Grimmelshausen a concern for
historical detail that is greater than in his Spanish predeceé$$@e anonymous author
of Lazarillo, Aleman, and Quevedo may name Spanish cities in their narratives, but
history is only an idle prop, hardly visible on the stage. Quite naturally, part of the

intense concern for history in Grimmelshausen can be connected to his firsthand
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testimony to the carnage of the Thirty Years’ War, which had brought abow hardl
imaginable levels of bloodshed (having decimated up to fifty percent of the population of
certain German states). Yet it would be a mistake to characterize Gsinamsgen’s
novels solely as a bleak response to this blood¥¥ddue, the realm in which
Grimmelshausen’s characters operate is largely an amoral one, antbigwfze in

which they wander is ravaged by war and a sense of omnipresent death, demgnstrati
more the topsy-turvy quality in Hieronymus Bosch than the placid order of Tiotb¥ett
In the Spanish picaresque, the scenes in which the protagonists operateia@ié/gen
closed off. While the Spanish novels are set largely in the rougher quartdresolile
Toledo and Seville, there is, even in their picaresque peregrination, a certairhaense t
each incident of criminal mischief occurs in a neatly sealed realmn@&ishausen’s
novels take picaresque instability a step further, largely due to the unddarablef
historical relevance. His world is very much the opposite oloitiess amoenusf the
pastoral novel. And yet in the midst of the doom and gloom of Grimmelshausen’s
Germany, there is a prevailing sense of jocularity, an inclination to wmindaughter

out of abject historical circumstance. One could perhaps attribute this talepgc
German sense @algenhumoigallows’ humor), or liken it to the blend of apocalyptic
decrepitude and late Renaissance mischief present in the painting of BoschegiteB
These paintings in particular seem to have been an influence for Mateo Aleméan, but
despite certain obvious structural similarities betw2enabenteuerliche Simplicissimus
and Aleman’s brooding storm of a novel (churning as it is with internal contadicti
between comic impulses and heavy-handed moralizing), Grimmelshausennevels i

sense of comic waywardness and a genuine celebration of happenstancetbgnisd
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the world ofGuzmén In other words, Grimmelshausen is to be locatedazarillo’s
side of the picaresque axis, r@izmars.

Courascheadvertises itself not primarily as an autobiography but rather as an
exercise in self-abasement. And strangely enough, this self-abasenaenttse power
interests of a spurned lover. Grimmelshausen’s picara issues a ahaglletegearly to her
erstwhile lover Simplicissimus, for whose eyes the narrative (with &b aleatory
episodes) is conceived. Indeed, the title of the narrative, absurdly long to our modern
eyes (but more or less typical of Baroque logorrhea), frames the vaaeatias
ressentiment

Trutz Simplex oder ausfuhrliche und wunderseltsame Lebensbeschreibung der

Erzbetrigerin und Landstorzerin Courasche. Wie sie anfangs eine

Rittmeisterin/hernach eine Hauptmannin, ferner eine Leutnantin, bald eine

Marketenderin, Musketiererin und letzlich eine Zigeunerin abgegebenévlietst

agiert und ausbuindig vorgestellt. Ebenso lustig annehmlich und nuttzlich zu

betrachten als Simplicissimus selbst. Alles miteinander von der Couragobe e

Person dem weit und breit bekannten Simplicissimo zum Verdruf3 und

Widerwillen dem Autori in die Feder diktiert, der sich fur diesmal nennt

Philarchus Grossus von Trommenheim auf Griffsberg. Gedruckt in Utopia bei

Felix Stratiot. (3)

[In Spite of Simplex, or the thorough and fabulous life story of the infamous

picara Courasche. How she initially became a female cavalier, thetamcéhen

a leutenant, a merchant, muscateer, and lastly a gypsy. Marvelouglgdeald

informatively presented. As funny, pleasant, and as useful to consider as
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Simplicissimus itself. All of this dictated directly from Courasche toatintor’'s

pen, to the distaste and vexation of the well-known Simplicissimus, the author

calling himself Philarchus Grossus von Trommenheim auf Griffsberg, primted i

Utopia at Felix Stratiot.]
The antagonism between two characters is paralleled in the antagonisrmbetwee
narratives. Naturally, this adversarial relationship serves both a comicpaactiaal
purpose. Indeed, this and all further referenc&intlicissimusdvertise
Grimmelshausen’s former novel to the current readershijpafascheestablishing a
link to that bestseller in an age of playfully anonymous author&fijnd yet just ada
picara Justinastyles itself as a merry counterpart to the dire pessimisbunian de
Alfarache Couraschecultivates a playful and self-consciously shallow approach to the
picaresque that is, despite its self-advertisement, more “lustig anahthln “nitzlich
zu betrachten.” The Horatian scaleppbdessenddelectarehere tips clearly in favor of
the latter Simplicissimusfor all of its own picaresque playfulness, is far more ambitious
in its portrayal of character, and in particular, the protagonist’'s renworctithe tawdry
world of pleasure and decision to retreat into the world of a hermit parallels the
desengafnof the reformed criminal Guzman.

The opposition between the “depth” ®implicissimusnd the shallow
playfulness ofCouraschecan be recast as that between the masculine and the feminine.
In La picara Justinathe feminine picaresque, for all of its latent misogyny, presents a
problem of verisimilitude—namely how a bumpkin girl is capable of the most ornate
verbal artistry. As we saw earlier in our discussion, Justina is highly cossai herself

as an author figure from the outset, as evidenced in her opening meditation on the pen
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with which she composes her narrative and the inherent problem of linguistic aary liter
representation. Courasche, by contrast, is no natural writer, and in fact, és stur
written at all by her own hand but dictated. Hence, the basic incongruitistais
avoided. Grimmelshausen, like Cervantes before him, demonstrates a mode ¢f literar
representation that is self-consciously illusdry As we will see in the subsequent
section of the chapte¥oll Flanderslikewise filters the dictation of a picara through the
voice of a masculine proxy narrator. However, Defoe goes a step further than
Grimmelshausen in declaring in the prologue that Moll’s narrative has bashified to
conform to good taste:
It is true, that the original of this Story is put into new Words, and the Stile of the
famous Lady we here speak of is a little alter’d, particularly she is road# her
own Tale in modester Words than she told it at first; the Copy which camefirst t
Hand, having been written in Language more like one still in Newgate, than one
grown Penitent and Humble, as she afterwards pretends’td be.
Moll, to be sure, is a more complex character than the desiring machine Courasche
Though Courasche wears many hats in the narrative, she remains more areafcat
feminine flippancy than a genuine character capable of eliciting pity. Indeadasthe
depicts herself in the most unflattering ways. Throughout the narrative pezadly
stresses that she is governed by her bestial instincts and irreprasglble/V/hereas
Moll is the victim of circumstance, a once virtuous young woman cast downward into a
series of unlucky relations with debauched suitors, Courasche is an unabashed hedonis
uninterested in a last-minute conversion: “Ja, werdet ihr sagen, ihr Herresyliiee

wohl gemeint haben, dass sich die alte Schell einmal unterstehen wirde, denetkiinftig
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Zorn Gottes zu entrinnen?” (14) [“Yeah, you'll say, you men, who might have thought
that the old hag would manage to escape God’s coming scourge.”] As such, the novel
knows none of the seriousnesg&fzmaror evenSimplicissimusbut this fact alone
makes it difficult to classify under the rubric of picaresque comedy. Alitethe
hallmark of picaresque comedy is a healthy measure of gravitas.dgigareomedy
thrives on coexistence of sympathy and repulsion. Courasche inspires ambivalent
reactions, but for different reasons than most of her picaresque predecessors. The new
element in Grimmelshausen’s comedy is the element of eroticism. Bemscussed
how picaresque narrators are often brilliant rhetoricians engaging iba geduction of
the reader. Yet Courasche seduces less by dint of her narrative grace tthaerotic
impulses that she sends out to a seventeenth-century readership composed pré&glominant
of males.

A consistent comic strategy in t®uraschas the inversion of gender roles.
Transvestitism is of special significance in a text as this where anvst@gas into the
arena of literary combat to take on a male adversary (just as it is irsthefaamale
author dressing up to produce a narrative from a woman'’s point of view). Indeed, the
cross-dressing in Grimmelshausen’s novel might on this count be connected to that in
Shakespeare’s comedies, where the female transvestism in plags Mau Like land
Twelfth Nightis rendered all the more ironic by the fact that it is a kind of transvestism to
the second power, that is as young male actors disguising themselveslas feman
turn dress as men.

Just as her picaro forebears had made clever use of their wiles to advance

themselves in a hostile world, so does Grimmelshausen’s picara don the mask of
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masculinity in order to initially insure that her womanly virtue remaiadntCourasche’s
initial impulse to transvestitism is to protect herself from being rapeshbgy soldiers.
But she soon takes a special liking to her newfound masculinity:
Damals witinschte ich ein Mann zu sein, um dem Krieg meine Tabeutdmngen,;
denn es ging so lustig her, dal? mir das Herz im Leibe lachte, und solche Begierde
vermehrte mir die Schlacht auf dem weil3en Berg bei Prag, weil die Ungszan e
grof3en Sieg erhielten und wenig Volk einblf3ten. (22)
[At that time | wanted to be a man in order to tally up my days tagging along in
the war, for it was so delightful, that my heart laughed inside me, and the battle on
the white mountain near Prague strengthened my desire, as our men achieved a
great victory and only lost a few men.]
This leads to another prominent characteristiCofiraschés comedy--the connection
between violence and the comié.There are again significant precedents here. Apuleius
and the tradition of Juvenalian satire come to mind for their graphic descriptions of
ludicrous violence (one might recall the episode inGb&len Assvhere a donkey-man
is beaten mercilessly to the point of spraying diarrhea on the perpetratorsmarye
times in Cervantes where Quijote is beaten to a pulp). But there is in Grimuselsla
degree of comic violence not reached in either precedent, owing to the brutaicelefa
history (the concrete reality of war) and the graphic detail that alipegsht scale from
comic to tragic. A significant example of the pungent intermingling of violande
comedy occurs early in the novel, where Courasche recounts how she is gang-raped by

soldiers and eventually rescued by an eventual husband, the captain:
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Diese packten mich an und wanderten mit mir und meiner Kalesch dem
Bohmerwald zu, als wenn sie der Teufel selbst gejagt hétte; ich sclamngatsv
wenn ich an einer Folter gehangen ware, aber sie machten mich baldgechwei
Um Mitternacht kamen sie in eine Meierei, die einzig vorm Wald lag, allevo si
anfingen zu futtern und mit mir umzugehen, wie zu geschehen pflegt, welches mir
zwar der geringste Kummer war; aber es wurde ihnen gesegnet wiewtehdébs
Gras; denn indem sie ihre viehischen Begierden sattigten, wurden sie von einem
Hauptmann, der mit dreil3ig Dragonern eine Convoy nach Pilsen verrichtet hatte,
Uberfallen... (36)
[They took hold of me and led me and my barouche towards the Bohemiat, Fore
as if the Devil himself had chased them there; | cried out, as if | were being
hanged and tortured, but they soon silenced me. At midnight they came to a dairy
farm that lay at the foot of the forest, where they began feeding and having thei
way with me as they were wont to do, which was the least of my worries, but they
were allowed this privilege as a dog is free to feed on grass, and whileghey
satisfying their animal urges, they were put to the rack by a captaimas
traveling to Pilsen with a convoy of 30 dragoons...]
We have observed one of the signal features of picaresque comedy to be that of
contradiction. Laughter is double-sided, at once scornful and compassionate. Another
aspect of the dual-sided quality of picaresque comedy is the disjunct ttatletiveen
the humiliation of the narrating protagonist and the curious masochistic pledsurénta
recounting the past trauma. In this scen€anraschewe have trauma of the most

egregious sort, and yet the prevailing tone in this passage is more the bapplyg
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guality of comic narration than the plaintive voice appropriate to the circurastanc
Indeed, there is comic irony in the extended analogy established betweapistse who
violate their victim in a dairy farm, and images of animal behavior (“thggaméo feed,”
“like a dog can feed on grass,” “in satisfying their animal desires.”) Goleamight be
interested in winning the reader over to her cause by evoking in detail thengustee
underwent at the hands of these brutes. And yet in picaresque comedy one is never on
sure footing, for she undermines the dramatic intensity of the passage itirngcdicat
the rape is a habitual practice (“as they are wont to do”) and though Courasshaucri
as if being tortured to death, she curiously remarks that the rape is “the least of
worries.” Were this not enough, the passage is robbed of any further draraeitiasgr
through the arrival of a comaeus ex machinim the form of the captain and the
subsequent mini-catharsis afforded by the quick death delivered to the rapists.

The narrative presents itself initially as a means of righting a wadng
Courasche saving face after her infelicitous liaison with SimplicissirAnd yet the
irony of this is that in order to save face, Courasche must sully hertielh Wwiow-by-
blow description of her tumultuous and debauched existence. Indeed, for any reader who
grows weary of the excessive feminine virtue of a Pamela, Courasblessistidote >
The seventeenth-century reader of the novel could well have taken privater{gaublic)
pleasure in the novel’s celebration of a woman'’s libertine existence. One geallpat
regard Grimmelshausen’s creation as the most misogynistic creatigemeawith little
genuine concern for the feminine, or conversely as a celebration of femdenfréem
the moral strictures of the patriarcHy* Over and over in the text, allusions are made to

Courasche’s irrepressible carnal urges. Early in the narrative, theAsaatksnovel that
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had inspired Quijote’s anachronistic chivalry is lent to Courasche to inspire aousmor

rather than an aesthetic education:
Das tat mir dann trefflich wohl und war Ol zu dem ohnehin brennenden Feuer
meiner anreizenden Begierden. Sie lieh mir auch den listernen Amadis-Roman,
die Zeit damit zu vertreiben und Komplimenten daraus zu ergreifen; und was sie
sonst erdenken konnte, das zu Liebeslisten reizen machte, das liel3 sie nicht
unterwegen. (32)
[It was just right for me and was fuel to the already burning fire of myukimg
desires. She likewise lent me the wanton Amadis novel in order to kill time and to
pull out some compliments; and she didn’t neglect to mention whatever else she
could think up that would inspire amorous longing.]

Just as Courasche had felt a male lust for combat, she here embraces hee @esine

in reading a novel of chivalry—not for its battle description but in order to stienbéa

erotic impulses. Briefly after this passage, she again makes mentioncaf hair

inclinations: “Meine Begierden zu sattigen.” (34) And later, she cordekaeher

proclivity for transvestism and male agression on the battlefield is undermirneat by

insatiable female desire:
Es ist nicht zu glauben, wie ich nach dieser Schlacht sowohl von meinen Neidern
wie von meinen Gonnern gelobt wurde; beide Teil sagten, ich ware der Teufel
selbst, und eben damals war mein héchster Wunsch, dal3 ich nur kein Weibsbild
ware; aber was war’s drum? Es war null und verhunzt. Ich gedacht oft daran,
mich fir einen Hermaphroditen auszugeben, ob ich vielleicht dadurch erlangen

maochte, offentlich Hosen zu tragen und fir einen jungen Kerl zu passieren;
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hergegen aber hatte ich durch meine unmaRdigen Begierden so viel Kerl
empfinden lassen, wer ich ware. (46)
[It is unbelievable how | was praised after this battle by those who enviatdadne
those who supported me. Both claimed that | was the devil himself, and it was
indeed my greatest wish to no longer be a woman, but why was this so? It was
trifling and base. | often thought about going out as a hermaphrodite and possibly
being able to wear pants in public and to pass for a young fellow: howevdr, | ha
let so many fellows know through my immoderate desires who | really was.]
Courasche expresses here both her wish to renounce her femininity and hetio&cogni
the futility of such a hope. Hermaphrotism might enable proximity to the mlaers
for which she lusts, but she doubts her own capacity to keep her concupiscence in check.
The comic incongruity that dominates her persona is here augmented by the eroti
element of her irrepresible feminine desire for the men in her midst. Thig@otic
energy is absent from Ubeda and the Spanish picaresque. Grimmelshausen’d principa
contribution to the short but significant strain of the female picaresque is thes erot
element, which if nothing else adds another layer of ambivalence to a geadyal

defined by contradiction and rhetorical deception.

Moll Flanders as Renunciation of the Wanton Picara
One significant strain in the picaresque tradition is perhaps best expresised i
metaphor of the monk flagellating himself. Whether one chooses to see in this monk a
genuine instance of pathos or the sort of absurd fellow rendered ridiculous rscNeet

in theGenealogy of Moralsr Monty Pythorand theSearch for the Holy Gradlepends
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on which texts one considers as most representative of the tradition. The cdrdxeast |
drawn thus far in the study is one between the comic enelggzafillo and the largely
anti-comic ideological forces @uzman de Alfarachdf Guzmarelevates the
playfulness of its picaresque predecessor to the realm of serious morglaatia@s and
even religious revelation (suppressing its own comic impulses in the prdaesshexts
such as QuevedoBusconand Ubeda'®icara Justinaemploy a highly-wrought and
comically charged language to render such moralizing ridiculous.

But all picaresque texts involve problematic narrative situations, and they invite
speculation into their own originsloll Flandersstands apart as one of the most difficult
novels to classify in the present study. Form&lll Flandersis a mélange of styles
both popular and spiritual. As Watt, Davis, and Richetti point out, Defoe stands at the
forefront of the development of the “novel” in EnglantiRichetti in particular is quite
right to demonstrat®¥loll’s relationship to popular narratives and in particular to the
tradition of the criminal biography in England. The criminal biography was enolynous
popular in England, and as Reed rightly points out, the licentious quality of such
biographies coloured how translations of the Spanish picaresque were received in
England:

As the Spanish picaresque novel was received in England—indeed, even as it was

continued in Spain in the seventeenth century---the paradoxical alliance of secula

lowliness and high religious ideals effectively broke down. The lowliness of
experience was presented in a more traditionally comic or satiric mode thdni
religious spirit displayed itself in the moralistic condemnation of the rague

criminal. The breakdown of the novelistic synthesis in the best of the Spanish
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picaresque was facilitated in England by the presence of other ligenargs for
dealing with the life of the half-outsider, genres more purely popular in their

isolation from the forms and themes of the classical tradittén.

The picaresque and its cousin the criminal autobiography appeal to some of the same
prurient appetites in a growing readership (indeed those denounGednmars

prologue). While some scholars like Robert Alter have maintainedftiihtiescends
directly from the line of the criminal autobiography, not thata#arillo, there is an
important precedent for Defoe’s contradictory work in the picaresque tradiéiod that
precedent isSuzman de Alfarachéndeed, for all of Watt’s keen insights into the
innovations inMoll in the larger context of an emerging realism, the impact of the
Spanish picaresque on Defoe’s work remains underappreciated in his dé€ount.

Like its picaresque predecessdvill is a loosely-constructed series of episodes
drawn from the life of a morally ambivalent but generally repentant fornmaimai. It
chronicles the protagonist’s vain efforts in a hostile society to secura #bting, and
the narrator takes particular care to shine a bright light on the misforatrfeaghbeset
her—from birth at Newgate through a series of scandalous and scabrous aff&iay¢hat
rendered life a constant flirtation with darker forcesMinil, an ideological tension exists
between two wholly divergent traditions. On the one hand, there is the largely comic
tradition of the English criminal autobiography and the Spanish picaresque (with the
obvious exception of the weighty and largely anti-co@®izman de Alfarachend the
more direct influence of the comic picara in the novels of Ubeda and Grimmeishaus

On the other hand, Defoe’s cultural backdrop was not one of mere merry mischasf, for
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many critics have pointed out, the ideological shadow of Puritanism and the spiritual
autobiography looms heavy ovdoll. **® Moll Flandersbecomes then a kind of
battlefield in which these contrary ideologies are at war with each athethe result is
a text that cannot decide which side it wishes to fight on. On the one side is the light-
hearted comic spirit of the female picaresque, on the other the gravityinfadpir
autobiography.
This inner tension comes to the fore already in the novel's title. The novel we
conveniently labeMoll Flandershas in fact the following title:
The Fortunes and Misfortunes of the Famous Moll Flanders, & C. Who was Born
in Newgate, and during a Life of continu’d Variety for Threescore Years, besides
her Childhood, was Twelve Year a Whore, five times a Wife (whereof once to her
own Brother) Twelve Year a Thief, Eight Year a Transported Felon in Virginia, at
last grew Rich, liv'd Honest, and died a Penitent.
Written from her own Memorandums.
Titles of this extravagant length, as absurd as they might appear to the mozlaot, a
altogether out of the ordinary in 1722. Nor is Defoe’s even the longest of any picaresque
novel; the title of Grimmelshauserer abenteuerliche Simplicissimissat least twice
as long*® But Grimmelshausen does not dive into the same salacious detail, nor does he
lay bare the story’s skeleton in so scandalous a fashion. Striking here is therdlisrega
such a title has for its own protagonist and for the more serious purposes of theenarrat
Moll is dragged through the mud before she can vouch for herself. She is a whore, an
inconstant and incestuous wife, a thief and exiled felon before she can claisnaeys

decency and redeem herself. Whereas Grimmelshausen’s title entiftess Denders
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ridiculous. The natural expectation that such a jumble of verbiage creates is one of a
narrative that is as self-indulgent, as capricious, and as@she title that introduces it.
Yet Moll Flandersis no such text. It is endowed with a seriousness of purpose that belies
its self-advertisement and bears important characteristics of titeafiography-*°

The theme of the individual in isolation is prominenMall as well as in two of Defoe’s

a®! But those novels do not match

other great novel®obinson CrusoandRoxan
Moll’s characteristically picaresque sense of internal ambiguity ancadastion.Moll
Flanderssituates itself in a unique position along the axis of picaresque comedy traced
up to this point. It occupies a netherworld between the capricious, jocular humor of its
female picaresque predecessors and the densely-wrought novelistic adBiceman
and unlike its more free-wheeling predecessors in the traditithe feminine picaresque,
Moll confronts in a far more serious fashion the situation of women in British stiety.
In his classic study of eighteenth-century English literaftwehe Palace of
Wisdom Martin Price includes among his many astute insights one rather provocative
declaration—namely that Defoe is “a comic artf$f Price goes on to point out how
Defoe’s novel parodies tragic situations. The haphazard organization of the nevel, “it
eager thrust from one experience to the next” undermines both emotional engagement on
behalf of the reader and a sense of dramatic climax. Price writes:
Usually the writer who is content to give us the shape of the tale itself has a
shapely tale to tell; a tale with its own logic, its awakening of tensions and
expectations, its mounting repetition, its elaborate devices for fonegttb
direct a resolution, and its satisfying—perhaps ingeniously surprising—way of

tying all threads in one great strok&
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To better appreciate Price’s point above of tragedy parodied (I prefeptde w

“disarmed”), it is worth taking a closer look at a critical dramatic egisodhe heart of

the novel:
| went out now by Day-light, and wandred about | knew not whither, and in
search of | knew not what, when the Devil put a Snare in my way of a dreadful
Nature indeed, and such a one as | have never had before or since; going thro’
Aldersgate-street there was a pretty little Child had been at a D&dcimgpl, and
was going home, all alone, and my Prompter, like a true Devil, set me upon this
innocent Creature; | talk’d to it, and it pratt'd to me again, and | took it by the
Hand and led it a long till | came to a pav’d Alley that goes into Bartholomew
Close, and | led it in there; the Child said that was not its way home; | said, yes
my Dear it is, I'll show you the way home; the Child had a little Necklace on of
Gold Beads, and | had my Eye upon that, and in the dark of the Alley | stoop’d,
pretending to mend the Child’s Clog that was loose, and took off her Necklace
and the Child never felt it, and so led the Child on again: Here, | say, the Devil
put me upon killing the Child in the dark Alley, that it might not Cry; but the very
thought frighted me so that | was ready to drop down, but | turn’d the Child about
and bade it to go back again, for that was not its way home...(151)

The starting point here is Moll as itinerant picara, Maheur, leaving behind home and

hearth to venture forth into the city for idle strolling. Idleness becomas tlas Spanish

picaresque, the catalyst for criminal activity (it is likewisedine qua norof any

novelistic reading experiencE. The opening lines of the passage promise a great deal—

a dreadfulness hitherto unknown in Moll’s life, which as we know by this point is full of
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sordid stories, and moreover a level of vice that she never reaches afténvedher

words, this passage, occurring at roughly the halfway point in the novel, advésg#es i
as a climax. Yet the pay-off hardly corresponds here to the promise. To be susgicdram
force is generated here—the image of the naive child entrusting her hand anidlpote
her fate to a wolf in sheep’s clothing, Moll leading the poor child into an alley as it
prattles affectionately and begins to sense that something is awry. Alod sktof this
build-up, indeed for the devil's dramatic intervention in this occurrence, the only thing
here lost is a child’s necklace. Moll claims to sense an impulse to murder the chil
presumably so that it would not cry, but the necklace is taken surreptitiously.de¢agor
used, no harm inflicted, and the only real villainy here is in thought, not deed. The child
makes its way home in blissful ignorance of any wrongdoing. And just as sigtlifica

the tension here created is slowly dissipated in a string of rather uninspiailg thett
ensue. The denouement takes the form not of tragic death, expiation, or catharsis, but
rather a humdrum description of the streets taken by Moll in moving away frodatkis
alley back to a more respectable public space.

This passage is revealing for another reason, for it offers evidence of imgmom
stylistic feature of Moll's narrative—its syntactical indecisiven€isgen the fact that the
narrative as it reaches us is in fact an editor’s rewording of a presihtaiary
monstrosity, its syntax remains unusually clumsy. Here and in so many paadhges
novel, the tendency is to heap detail upon detail without clear foresight. Indeed, just as
Moll wanders about desultorily here in this passage, so is the novel guided blaa simi
aimlessnes¥® This unto itself is nothing revolutionary, given the Spanish picaresque’s

preference for the episodic over the carefully constructed. Yet Moll (or more
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appropriately her proxy) reveals a particular fondness for the word “ancVidenced
in the longer passage quoted above, clauses are loosely bound, not as they might in a
poetic conceit in Shakespeare or Donne, but in a way that lacks linear progrestged, |
such a manner of storytelling recalls very much the haphazard narrative methed of t
child who is inventing a story as she or he goes along, supplying additional vénbiage
response to each nodding of an eager listener’s head. The result of such indecisiveness is
a petering out of tragic energy and a near lapse into the ridiculous. But thiéoudics
never really reached Moll, only intimated.

Critics of Defoe’s have long sought to account for the curious lack of resolve in
Moll. Watt, for all of his deep admiration for Defoe’s novel, nevertheless recoghiges
[Defoe’s] patent shortcomings—weakness of construction, inattention tq thetkibf
moral or formal pattern.**"The negation of the tragic does not automatically equate to
comedy Moll creates just as many potentially comic situations as it does tragigusYet
as it banishes the tragic Muse, so does it clip the wings of the comicMpitiElanders
finds itself in a kind of limbo; it oscillates between comedy and tragedy pditezgia
without ever giving itself over fully to one mode. It defines itself through intkecisss,
never through realization but through possibility. The obvious question that arises is wh
Moll chooses oscillation and inconstancy over generic stabilityazarillo, the curious
blend of pathetic identification and comic debasement calls for an appeal both for
Christian agape and misanthropic self-assertion over the OthdraXantllo breaks
away from the Antique comic tradition exemplified in Apule@siden Assn endowing
its protagonist with a great degree of amiability and rhetorical savafingnthe hunger

theme as much a dramatic as a comic device. And just as importazidyillo
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introduces for the first time a genuine moment of sociological concern ictoia c
tradition that had systematically rendered persons of low origin ridiculous anel henc
unworthy of sympathyMoll picks up in a sense whdrazarillo had left off—but it
brings the newfound concern for realism and for sociological relevance o lavet,
and in so doing, it rejects the currents of comic forcésmarillo (namely the
intersection of physical comedy, the unruly servant archetype, and the unignesgie
feature of comic self-martyrdom).

Our focal point in this study is the strange career of picaresque comedly,isvhi
born inLazarillo, tossed about in the thousand-page maelstraBuaman and injected
with new venom in Quevedo. Defoe, for his part, unlike later apostles of the picaresque
in English such as Fielding, Sterne, and Smollett, is no natural comicladestd, his
treatment of the comic potentialitiesMoll Flandersis as clumsy his handling of the
feminine. Our question becomes again, as with the issue of syntax, whether this is
intentional clumsiness. For Swift, Defoe was intolerable, not the least falfis s
righteous style and lack of comic inspiration: “One of these authors (the falkbwas
pilloried, | have forgot his name) is indeed so grave, sententious, dogmatgalea that
there is no enduring hint® Swift of course bases his judgment more on personal
distaste for a political opponent than on the actual literary merits of Defoeéts
(which he may have never read), but when realfiath Flanders one can appreciate the
point (without siding with Swift) that the book could have been much funnier if its
potentially comic situations had not been disarmed. Indeed, had Defoe’s aim been
laughter for laughter’s sake, he could have indulged the same low comic excsss of it

picaresque precursoks picara JustinandCourasché® And yet when compared to
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the dour moralizing of Mateo Aleman, Defoe is a bit of a lightwei@hzman de
Alfaracheis a dense fog of metaphysical pessimism, a marriage of Counter-Rsforma
theology and the aberrant mischief of Bosch and Brueljtwl.might appear equally
formidable from an ideological point of view, bringing together elements d?uhiégan
spiritual narrative, the criminal biography, and the Spanish picaresquédeYerrator in
Moll is a great masquerader, and this makes the critical diffefdiotie=landers
characteristic feature is indecisiveness, not just in its inability to eléetiveen the
comic and tragic but on the fundamental level of plot organization and syntax.
To address the novel’'s characteristic indecisiveness, the problem of thermarra
Moll has to be confronted. One striking aspedtlofl Flandersthat is perhaps easy to
overlook when one considers the authentic appeal of the autobiography is that it is only
an autobiography in disgui$€. The preface reveals as much:
It is true, that the original of this Story is put into new Words, and the Stile of the
famous Lady we here speak of is a little alter’d, particularly she is road# her
own Tale in modester Words than she told it at first; the Copy which camfirst
Hand, having been written in Language more like one still in Newgate, than one
grown Penitent and Humble, as she afterwards pretends to be...The Pen employ’'d
in finishing her Story, and making it what you now see it to be, has had no little
difficulty to put it into a Dress fit to be seen, and to make it speak Language fit to
be read: When a Woman debauch’d from her Youth, nay, even being the Off-
spring of Debauchery and Vice, comes to give an Account of all her vicious
Practises, and even to descend to the particular Occasions and Circumstances by

which she first became wicked, and of all the progression of Crime which she run
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through in threescore Year, and Author must be hard put to wrap it up so clean, as

not to give room, especially for vicious Readers to turn it to his Disadvantage. (3)

As in Ubeda and Grimmelshausen, we are faced here with dorilloiécriture feminine
But what is new here is that the presumably male narrator draws attenti@nfact that
he is more an editor than an author, and that the original text represents aessausdit
for literary language. The image of putting the novel “into a Dress fit s2bn” plays on
the notion that the narrator is a kind of literary transvestite. But the trans\gestin in
this case is not tépater le bourgeoibut to maintain its propriety. And yet there are
glaring contradictions here. For one, the novel’'s extravagant title proafseathy dose
of indecency—indeed indecency of the sort here repudiated, and the narrative that
follows demonstrates a clear preference for salacious detail over dodezsncy.
Moll’s birth to a Newgate inmate is scandalous and hence worthy of narratron; he
adolescence, spent largely in presumably respectable ways, somehow doalseniot m
into the novel. Later in the novel, we hear plenty of Moll’s shocking marriage to her
brother, and this continues to haunt her even after escaping infamy in England and
arriving with her new husband as a senior citizen in Virdiffiayet when it comes to the
years spent harmoniously in bourgeois decency, we are told the following:
It concerns the Story in hand very little to enter into the farther particdlére o
Family, or of myself, for the five Years that I liv’d with this Husband; doly
observe that | had two Children by him and that at the end of five Year he Died:
He had been really a very good Husband to me, and we liv'd very agreeably

together; (47)
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The “story in hand” is, in other words, only as good as the picaresque detail that fuels i
Watt may not be mistaken in celebrating a new “formal realism” in Moll, bsitiav
realism, at least in this case, has little to do with bourgeois domesticithe
picaresque privileges the itinerant over the domestic, the “transcendentébsness”
of Lukacs’ debased modern epic over the home and hearth of DicRétwt.
surprisingly, when Moll at novel's end attains a measure of stability andctabpigy in
Virginia, the narrator makes a similar excuse for the exclusion of matexialiverges
from the salacious:
In her last Scene at Maryland and Virginia, many pleasant things happewid whi
makes that part of her Life very agreeable, but they are not told with the same
Elegancy as those accounted for by herself; so it is still to the more Advantage
that we break off here. (6)
The narrator, the rational voice of the literary who tames the beast of therflemi
narrator whose voice never reaches us, here falls into a laughable captra@iwbugh
he reminds the reader in this very preface that Moll's original tale waadeoent to
reach the reader without being transformed into adequate literary expressiere he
argues that Moll’s prior criminal life is related with greater “elecy” than her more
quiet days in Virginia and is hence worthy of inclusion. Moll's eventual happindss in t
New World is not fit to be told because it violates some tacit principle cdjtelecency
and style. Yet when we consider that the narrator has taken it upon himself trtnansf
the lewd into the literary (as he would have us believe), then it is difficult toigence
why the same editing procedure could not have been extended to encompass these

inappropriate happenings. In an age when the novel was seeking literdicajisn as a
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modern epicMoll Flandersrecedes from epic breadth and homes in on individual
consciousness. Moll is the sun, and the celestial bodies in her orbit are only ikkdninat
from a great distance. We might recall here the implicit critique of the mtamoc
picaresque narrative performed by Cervantes. There, the picaro is presentedlhas a
blowhard who delivers self-aggrandizing filibusters to only marginally irtetles
listeners. The picaro’s consciousness is limited by its refusal tortazedrior
perspectives. In other words, the picaro is always an avid storytelleddortnsan
interested listener, and this for Cervantes is the great weakness of mopecsp&ctive
of the picaresque. Moll, guilty of a similar offence, is inclined to great vitybeken
matters concern her own “wickedness,” but the rest of the figures that come aritigo i
novel are mere stage props rather than actors.

Defoe’s most significant contribution to the picaresque enacts a kind ofgaini
two contrary principles—namely the intensely masculine tradition of theegiae and
the ideological construct of femininity in eighteenth-century England. dlhe s
proclaimed tamer is none other than the presumably masculine narrator, wies dress
himself up in a woman’s clothing and tells Moll's story as if it were ydadr own.
Defoe’s construction of the rational male editor/narrator is not a radical inmova
Cervantes famously presents eixoteas a Spanish translation of the Arabic
manuscript of the historian Cide Hamete Benengeli. But, unlike Cervantes, s
not allude to this mediation which is emphasized in the prologue, Bomifuixote
“dressed up” as an autobiographical memoir.

But the notion of taming here is not merely that of lewd, “feminine” impulses.

Whereas the tragic is here advertised only to be suffocated by pedestrinfodatai
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Price would say, parodied), comic topoi are introduced only to be suffocated by more
serious matters (in a matter not wholly unlike the action/reaction modedylbaerved
in Guzmanp. One prominent instance of a comic motif being introduced and effectively
beaten back occurs midway through the novel, as Moll has learned the ropes of the
criminal world. In a scheme to gain access to a greater variety of gostdst, her
governess disguises her as a man:
| was Tall and Personable, but a little too smooth Fac’d for a Man; however as |
seldom went Abroad but in the Night, it did well enough; but it was a long time
before | could behave in my new Cloths: | mean, as to my Craft; it was imgossibl
to be so Nimble, so Ready, so Dexterous at these things, in a Dress so contrary to
Nature; and as | did every thing Clumsily, so | had neither the success, or the
easiness of Escape that | had before, and | resolv’d to leave it off; but that
Resolution was confirm’d soon after by the following Accident. (167)
The mistaken identity/transvestite topos is a comic device used with fiesairethe
Renaissance and particularly prominent in Shakespaargdu Like landTwelfth Night
come to mind here) and in Grimmelshaus&usirascheBut the critical difference in
Defoe is that what in almost any other author is an easy trick to lighten mood and
generate chuckles and general confusion is here mishandled. And the result @ this is
deflation of comic energy. Moll's clumsiness as a woman parallels theradotened
clumsiness of the male narrator of the novel. Moll’s inability to properly assien
gualities of manhood is therefore paralleled in the male narrator's own weéang
“dress contrary to Nature” and his awkward handling of Moll's female interitfity

Further, the clumsiness theme applies equally to the mismanagement ajithartca
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comic elements that pepper the narrative. Indeed, the theme featureg ialtéad
preface: “And as the best use is made even of the worst Story, the Moral “tisuilbp’
keep the Reader serious even where the Story might incline him to be otherwise.” (3)
Like Guzmande AlfaracheMoll is defined through internal ideological division, but
whereas these internal struggles arise organicalBurman(out of the struggle to
reconcile a popular new narrative form with the ideological stricturdgedbpanish
Counter-Reformation), the contradictiondMioll are more attributable to clumsiness.
The narrator acknowledges as much in constructing an opposition here between a moral
(here associated with serious rational reflection and the “best use” b and a
story (which is irredeemably lewd, predestined as it were to damnationjafitagor’s
transvestism, the oscillation between tragic and comic modes, and the tensieenbetw
the “best use” of the moral and the “worst Story” (defined as such becagise it i
condemned by its own terms to lewdness) tear asunder the supposed moral thread
running through the novel and make it one of the most fascinating cases of the neurotic
element within the picaresque tradition.
Concluding Remarks

The three texts in this chapter demonstrate problems on #vels.| The first of
these problems is related to the peculiar case of the lgo-¢damale picaresque, and in
particular the usurpation of the female voice by male author€otrascheand Moll,
this usurpation is explicitly thematized within the text its@lfie latter self-righteously
asserts in its prologue that the wanton speech of its picaradea toned down so as to
better conform to eighteenth-centunienséance The second major problem in these

texts is on the level of intertextual relatiodustina and Courascheboth situate
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themselves in adversarial relation to earlier masculinegsgae texts, and both arrive at
different approaches to the problem of picaresque than those ewliels Justina
exhibits all of the rhetorical bombast Guzmanbut renders ridiculous the moralizing
mission of literatureCouraschegoes even further in stripping away the complexity of
the picara’s psyche and giving voice to a lustful, wanton heroine di@fdihe more
serious spiritual backbone 8implicissimus The first two novels in this chapter explore
new comic applications of the picaresque, but they lack a fundamaetakbnt of
picaresque comedy (the potential for readerly identificatidh thie picaro). They are, in
other words, comic in the conventional rather than in the picaresque ¥¢heeas
Justina and Courasche share Lazarillo’'s jocularity, the pathos characteristic of
picaresque comedy is largely lackingoll demonstrates ideological tension of a sort
akin to that inGuzman whereas Aleman’s great novel wrestles with its own comic
impulse through profound metaphysical reflectiddoll is narrated as if by a child,
unsure of which detail to include or which reflection to mak#ll inhabits a purgatory

between comic levity and ideological sternness.
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Chapter Six
Picaresque Comedy Tamed: The Cases of Smollett and Fielding

Earlier in the study we considered the problematic case of Cervantes and the
picaresque. Cervantes’ picaresque experiments, the novellas “Rinc@eat@gillo”
and the “Coloquio de los perros” draw on picaresque themes but ultimately ciiggue t
one-sidedness of picaresque point of view. Cervantine comedy, in contradistinction to
picaresque comedy, privileges the distance established through the epidAeuizdion,
which for picaresque narrators is often a stumbling block, becomes for Cervaetes a
in itself, a mise en abime of literary artifi¢&> Mediation becomes itself the occasion for
comic happenstance, the clear, calm voice diagnosing the chaos of the world athd indee
judging the comic eccentricities of all.

This chapter will pick up in a sense where the Cervantes chapter left off,
transposing the aesthetic debates of early seventeenth-century Spgtmetenth-
century Britain. In the earlier discussion of Cervantes, it was arguedehar@es stands
apart from quite a few of his Spanish compatriots in advocating a multi-dimensiona
approach to the comic. The violence and crudeness of earlier comic forms rémabass
Anthony Close quite astutely demonstrates, Cervantes signals a shift ;msesosibility
in the Golden Agé’® Fielding and Smollett stand alongside Swift and Sterne as the
greatest comic writers of the eighteenth century, and yet their @yt the novel
(and to the picaresque in particular) represent an intriguing contrast. Tjpisrcha
operates on a contrast between authors and representative early novelsig'Eieldi

Joseph Andrewand Smollett’sRoderick Randoml will argue that the basic contrast in
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point of view between Cervantine “epic” comedy and the picaresque play®utelice
more in Fielding and Smollett.

Yet we should be careful to avoid too simple a contrast. As we saw in the case of
Cervantes, the contrasts are not of the absolute sort. Cervantes does not reject the
picaresque out of hand; he simply reworks picaresque content into a narrativedremew
that better suits his vision for comic prose fiction. Cervantes rejectsdsssimptions of
the picaresque but nonetheless contributes to the picaresque tradition, demgrisatat
it is possible to explore the low comic realism of the picaresque through &wliffer
narrative framework. Fielding and Smollett, for their part, draw on aspettie 8panish
picaresque, and yet both extol Cervantes’s consummate comic artistrypnefiéoees to
their novels-’’ And despite the differences that | will spell out in this chapter, when
Roderick Randorappeared on the literary marketplace, a popular misconception
emerged among the readership that it was actually the work of Fieltingither
Joseph Andrewsor Roderick Randons a truly homogeneous generic entifaseph
Andrewsis a self-professed comic epic (which draws directly on the Cervantine epic
voice) that contains within it an important picaresque interlude. The picaresquedmte
in Joseph Andrews, Wilson's tale, has gone relatively unnoticed as a contribution to
picaresque writing, let alone picaresque comedy, yet it contains an impornavation
to the picaresqu¥? Roderick communicates through the same first-person voice of his
picaresque predecessors, relishing in much of the same low comic rgalishg novel
he narrates seems to lose its picaresque energy and transmogrify intorspwikier
than picaresque (a curious amalgamation of a novel of adventure and a sentimental

comedy).
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Contrasting Modes inJoseph AndrewsA Picaresque Experiment within a Comic
Epic

Fielding shares a great deal with Cervantes, and one further point of camparis
is their mutual ambivalence towards the picaresque. Both indulge in occasional
picaresque prose experiments. As we saw earlier, Cervantewitirthe possibilities of
the picaresque in twaovelas ejemplardsut ultimately rejects the limitations of
picaresque point of view. Cervantes and Fielding share a clear prefénedeperson
epic voice over the picaresque and indeed for the authority that such a voice €8nfers.
The mediation established between comic narrator and reader frees #ber risom the
confines of the first-person (picaro) and offers the occasion for the sorts iaf com
narrative digressions that enliven tQaixoteas well asloseph AndrewandTom
Jones'®! Walter Reed’s study on the competing novelistic modes of composition offers a
useful framework from which to approach Fielding and Cervantes’ relationship to the
picaresqué® Reed in fact uses the critical issue of novelistic point of view to construct
a theory of the novel based on competing modes--the Cervantine and the picaresque.

As we have observed, a defining characteristic of the new picaresqadyctimat
emerges in 1554 with tHeazarillo is a confluence of comic traditions—on the one hand
the physical comedy of the farcical tradition and on the other the sort of emotional
relationship to the reader established by the heightened degree of Vitugenithe
picaresque signals the emergence of realism in European literaturedtt€hesirendered

more complex by the seductive rhetoric of the picaro/narrator and the appeal to the
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physical demands of the body (most often intense hunger). The laughter gebgrate
picaresque comedy is fraught with moral ambivalence. It owes a debt todikiertraf
comic misanthropy (catalogued by early comic theorists such asveasteind Hobbes),
but it likewise pulls in the opposite direction---namely towards a level bepat
identification that is more in tune witlgape The misanthropic laughter, to be sure,
remains in the picaresque, and to the degree that it is recounted from the point of view of
the person who more often than not is the butt of the joke and the object of scorn and
debasement, there is a peculiarly masochistic quality to picaresque comedgaiYie
ambivalence is created by the likable picaro whose consciousness becomes the fil
through which this content is transmitted. Which is to say that this masochistiy cgiali
offset by rhetorical seduction and by the picaro’s winning over of his audiencéyusua
by virtue of either his inherent likability or, as in the special circumstaféleman’s
Guzman de Alfarache, his status as a “lighthouse of human life” or Everymam figu
Picaresque comedy appeals then in some instances to the “sudden glorppeddsgri
Hobbes, the sense of exaltation brought on by laughing at a social inferior, amd yet i
others, genuine commiseration with the strangely likeable picaro is invitid Ioyaster
rhetorician, the narrator. We are invited to emphathize on one level with Quevedo’s
Pablos as the son of a witch and a criminal, but we are likewise inclined to mock him
from afar as he is humiliated.

Cervantes and Fielding offer comedy of a more refined sort than Quevedo
(eschewing his grotesque and scatological inclinations), but they too appeal in the
broader comic epics to these same contradictory impulses. As Nabokov remibds us,

Quixotefor one is a strikingly violent novel, and much of the laughter it incites is lgirect



149

linked to this violencé®® We laugh at Quixote’s inability to conform to the norm, and at
times even at the physical torment to which he is subjected. But Cervaraes'keight

is more than a mere object of scorn, but invites a good deal of the pathetic iat@mtific
characteristic of picaresque comedy. And yet as we have argued, gaelierare critical
distinctions to be made between Cervantine and picaresque comedy. The principal
distinction here has to do with a fundamental contrast in narrative point of view.
Essential to the picaresque experience is the narrator's masochisigrplen recalling

his own past trauma, and indeed the delicious vexation of never knowing how much of
this trauma is staged for rhetorical effect and how much of it is to be takareatdiue.

The basis of epic comedy, on the other hand, is the notimediation(which inDon
Quixoteand elsewhere in Cervantes involves various levels of mediation), the intrusion
of a narrator who disrupts the reader’s intimate engagement with the protagdnist a
often delights in digression for digression’s s&ke.

The epic comedy espoused by Fielding is an extension and perfection of
Cervantes’ innovations iDon Quixote But unlike Cervantes, who contributes relatively
little formal theory in the way of criticism and a “poetics” of the novel,dtng is both
theorist and practitionet®The preface tdoseph Andrewis a theory of comedy in
miniature, and not surprisingly, it appears in the most prominent anthologies of comic
theory. The Preface is known for its bold declaration that the work that follows, ac*comi
Epic-Poem in Prose which | do not remember to have seen hitherto attempted in our
language.”(4Y*® As lofty as this project is advertised, it entails the introduction of

characters with “inferior Manners.” (4)



150

There is a conscious sense of contradiction in the Prefdoseéph Andrewsan
intentional intermingling of the high and the low in the elaboration of theory. The notion
of a “comic Epic-Poem in Prose” is itself comic in its embrace of oxymoramay'e
absurd as the project might sound to those dearly attached to the purity of genres,
Fielding endeavors to carve out a niche for the prose experiment to follow, and he makes
clear from the outset thdbseph Andrewis not a mere burlesque of Richardson’s
Pamela Burlesque, he writes, is an “Exhibition of what is monstrous and unnatural.” (4)
To better bring into focus how burlesque and comedy differ, Fielding draws tlogywanal
of the painter:

Now what Caricature is in Painting, Burlesque is in Writing; and in the same

manner the Comic Writer and Painter correlate to each other. And here | shall

observe, that as in the former, the Painter seems to have the Advantage;so itis i

the latter infinitely on the side of the Writer: for the Monstrous is muchrdasie

paint than describe, and the Ridiculous to describe than paint. (5)

The aim of the prose experiment to follow is therefore to depict the “ridiculotgrra
than the “monstrous,” adhering as it were to an implicit cdri@nséanceThe

opposition between ridiculous and monstrous is for Fielding a recasting of the terms
natural and unnatural. True comic writing on Fielding’s view confines itsei€tly to
Nature” and its goal is “just Imitation” that will ultimately bringeplkure to the “sensible
Reader.” (4) The ridiculous lends itself much more easily than the monstraesaty |
representation.

Fielding’s notion of the ridiculous lies in the notion of comic incongruity. We saw

earlier how significant the comedy of incongruity is for Cervantes’ cemion. Indeed,
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the shift in comic theory from Castelvetro/Hobbes to the more humane comedy of
Shaftesbury, Addison, and Fielding is in many ways already anticipatedrgnizs,
who likewise privileges incongruity over “sudden glo®”For Fielding, the principal
source of laughter is what he terms “Affectation,” which describes thendayduals
(either in conformity to some self-image or societal expectatiorgridisiemselves so
that they are “the reverse of what they would seem to be.” (7)

What Fielding offers for much of the remainder of the preface is a riposte to
Hobbes’ theory of laughtéf® As we may recall, laughter for Hobbes arises from an
instinct to exert control over an inferibf Yet Fielding’s definition of the comic is not so
straightforward, nor is his notion of human motives so dark. For Fielding, the dégmnadat
of a social inferior is a source of pity rather than laughter:

Now from Affectation only, the Misfortunes and Calamities of Life, or the

Imperfections of Nature, may become the Objects of Ridicule. Surelytihe ha

very ill-framed Mind, who can look on Ugliness, Infirmity, or Poverty, as

ridiculous in themselves: nor do | believe any Man living who meets a dirty

Fellow riding through the Streets in a Cart, is struck with an Idea of the

Ridiculous from it; but if he should see the same Figure descend from his Coach

and Six, or bolt from his Chair with his Hat under his Arm, he would then begin

to laugh, and with justice. (7)

The comic is not a means of exerting imaginary control; it is a ratiorgdnss to radical
incongruity. Suffering for suffering’s sake is never funny for Fielding. v@de might
lampoon the poor to generate laughs inBhecon but Fielding’'s express intention in

Joseph Andrewss the perpetuation of a more benevolent comedy, a shift away from the
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“sudden glory” of Hobbes towards the “good-natured” satire advocated by Addison and

Steele’® Steele describes the good-natured satire of Horace and Juvenal as follows:
That good Nature was an essential Quality in a Satyrist...Good Nature pp@duce
Disdain of all Baseness, Vice, and Folly, which prompts them to express
themselves with Smartness against the Errors of Men, without bitternesdgowa
their persons:>*

Another way of approaching the new notion of benevolent comedy is through the anti-

aristocratic element that gains momentum in Field?Aigoseph Andrewsnost

prominent comic technique is its juxtaposition of the high and low, but the relationship

between these categories is a complex one. The “high” aristocdatsaph Andreware

caricatures, not just of analogues in RichardsBamelabut of bon vivants like

Bellarmine (in the interpolated tale of Leonora) or of the decadent rsistagly Booby.

The novel’s three protagonists, Parson Adams, Fanny, and Joseph are not members of the

leisure class. Fielding’s aristocrats are flat, one-dimensional typdg.Rooby is female

lust personified. Bellarmine is incapable of producing an English senterizmitvit

staining it with French. Now one could object that this same one-dimensionalitysappli

to the main characters dbseph AndrewsAdams is one-dimensional in his bookishness

(he seldom misses an occasion to demonstrate his superior Classical leaysemd).i9

likewise initially defined as a comic incongruity personified—namélg,dhaste young

male who resists temptation from all directions. Yet these characters extéiné that

they are propelled into the vortex of the novel’s action, reach a multi-dimensjoraili

imaginable in the aristocratic caricatures.
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A similar tension exists in the level of prose style. To be sure, important
precedents exist in the history of comic prose fiction which operate accasdang t
incongruity between high and low. Apuleius, though by no means writing in the high
literary style of Virgil, nonetheless delivers his at times baseliptagical humor in
polished Latin sentences. Rabelais is less concerned with dignified pleséigy
“hurricane word formations” overwhelm with verbiage, some of it recondite in
allusiveness, some of it unreadable because it knows no extra-verbal anlaie.
Fielding’s prose, self-consciously inflated so as to properly correspond to tistoocoh
a comic epic in prose, achieves a stylistic elegance rivaled perhaps onlywaptegr*
Yet before discussing Fielding’'s mock-epic style in further detail, it ishasiepping

into the picaresque experiment in Book Thredadeph Andrews

A Moment of Polite Picaresque Comedy idoseph Andrews

In Book Il of Joseph Andrews “gentleman” named Wilson appears on the
scene. Joseph, Adams, and Fanny are staying at a country inn, and while the yosng lover
Joseph and Fanny are too taken with each other to pay much attention to the fellow,
Parson Adams is enraptured by his conversation and urges him to sit down over a glass of
ale and reveal his story. What follows is one of the novel's most substantial chapter
digressions, which shifts temporarily away from the narrative scope oélthersfessed
“comic epic in prose” to the more limited purview of the first-person, and indeed away
from the epic comedy of the novel as a whole towards something much more reminisce

of the picaresque comedy of the Spanish tradition.
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Moll Flandersmay be the English novel most self-consciously written in the
picaresque tradition, but Wilson’s tale, one-twentieth the length of that workratele
the comic repertoire of the picaresque that Defoe largely eschéidlinClaudio
Guillén offers an eightfold definition of the picaresque, and though genre is, innGuillé
own words, only an invitation to form, Wilson’s tale fulfills Guillen’s criteriatqui
admirably*®® Yet there is one significant point about the picaresque that Guillen fails to
make—namely that the picaro often indulges in self-pity that at once invitesipathe
identification with his plight and laughter at his baseness. He invites at ondereahot
identification and a sense of commiseration, but he likewise tickles the megaathr
impulses of the reader through self-debasement.

Wilson'’s tale has not been given its due by critics. J. Paul Hunter, for one, regards
this and other interludes doseph Andrewas counterexamples to the novel’s overall
narrative panache, as mere examples of alternative and indeed lessgatisigels of
prose fiction-° Battestin sees no comedy in Wilson’s tale, but rather a serious reflection
on the vanity that Joseph has managed to escape with the help of good Parson Adams.
19’Spanish picaresque novels are obliged to recount the low circumstances of their birt
usually providing some account of their dubious parentage and a string of traumatic
childhood incidents. Lazarillo reflects on the loss of his father, his mother’s dagsort
with a Moor, and the birth of a half-brother through this socially condemned pairing.
Quevedo’s Pablos reveals that his mother was a witch (who later is burned in the
Inquisition) and that his criminal father died at the hand of his uncle, a professional

executioner. Wilson, on the other hand, reveals in the first lines of his tale histabspe

origins: “So, | am descended of a good Family, and was born a Gentleman.” (1%) In t
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Spanish picaresque, an incongruity often exists between the peculiarly advanced
language of the narrator and his low origins and presumed lack of education. No such
problem presents itself in Wilson’s tale, as he is well versed in Latin anpletent in
Greek.

Whereas the Spanish picaro lives on his wits and often attempts, like Guzman de
Alfarache, to fight his way up the social ladder (ultimately to fail intdggrd), Wilson’s
story is one of descent rather than ascent. Yet one persistent characetisi
picaresque is constant throughout Wilson'’s tale—the use of self-pity. Wilson,llike al
picaresque narrators, is eager to bask in self-pity and recount every miswittune
curious alacrity:

And to this early Introduction into Life, without a Guide, | impute all my fitur

Misfortunes, for besides the obvious Mischiefs which attend this, there is one

which hath not been so generally observed. The first Impression which Mankind

receives of you, will be very difficult to eradicate. (158)

Like Guzman, Wilson adopts a moralizing tone in his cautionary tale. Yet
Guzmaénis a neurotic novel which at once draws itself into picaresque mischief only to
suffocate mirth under the anvil of moralizing and recrimination. By contrastpthee ¢s
an irrepressible force in Fielding, and Wilson'’s tale, for all of its seriqurslmvertones,
remains quite funny?® Indeed, the dynamic of Wilson'’s tale is inversely related to that of
GuzmanWhereas the latter establishes the comic only to suppress it, Wilson’s serious
moral purpose is undermined by comic thrddts.

As so often in Fielding, the narrative situation disrupts events in comic fashion.

But disruption here is of a different sort than in the redoeeph Andrewsl'he
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persistently intrusive narrator dbseph Andrewecedes entirely for the duration of
Wilson'’s tale, ceding temporary control of the novel to Wilson. The intrusions feere ar
not by narrator but by audience, in this case a one-man audience of Parson Adams. One
of the more humorous instances of narrative authority undermined by listenes occur
when Wilson reveals the content of his journal.

Went to the Auction; told Lady------ she had a dirty Face; laughed heairtil

something Captain------ said; | can’'t remember what, for | did not wetlyhear

it; whispered Lord------ ; bowed to the Duke of ------- ; and was goingdddria

Snuff-box; but did not, for fear | should have had it.

From 2 to 4, drest myself A Groan.

4 to 6, dined. A Groan

6 to 8, Coffee-house.

8 to 9, Drury-Lane Play-house.

9 to 10, Lincoln’s-Inn-Fields.

10 to 12, Drawing-Room. A great Groan. (159)
Remarkable here is the fact that this journal is not a direct excerpt but\itben’s
own account of the original. Wilson prefaces this supposed journal entry with the words
“I will endeavor to repeat it to you.” (159) The form above is therefore amoifuf
authenticity, a moment of narrative intrusion even during a brief instant in which the
novel’s pushy “epic” narrator has temporarily ceded control of the stage to Wilsen. T
ridiculous content of the journal undermines the supposed serious moralizing purpose of
Wilson’s tale. Wilson is guilty of affectation of the most blatant sort, whielpteface to

the novel declares the purest source of the ridiculous. Yet the comic presented in thi
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excerpt is of a multi-pronged variety. It encompasses in the first lineuhtbts of the
comic protagonist, who like the medieval fool flouts the conventions of politeness and
respect. And yet the same individual capable of insulting a lady to her faceim publ
laughs obsequiously at a joke that he did not even hear. Wilson is therefore defined by
contradiction. He is at once an anti-social boor and an obsequious lackey, an aspiring
aristocrat and a low-down picaro, a man who places tremendous emphasis on outward
affectation and who inwardly is rotten. Of course, equally funny here is Adaossiigg
to each hammer blow of detail. Wilson’s vanity is a source of consternation for Adams
his interest in the theater, no doubt wholly superficial, evidently is not.

Picaresque detalil infects Wilson’s tale when he discusses his relatites
opposite sex. The picaresque, with few exceptions such as Lopez de Ulsepiara
Justinaand Grimmelshausen@Gouraschelargely marginalizes the female presence.
Women are hardly present in two of the foundational picaresque nbaeésjllo and the
Buscén and the other “canonical” picaresque no@lzman de Alfaracheppears to
associate the feminine with the comic principle that text systemgtstgpresses. In the
case of Wilson’s tale, the picaro’s descent into moral turpitude is largely bratomit
by the very vices which are most often decried in Aleman’s novel—excessueeland
concupiscence. To those, Fielding would of course add affectation, and it is the conflict
between Wilson’s lascivious inclinations and his equally strong desire to aejtifetof
an aristocratic bon vivant that brings about his misery. Adams’ reaction is harstl,inde
“Sir, this is below the Life of an Animal, hardly above Vegetation: and | am gatori
what could lead a Man of your Sense into it.” (160) Adams’ intrusion into Wilson’s

would-be monologue represents a comic counterpart to the otherwise serious mora
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overtones of the narrative and to Wilson’s moral recriminations. On this count, it is
interesting to recall once more the exampl&ogman de AlfaracheWhereas both the
Lazarillo andBuscénreflect on the picaro’s past mischief with curious alacrity and a
general lack of personal culpability (other figures in the picaro’géfehe lion’s share

of the blame)Guzmans a thousand-page adventure in self-castigation. It is as if the
narrator wanders back through his life’s journey flagellating himself feryawisdeed.

In the case of Wilson’s tale, much of the opprobrium comes not from the narrator, but
from Adams, but Adams is not the frightening conscience of the Spanish Counter-
Reformation, but an amiable, albeit pedantic fellow who makes his remarks tm\iviils

a cozy setting.

Bawdiness is a continual source of comedy in Fielding—much more than in his
picaresque predecessors. Indeed, the Spanish picaresque derives abo¢#sdeimor
from physical comedy, but very seldom does this physical humor involve sexual detalil
Whereasloseph Andrews rich in sexual innuendo, afi@m Jonegven more so,
Wilson’s tale is unique in linking bawdiness to aesthetic dilettantism:

Here | met with smart Fellows who drank with Lords they did not know, and

intrigued with Women they never saw. Covent-Garden was now the farthest

Stretch of my Ambition, where | shone forth in the Balconies at the Play-houses,

visited Whores, made Love to Orange-Wenches, and damned Plays. This Career

was soon put a stop to by my Surgeon, who convinced me of the Necessity of

confining myself to my Room for a Month. (160-1)

Fielding is of course using Wilson to parody the shallowness and criticaltureptf

many theatergoers and critics of the day. The corruption here is not simjglly mor
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Venereal diseases were often treated through a month’s sequestration no@me’and
while naive Adams fails to make an immediate connection between Wilsorésysolit
confinement and the sordid state of his reproductive apparatus, and Wilson smiles at
Adams’ “Simplicity” and steers the conversation away from the “odious &ubj#61)
The reader is therefore privy to an understanding of Wilson’s predicamenatistends
the simple understanding of Adams, and in this regard, Iser is correct in assaitting t
such moments allow for a sense of superiority to emerge over Adams in the novel
(despite his likability)2*°
Yet the woes don't stop there for Wilson. He becomes involved with the wrong
sort of lady and, by his own account, is led further down the path to perdition. Things
start off auspiciously between the two, but soon, she begins playing cards with other
ladies to fill the empty hours, and before long, Wilson has a real problem on his hands:
She affected the Company of Rakes, gave herself all manner of airseveas
easy but abroad, or when she had a Party at my Chambers. She was rapacious of
Money, extravagant to Excess, loose in her Conversation; and if ever | demurred
to any of her Demands, Oaths, Tears, and Fits, were the immediate Consequences.
(162)
Significant here is the shift in narrative style. The “comic epic” narrabuld never
indulge in such an extended condemnation of character. There is a perpetualrcharit
Fielding’s voice that would scarcely permit such harshness. But Wilson, isgeedw as
a reformed picaro (like most of his Spanish counterparts), has not lost any of his
bitterness. Yet the stylistic shift here is not merely one of tone. Thepigrat this

passage can be set in opposition to the hypotaxis of much of the rest of the novel. Indeed,
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this passage resembles, both in syntax and theme, several important moGeztadm

de AlfaracheThe influence oGuzmans not merely a matter of prose style, however. As

mentioned above, Aleman’s novel goes beyond other Spanish picaresque texts in its

portrayal of women, but this portrayal is highly critical. Women in Aleméan’s noeel ar

condemned in the same way that Plato rejected poetry—namely for arousiagdioang

and distracting the male subject from serene contemplation of the good (whozirse ¢

for Aleman is Christian spirituataraxig). Wilson was, by his own account and before

his later marriage to the demure Saphira, as virulent a misogynist asaamstSucaro:
I now forswore all future Dealings with the Sex, complained loudly that the
Pleasure did not compensate the Pain, and railed at the beautiful Creatures in as
gross Language as Juvenal himself formerly reviled them in. | looked on all the
Town-Harlots with a Detestation not easy to be conceived, their Persons dppeare
to me as painted Palaces inhabited by Disease and Death: Nor could their Beaut
make them more desirable Objects in my Eyes, than Gilding could make me covet
a Pill, or golden Plates a Coffin. (163)

Wilson’s eloquence here stands in stark contrast to his simple-minded repudidtien of

feminine, but this eloquence is too stylized to be the oral account it purports to be. A

persistent problem in Fielding, and perhaps of all pre-modern “homophonic” novels, is

the failure to account for shift in stylistics between literary niamaand dialogué®*

Wilson may possess a sound Classical education, but he could not seriously be&lexpecte

to attain the same degree of epic grandeur in his exposition as the novel’'s nafeator

the richness of this description, its carefully balanced syntax and its ctostaghors of

the gilded pill or the golden coffin, never approach the spontaneous quality of spoken
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language. The problem is not unique to Wilson'’s tale or to Fielding. There are othe
interpolated tales idoseph Andrewss well as in a host of other novelistic predecessors
(GuzméarmandQuixoteprominent among them), and there too a similar disconnect is
present.
The picaresque itinerary, if charted on a graph, would seldom represent smooth
lines or continuity. A more appropriate graphic representation would be the pathblogi
uneasiness of a financial market. Wilson’s tale is no different in this redawhg
disavowed the company of women for the time being, he consorts with obstreperous
fellows in taverns:
| fell into the Acquaintance of a Set of jolly Companions, who slept all Day and
drank all Night: Fellows who might rather be said to consume Time than to live.
Their best Conversation was nothing but Noise: Singing, Hollowing, Wrangling,
Drinking, Toasting, Sp—wing, Smoking, were the chief Ingredients of our
Entertainment. (165)

Wilson’s male companions are great flouters of Weber's exalted Rwtesirk ethic,

and like Rinconete and Cortadillo in Cervantes’ eponymous novella, they establish a

network that defines itself in opposition to accepted social norms, based not on the high

aristocratic mannerisms lampooned throughout mudoséph Andrewsut rather the

pillars of picaro existence—free time and repudiation of genteel society.

Yet there is an important divergence that occurs in Wilson’s picaresquanyiner
Whereas all picaros angso factoauthor figures, few (particularly in the Spanish
tradition) define themselves primarily as sd&hin other words, surprisingly little

attention is drawn to their status as authors, and the bulk of their personal narative
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devoted to descriptions of picaresque mischief rather than reflections ontéinaiy |
ambitions. Wilson is different in this regard, for having drawn himself into the dogddrum
of despair, he sees hope in a literary career:
My Clothes grew shabby, my Credit bad, my Friends and Acquaintance of all
kinds cold. In this Situation the strangest Thought imaginable came into rdy Hea
and what was this, but to write a Play? For | had sufficient Leisure; Fear of
Bailiffs confined me every day to my Room. (168)
Fielding is drawing here less on Spanish picaresque models than on the French
innovation to the picaresque—namely the depiction optiete crottéThe finest
example of an intersection of picaresque poverty and self-pity and poeticoemnaaitiurs
in Furetiére’s poison-penned satire Roman Bourgeoid 666), which in its second part
is a kind of literary assassination of Charles Sorel (presented as theoedr
Charroselles) Furetiere even goes so far as to include in his anti-novel aledskse
chart listing the prices forpauvres auteurs designating amounts of money awarded to
each compliance with specific novelistic conventions such as a country house od haunte
palace’®Here as before, leisure is the impetus to picaresque mischief, but this mischief
of the literary rather than the conventional sort. Before, the social madisimply
morally depraved; now he is an author, a street urchin on Grub 8frBefore, Wilson
had recounted his curious habit of blending sexual mischief and aesthetic exgperienc
frequenting prostitutes and plays on the same night, but he was then a mere passive
consumer of culture, not its producer. Very much like Furetiére had done in his scathing
satirical novel, Fielding draws the author figure into the sordid realm of tampithe

picaro’s livelihood is based on decepti@mgafnd, which Fielding recasts as affectation,
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and authorship, particularly when partaken by those rich in ambition but lacking in talent
is an egregious instance of such affectation. Yet the author’s lowly statndesad
especially ridiculous in Fielding, for it is not merely a matter of a hardlyitstruggle
to fill one’s coffers, but a grave health concern. Wilson manages to obtain, like so many
eighteenth-century authors, a subscription for his works, which pays accordingub out
rather than quality. Having thrown himself entirely into the task, he reportslibnving:
| had no longer reason to lament the want of Business; for he furnished me with
so much, that in half a Year | almost writ myself blind. | likewise cotgrha
Distemper by my sedentary Life, in which no part of my Body was exdrbise
my right Arm, which rendered me incapable of writing for a long time. (170)
Wilson becomes a servant of many masters. At the onset of his tale, he is the epitom
aristocratic decadence, at once lewd in his dealings with prostitutes amavahatis
attitude to society and high culture. His sexual mischief and the physicallratrarises
from it demotes him on society’s ladder, making a bitter misogynist of him and luring
him into the lairs of carousing boors. Soon thereafter, Fortuna lifts Wilson up with the
promise of a literary career, only to toss him back callously into picarestiymtg: “I
had now neither Health (for | was scarce recovered from my Indisposiiloer)y,
Money, or Friends; and had abandoned all Hopes, and even the Desire of Life.” (170)
The Spanish picaresque, for all of its comic shenanigans, is notoriously bleak in
its outlook. True, the prototype for all later picaroazarillo de Tormesmanages to rise
from the ranks of the poor and enjoy some sense of social respectabilitgat thiehis
tale, but this respectability is largely tainted by his status as cuckold.&Buaries from

the gallows and with a sour expression on his face concerning all mattersyyaontil|
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Pablos in th&uscénends up fleeing to the New World to escape rigidly hierarchical
Spain, where climbing the social ladder is a Sisyphearfiaslet Fielding is not as dire
a spirit, and just a3oseph Andrewas a whole concludes, in traditional comic fashion, in
celebratory tone, so does Wilson’s tale find comic resolutiond&he ex machine this
case is a lottery ticket that Wilson had infelicitously discarded befenénigethat he had

indeed possessed the winning numbers.

Fielding’s Epic Comedy

Now that we have given due attention to Fielding’s particular contribution to
picaresque comedy loseph Andrewsye can now highlight the critical difference
between this and the larger epic comedy practiced by Fielditmgeph Andrewand
indeed later iMTom Jonesilf picaresque comedy is generated by the complicated
relationship between picaresque narrator and reader, epic comedy’s clsti@cte
narrativefeature is the persistent intrusion of the narrator and indeed the constant
establishment of emotional distance between protagonist and audience. The pfactic
narratorial intrusion is not nef%® Fielding’s intrusions, unlike Aleman’s digressions in
Guzmanaugment rather than suppress the comic dynamism of his novel. Remarkable in
the case of Fielding is that such an overbearing narrative presence efrangasvriter
who had earned his living in the theater, the one domain of literature where the author is
most likely to recede from the work and cede control to characters (and evetatually
actors and directors). Fielding’'s depiction of action, particularly his uprodrramd

scenes, owe a great deal to his experience in the theater, but his bri#sides m his
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ability to intrude as narrator into an otherwise seductive dramatic image amat dis

things even more?®’
To appreciate the narrator’s disruption of dramatic scene and injection of tomica

or ironic commentary (the hallmark of epic comedy), it is worth quoting atHerge of

the great comic passageslimseph Andrewand indeed in all of Fielding® Here, a

would-be catastrophe (the rape of Fanny at the hands of a bandit) is subverted both by the

dual comic force of Adams (the quixotic would-be hero) and the intrusive omniscient

narrator:
The Shrieks now encreasing, Adams made no Answer, but snapt his Fingers, and
brandishing his Crabstick, made directly to the Place whence the Voicd;issue
and the Man of Courage made as much Expedition towards his own Home,
whither he escaped in a very short time without once looking behind him: where
we will leave him, to contemplate his own Bravery, and to censure the want of it
in others; and return to the good Adams, who, on coming up to the Place whence
the Noise proceeded, found a Woman struggling with a Man, who had thrown her
on the Ground, and had almost overpowered her...He did not therefore want the
Entreaties of the poor Wretch to assist her, but lifting up his Crabstick, he
immediately levelled a Blow at that Part of the Ravisher’'s Head, whexadiag
to the Opinion of the Ancients, the Brains of some Persons are deposited, and
which he had undoubtedly let forth, had not Nature, (who, as wise Men have
observed, equips all Creatures with what is most expedient for them;) taken a
provident Care, (as she always doth with those she intends for Encounters) to

make this part of the Head three times as thick as those of ordinary Men, who are
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designed to exercise Talents which are vulgarly called rational, and fom,veiso
Brains are necessary, she is obliged to leave some room for them in the Cavity of
the Skull: whereas, those Ingredients being entirely useless to Persoas of t
heroic Calling, she hath an Opportunity of thickening the Bone, so as to make it
less subject to any Impression or liable to be cracked or broken; and indeed, in
some who are predestined to the Command of Armies and Empires, she is
supposed sometimes to make that Part perfectly solid. (107-08)
What makes this scene succeed is the effortless manner in which camits stre
woven together. The false affectation of the “man of courage” who fleesehe, she
quixotic heroism of the painfully clumsy Adams, the transformation of potentialadiam
tension into a ludicrous brawl that defuses emotional tension, the clever aside on the
thickness of the ravisher’s skull, usurping of theatrical scene by the digressatema
all converge at this moment. The matter treated here is potentially ofsodenamely
the rape of Fanny. And indeed, a modicum of dramatic tension is created by this. contex
And yet no effort is spent on describing the rape from Fanny’s point of view, dnerfe
physical pain are a non-issue, and hence no basis for emotional identification is set
down?*® Instead, there are two moments of intervention: one by Adams and another by
the narrator. The first is dramatic, the second anti-dramatic/digressd/é,ia this
second moment that gains the upper-hand. Often in Fielding’s epic comedy, prolixity is
celebrated for its own sake, and the narrator flaunts his power over thé*Sd¢dumeater
captures quite well the effect of such intrusions on the solitary reader:
Fielding refuses to allow us solitude for our confrontation with fictional worlds,

as if he did not trust us on our own, either to understand or to respond
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appropriately. What Thackeray said of Sterne—'He is always looking in my face

watching his effect’ applies equally well to Fielding, for he also gag®f his

way to make us nervous, repeatedly characterizing us as ‘sagacious,’ ‘virtuous

‘grave,’ or ‘curious,’” accusing us of particular responses and conclusions and

helping us revise our reactiors*

To be sure, a great deal has been made of the supposed moral benefit of Fielding’s good
natured comedy (I have argued earlier the effort to redefine the cgairsathe

misanthropic definition of Hobbes), but such asides, if anything, poke fun at overt
moralizing in prose fiction and at the notion that readers allow themselves to bd pushe
about so easily by an author. In other words, the digression is a moment of self-
debasement. Rather than prodding the reader to evaluate his role in sogigipkthéun

at his very emotional involvement in fiction.In the midst of the digression on the
thickness of skulls here, we still smile at good-natured Adams and of course place
emotional stakes in his brawl with the ravisher (which regrettably does naiutr

altogether well for him).

One further point of contrast between epic and picaresque comedy still needs to
be spelled out. The discussion up to this point has dwelt largely on mediation, or more
specifically in the role of the narrator and the manner in which we are invited to
experience distance from or propinquity to a character. The epic mode espoused by
Cervantes and Fielding privileges the potentialities of the third-persenvelo®f comic
happenstance. But what is to be said of the digressive qualities of the first-peesof pi
Although Lazarillo seldom digresses (indeed, he confounds less through digression tha

through his enigmatic elisions), Guzman is a compulsive digresser, and his brogvbeati
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of the reader is in many ways akin to the process described above by Hunterlby whic
Fielding regulates (in excess perhaps) the reader’s experiencesegagvith the

text?*? In both Aleman and Fielding, the digression functions to transfer narrativeyenerg
from the present “theatrical” moment to a plane that often exists outside efrtperal
framework of the novel (in the picaresque is only an illusion of theatricaléipces’ the
narrative action by definition being situated distantly in the past). But vehAteman’s
digressions disrupt the comic flow of his narrative (accounting for Guznréersal
contradictions), Fielding’'s epic comedy, like that of Cervantes, engagaegassion to
augment the comic force of the narrative, to supplement theatrical dtapghidong-
winded narratorial intrusions showcasing mock erudition and hyperactive reason. By
considering Smollett’'®oderick Randopa novel that followgdoseph Andrewly less

than a decade, the critical differences between epic and picaresque caithbdgome

clearer still.

Smollett’s Roderick Random
Smollett stands alongside Lesage as one of the great apostles of the Spanish
picaresque outside of the Iberian Penindti&mollett illustrates the contagious quality
of picaresque writing, what Bauer describes in terms of a transition froestreac of
reception to one of productioft’ Like Lesage, who had translated Spanish classics into
French and indeed provided his own creative reworking of that material in his own novels,
Smollett translateil Blas and wrote three novels that firmly establish his reputation as

the greatest British contributor to the picaresque traditiBoderick RandonPeregrine
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Pickle andFerdinand Count FathonThe first of these three novels is of most interest to
our purposes, for here the connections to picaresque comedy are by far the strongest

Roderickemerges nearly two centuries after Lazarillo and a good 150 years after
Mabbe’s translation cdsuzman de Alfarach@heAdventures of Roderick Randairaws
on both Lesage and Cervantes, which is to say that it draws on the picaresque and the
comic epic. In Fielding, we saw how the picaresque style is employed tivebya an
interlude within the larger framework of an epic comedy. Although Fieldings ptathat
substantial picaresque interlude with the techniques of picaresque comediynatelylt
rejects, like Cervantes before him, the picaresque’s limited perspectivdemomrdopt
the multi-perspectival quality of the comic epic (or in the terms of WRked, he favors
the Quixotic mode over the picaresque mode).

Smollett composed novels in a variety of modes. ARederick Randoirhe
wrote two other novels with prominent picaresque featltesegrine Pickleand
Ferdinand Count FathojnAlso noteworthy is the marvelous satirical tale The
Adventures of an Atgnwhich traces the peregrinations of an atom across a variety of
cultural landscapes. Of these worRsderickis most inspired by the Spanish picaresque,
andRodericklikewise serves as the best point of contrast to Fielding. A significant trait
in Smollett separating him from Fielding (and indeed from the lion’s share of betbH+
and English eighteenth century authors) is his lack of genteel manners. Theregh-a
hewn quality to Smollett’s themes and characters, and as in the case ofliketeliseda
and Quevedo, a significant divide is present between the apparent elegance oibaxpress
and the crudeness of that being expressed. Robert Alter describes Snpaltethant for

depicting low happenings quite aptly:
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And there is every indication that Smollett’s portrayal—like Hogarth’s—of
physical as well as moral sordidness, was in large part the represeonfa very
real side of life in eighteenth-century England which was often neglecti by
more genteel forms of literature. The poised rhythms of the heroic couplets—
interrupted only occasionally by the rougher cadences of a Swift—may tend to
make one forget the most unheroic belly noises of the lower orders of English
society in the age of neoclassicism. But the picaroon’s business in life is to
wander up and down all the social strata, hearing all sounds, seeing all sights,
smelling all odorg™
The picaresque appeals to brute sensual realitieazarillo, the tyranny of the belly
drives the narrative forward. uzman although the world of sensory phenomena is
ultimately denigrated as illusory, the novel recounts in striking detail thesesand
torments of the body, the violence of the digestive system and the demands of the loins.
Quevedo’s novel overwhelms with crudeness and scatological basenesskbuiseli
dazzles with eloquence and punning. We have shown repeatedly in this study how the
picaresque discards any notion of organic unity, celebrating instead theytyfa
happenstance. What we witnesRioderick Randons a gradual degeneration of comic
energy and indeed of the picaresque form (or rather picaresque fornmggsgviesaw a
similar decline after the first thrémctadosin theLazarillo, but in that earlier case the
text itself collapses into itself, only to resurrect itself in the fegadtion. In Smollett, a
perpetual redefinition occurs, a civilizing of its own base instincts. In order tostizuder
better the contradictions running through Smollett’s novel, it is first worth tiegshe

polemics concerning the nature and effect of comedy in eatiyeeigth-century England.
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The Problem of Comedy in Eighteenth-Century Britain

The comic resists easy categorization, and critics who aim to pin down isesse
must first account for the overwhelming multiplicity of its forms. Studie® leeen done
on entire national literatures, attempting to grasp the “comic spiritpaftcular culture.
Murray Roston’s recent work on comedy in English literature is one such exdfple
Another is that of Anthony Close, who as we saw earlier attempts to pin down tlee comi
sensibility of the Spanish Golden Ag€.He makes a compelling case in his book on
Cervantes’ comic artistry for an understanding of the evolution of comedy aactodin
the same sort of sociogenetic processes that Norbert Elias attrdotabtetmanners.
Close’s analogy could be used to explain the stark difference in comic aesthet
separating say Renaissance France or Golden Age Spain from Eigltieaotty- Britain.
In the Renaissance, as Daniel Ménager quite convincingly argues in his book on the role
of laughter in Renaissance France, the comic was above all seen in tesxdflyt
effects?*® Rabelais’s preface to ti@uart Livrefor example is fraught with medical
terminology, and laughter is envisioned as a cure for bodily ills. Furthermore, @&ibroad
shift takes place in the theories of comedy from the hard-nosed notions d¥€laste
(who reminds us that comedy is a result of our fallen condition) and Hobbes (who
advocates an understanding of the comic as an expression of superiority over the Other
to the more compassionate comic theories of Addison and Fielding. Addison embodies
the Enlightenment’s appeal to a higher form of aesthetic laughter tlesttsathtional
rather than animalistic impulses, and he openSpeztator35 (1711) with a quote from

Catullus: “Risu inepto res ineptior nulla est,” [Nothing is as foolish as the laugjtae
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fool.] He goes on to rail against those who venture into the domain of the comic without
against “false humorists” and declares “one of my principal designs in thisipape

beat down that malignant spirit which discovers itself in the writings of tiseprage.”
Ronald Paulson puts it quite well in saying that “through the eighteenth century the
history of comic theory is the history of one attempt after another to refitiedd.”?*°
Smollett’s novel finds itself in the trenches of this polemic, seemingly uo$uvkich

cause to support.

Were it not for a writer as eclectic as Smollett, the neat paradigehskieabove
could stand firmly. Smollett is above all a problem for theorists of the comic, the
picaresque, or the novel. Smollett’s prose resists categorization, weawwveen styles
high and low and modes merry and solemn. At times, he maintains the ironic distance of
the comic epic narrator (indeed, a few early critics were convinceRdugrick Random
had been authored by Fielding). At other times, the comic self-pity of thegitee
narrator undermine the epic distance and establish an emotional intimaeget
narrator and reader. We saw earlier in the chapter how in Fielding the eptomar
inserts important emotional distance between protagonist and reader. Fsdiligéter
may be compassionate laughter, but it does not partake of the dual-chargea te#ughte
picaresque comedy.

The heterogeneous compositionRiderick Randors not altogether surprising
when one considers the curious amalgamation of influences that informed Ssnollett
novelistic style?”” Smollett was a translator of Cervantes and Lesage, and he seems to
strike a balance between the epic distance of the former and the picaresquguisopf

the latter. Far from being an organic unRgderick Randons a hodgepodge of



173

novelistic modes. Its greatest picaresque energy runs through thewotialihdred

pages, and these will be our main focus here.

On Smollett’'s Picaresque Instincts

Smollett’s novel opens in tribute to the picaresque. Birth is never a
straightforward undertaking in picaresque, fraught with ignominy or obscure
circumstances. From the outset, the first-person narrator takes gresatgdelineate a
childhood fraught with hardship. There is considerable narrative energy here, and pas
trauma and distress are conjured with a curiously masochistic gusto. wheazisen the
tradition, these initial chapters function on comic and rhetorical levels, and hamce dr
the audience in two different emotional directions at once. The comic elementis mos
notable in the stylized self-pity and the depiction of base circumstanceksutinger
induced by this process establishes a divide between the laughing subjectigheaea
the plaything of fortune (the picaro) who is the butt of the hard-edged humor. But what
separates picaresque comedy from its cousins is the participation in thernarngs
comic self-immolation. And yet the self-immolation, the picaro’s baskirsglif-pity and
his masochistic description of failure and degradation, serves a sepatateah
purpose, namely to establish a rational basis for a failed life trajectory ahdit a
measure of pity.

The prologue t&Roderickdemonstrates a great sensitivity to the gray area which
picaresque comedy occupies:

The same method has been practiced by other Spanish and French authors, and by

none more successfully than by Monsieur Le Sage, who in his adventures of Gil
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Blas, has described the knavery and foibles of life, with infinite humor and

sagacity...The disgraces of Gil Blas, are for the most part, such as ratier ex

mirth than compassion; he himself laughs at them; and his transitions from

distress to happiness, or at least ease, are so sudden, that neither the reader has

time to pity him, nor himself to be acquainted with affliction. (d¥)
Picaresque comedy skirts the boundary between dire reflection anhowerty, failure,
and humiliation and the elation that occurs through temporary transcendence of these
“foibles of life.” Curious here is Smollett's emphasis on disgraces amusith (and by
extension, emotional distance) rather than compassion (emotional propinquity). Gil's
own sense of self-irony becomes an invitation for the reader to laugh alongne ser
emotional distance.

The important thing to emphasize here, at least with regard to the theory of
picaresque laughter proposed in the Preface, is that it reflects the gatiteel laughter
of Addison and Fielding far more than the misanthropic laughter of Quevedo, Hobbes,
and Castelvetro. We already discussed in the Fielding section above the shift i
theoretical orientation from the caustic, misanthropic notions of laughter hefomeds
laughter as an agent of social cohesion and self-betterment is part ot Zilalgeng
process with regard to comic norms that occurred in the Enlightenment, involving the
appeal to human compassion rather than Schadenfreude and a deliberate effort to purge
comedy of its preoccupation with bodily functions and malfunctions. Rather than being
governed by the caprices of the digestive system, comedy was now (in thieast)aa

matter pertaining to higher rational functions and in particular an avesreh¢ée
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incongruity of our personal vanity and actual place in society. The comic mas®wa
longer the mischievous street urchin of Seville or Toledo but Little Lord Feaamtl

But things are never so simple in picaresque, and as we have seen throughout the
study, prologues are more often than not invitations to break prescription. Theory and
practice are reluctant company, particularly in a writer as #clas Smollett. Indeed, the
prologue’s maxims are flouted throughout the novel, and even in the early chapters of
Roderick Randonthe genteel humor advocated just pages before is tossed aside.

As in the case dfazarillo andCouraschea consistent comic and rhetorical
strategy of the picaro is an effusive self-pity. Yet amongdRes considered in this study,
the degree to which this picaresque self-pity is comically or rhetiyrelahted is highly
variable. On the other end of the spectrum from those picaros are Guzman and Moll
Flanders, both of whom indulge in healthy measures of self-pity, but without any
expressly comic or satirical intent. What makes Lazarillo and Grinaueéen’s picaros
fascinating is the degree to which they strike a balance between indulgihgsical
humor and at the same time evoking scenes of genuine social and historical pathos (in
Lazarillo's case the intense description of hunger and deprivation, in Grimmelshausen the
ravages of the Thirty Years’ War). The heightened degree of novelistionittisle
separating Lazarillo and Grimmelshausen from the likes of Rabelaispandids makes
the self-representation of suffering more powerful on an emotional level aratitneff
comedy in those works a more complex affair. That is to say, the sixteentinyce
Spanish reader dfazarillo paying witness to rampant poverty and hunger on the streets
of cities like Toledo or Salamanca, or the veteran of the Thirty YearsinNGermany

connects to the depictions of trauma in those picaresque novels in a fundamentally
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different way than the reader of Apuleius or Rabelais. There is, in other words, a
heightened degree of emotional/pathetic investment in the characters, andestisent
implies the establishment of a constant tug of war between two contrarpeahot
impulses.

A signal feature of picaresque writing is a preoccupation with establiaHinlg
between childhood trauma and humiliation and a later life gone @ogerick Random
begins in precisely this fashion, but the novel ends on a much brighter note than any of its
Spanish predecessors (more on this end in a moment). Whereas the novel of chivalry
begins with an elaborate genealogy to establish the credibility lndiits the picaresque
novel typically opens with a problematic genealogy. In Smollett’'s cas@awe a
comical metaphor that encapsulates the curious life trajectory of BkdEne anecdote
that openRRoderick Randons that of his mother, a housekeeper in the service of
Roderick’s wealthy grandfather, who had been so distraught from pregnanskyetetd
consulted a fortune teller.

She dreamed, she was delivered of a tennis-ball, which the devil (who to her great

surprise, acted the part of a midwife) struck so forcibly with a rackettthat i

disappeared in an instant; and she was for some time inconsolable for the loss of

her off-spring; when all of a sudden, she beheld it return with equal violence, and
earth itself beneath her feet, whence immediately sprung up a goodly treedcove
with blossoms, the scent of which operated so strongly upon her nerves that she

awoke. (1)

The whimsical trajectory of Roderick’s great picaresque adventure i€heapsulated.

Nevertheless, the providence associated with Fielding’s comic epicsaalramncern
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for the picaresque apostle Smollett. James Beattie, a fellow Scotsihazedr Smollett
on the grounds that “it does not appear that he knew how to contrive a regular fable, by
making his events mutually dependent and all co-operating to one and the same final
purpose.”?? Roderick Randoris a string of unconnected episodes tied together through
the device of a main character (Shklovsky, we may recall, made thisasgomeent
aboutDon Quixoté. > The novel’s main claim to anything like unity is the fact that the
episodes are linked together by the constant presence of the narrating picaras There
greater diversity in thematic content and novelistic compositi&toaterickthan in any
text discussed in this study. If the opening half is rightly picaresque, therarsiddgarts
of the novel's second half can be described in terms of novels of adventure and
sentimentality.

Critics of Smollett and of the picaresque more broadly emphasize theeneigh
degree of verisimilitude achieved. Indeed, it is this heightened degree ahilgtde
that makes possible the ambivalence of picaresque comedy, the emotional &arg-of-w
between pathetic identification with a real and likeable protagonist (nobphighes’
stage hooligan, Apuleius’ donkey or Rabelais’ impossibly verbose Panurge). When
compared to pastoral romances or novels of chivalry, the picaresque cepgrdaches
what we may cautiously term “realism.” The fascinating aspect ofgsigae comedy is
the way this new realism converges with the comic archetypes of olderfantastical
forms of comedy. One of the problems in Smollett and in picaresque comedy more
broadly is that the heightened degree of verisimilitude and logical consistetiney

narrated material adds an emotional heft to the childhood trauma depicted, ahid that t
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emotional heft runs counter to the distance established through laughter gbshieksla
scenes. The chapter heading for chapter two is a fine example of this irtfletieacr
| grow up—am hated by my relations—sent to school—neglected by my
grandfather—maltreated by my master—seasoned to adversity—forns cabal
against the pedant—debarred access to my grandfather—hunted by his heir—
demolish the teeth of his tutor. (4)
There is naturally nothing comical about these statements until the end, wheréathe not
of “demolishing” teeth of a tutor provides a punch line. But the comic inclinations of this
early part of the novel eschew in large measure the polite laughter of Addison and
Fielding. Smollett reverses the power dynamic between pedantic tutor aluttnata
pupil in most extravagant fashion. But more still, a connection to the brute physical
comedy of the Spanish picaresque is here forged in the very first pages of the novel.
Consider for instance a grim detail recounted on the novel's second page:
On pretence that | had wrote impertinent letters to my grandfather, hel @ause
board to be made with five holes in it, through which he thrust the fingers and
thumb of my right hand, and fastened it by whip-cord to my wrist, in such a
manner, that | was effectually debarr’d the use of my pen. (5)
Bauer’s idea of picaresque authorship as stigma management of pastdeaumsa
particularly relevant here, but just as germane is the idea of revenge thnotirgip
(which plays a significant role in Lazarillo’s literarynaetta of sorts against his masters).
The impertinent scribbling of Roderick the boy here gives way to a full-swidment

of his world.
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And yet there is another way of understanding the picaresque preoccupttion w
early trauma. It can be argued that the infusion of comic detail into thégenetances
of partake more of masochism than catharsis. Roderick Randoris rich in such
scenes. When Roderick and his Sancho Panza-like companion Strap venture into London,
we get the following exclamation from a man in their company:
God send us well out of this place [London], we have not been in London eight
and forty hours, and | believe we have met with eight and forty thousand
misfortunes. —We have been jeered, reproached, buffeted, pissed upon, and at last
stript of our money; and | suppose by and by we shall be stript of our skins. (72)
Such is the paradigmatic picaresque situation—the naive youth set freanframhappy
situation at home and wandering into an unfamiliar and hostile urban landscape where he
is exploited by new masters. But what makes this depiction of misfortune ¢oatiex
than pathetic is the use of picaresque comic hyperbole, indeed the narratotislgur
masochistic delight in recounting this supposed humiliation. A blidurdn in the novel,
another similar effusion is injected:
Thus | found myself, by the iniquity of mankind, in a much more deplorable
condition than ever...at present my good name was lost, my money gone, my
friends were alienated, my body infected by a distemper contracted in tise cour
of an amour. (114)
In Joseph Andrewd&Vilson indulges in a similar bewailing of his fate (in his case, he
contracts the “French sickness” [syphilis] and is sequestered in his room fortg,rbant
Wilson’s tale is a mere picaresque interlude within the larger framkesd a comic epic.

Roderick repeatedly takes great pains to remind his reading audience of Howgthty
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of mankind” has wrought damage to his body and mind. Like Wilson, Roderick sheds

light on the fact that he had at one point contracted a venereal disease, and as Boucé
points out, Roderick is perhaps the only protagonist in English literature with such an

ailment?**

As in Fielding, Smollett derives a great deal of his humor from the incongruity of
melodrama and mischief. A common target for Smollett and Fielding are the maudli
elements of Richardson and other sentimental novelists. Yet the examples above
illustrate that it would be a mistake to describe Smollett’s comic grsistely in terms
of the benevolent humor advocated by Addison and otRederick Randomuite often
crosses the boundary from merry recollection of a life of mischief to a geparebic
satire of certain character types. Indeed, caricatures are a pnvfeiageire in Smollett’s
comic scenes, and one early example of this is the depiction sditipeon Lancelot Crab:

This member of the faculty was aged fifty, about five foot high, and ten round the

belly; his face was capacious as a full moon, and much of the complexion of a

mulberry: his nose resembling a powder-horn, was swelled to an enormous size,

and studded all over with carbuncles; and his little grey eyes reflectemythmr

such an oblique manner, that while he looked a person full in the face, one would

have imagined he was admiring the buckle of his shoe. (26)

Such a description could just have easily come from Dickens, and clearly Dickens dre
great inspiration from Smollett in his extravagant caricatures (indeetj Capperfield
refers explicitly to Smollett’s novels, and Smollett coins in Chapter Rbderickthe
phrase “Great Expectations”). In the context of a first-person picaresgaévea such

descriptions tell us as much about the character of the narrator as they do about the
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deformed object of narration. Roderick demonstrates in the novel a naive streak
analogous to that dfoseph Andrews$ut in this description, he assumes a caustic quality
not present in Fielding’s protagonist. We later learn that Roderick’s resentiCrab
can be traced to a personal slight: “One day, when he honored me with the names of
ignorant whelp and lazy ragamuffin—I boldly replied, | was neither ignorantagy |
since | both understood, and performed my business as well as he could do for his soul:
neither was it just to call me ragamuffin, for | had a whole coat on my batkyas
descended from a better family than any he could boast an alliance with.’h@8) T
scruffy self-righteousness here is very much characteristic of Rk@aione throughout
the novel. Earlier in the novel, he relates that he responds to another boy’s insult to his
poverty in the most extreme of ways, using the same device that his tutor hiaelcattac
his hand to prevent him from writing as a weapon: “l was so incensed at this ungenerous
reproach, that with one stroke of my machine, I cut him to the skull, to the gremtofer
myself and school-fellows, who left him bleeding on the ground.” (6) Like other
picaresque narrators before hin, Roderick writes with a chip on his shoulder. Toie aim
the text is to convince readers of his bourgeois respectability and his stattistas af
society’s depravity. Some picaros (most notably Pablos) make laughter out ofsthe
iniquity and unabashedly align themselves with the dregs of society; otkersatarillo
and Roderick, self-righteously (and violently) assert their status &g d@erating moral
agents who have been victims of circumstance.

Although same motive is present in thezarillo, Lazarillo inhabits a very
different society than Roderick. Class allegiance in eighteenth-centitishBociety

was far less rigidly defined than in the Spain of Philip Ill, and furthermardeick
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separates himself from his picaresque predecessors by maintaingrge ofepride and
even haughtiness with respect to society’s less fortunate. Again, Rodeakaf |
empathy with the poor represents another divergence from the prologue’sihadgdm
genteel laughter.
To appreciate this point more fully, it is worth considering a substantialgeaasa
an inn. In both the Quixote and the Spanish picaresque, the inn is a magnet for unsavory
characters, a kind of cauldron of picaresque activity. Fielding’s Wilson esutnet
picaresque interlude in an inn. And in the casRaderick we have a marvelously
constructed picaresque episode at an inn is set in motion with the entrance ohadvretc
fellow:
After her, came limping an old man with a worsted night-cap, buttoned under his
chin and a broad-brimmed hat slouched over it, an old rusty blue cloak tied about
his neck, under which appeared a brown surtout, that covered a threadbare coat
and waist-coat, and, as we afterwards discerned, a dirty flannel jadieeyes
were hollow, bleared and gummy; his face was shriveled into a tiuwaankles,
his gums were destitute of teeth, his nose sharp and drooping, his chin peeked and
prominent, so that when he mumped or spoke, they approached one another like a
pair of nut-crackers; he supported himself on an ivory-headed cane, and his whole
figure was a just emblem of winter, famine, and avarice. (50)
And were this not yet enough, the wife of this miserable fellow is descnltbadsiway:
But how was | surprised when | beheld the formidable captain leading in hjs wife

in the shape of a little, thin creature, about the age of forty, with a long, withere
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visage, very much resembling that of a baboon, through the upper part of which,

two little grey eyes peeped. (50)
What such descriptions entail is a reversal of power structures, or rathearibatios of
power by the lowly picaro who has been for the greater part of his life citanoess
favorite victim. The benevolent, charitable humor espoused by Shaftesbury, Addison and
Fielding is here altogether renounced. What we have instead is a wickedly humorous
description of a decrepit pauper and his frail baboon-faced wife, reaffiridotzbesian
“sudden glory” in an age when it had seemingly lost currency and more impostiht
revisiting the picaresque comedy of the Spanish novels. Roderick here surpasses
Lazarillo’s scorn of his parsimonious second master (the bread-hoardirtg, amesno
picaresque author other than Quevedo matches this degree of grotesque cénieature
may recall on this count the merciless humor in the portrait of Cabra so marvelously
dissected by Leo Spitze?¥: Fielding’s preface tdoseph Andrewjsist a few years before
the publication oRoderickhad explicitly rejected this sort of mean-spirited humor: “In
the same manner, were we to enter a poor House, and behold a wretched Family
shivering with Cold and languishing with Hunger, it would not incline us to Laughter, (
least we must have very diabolical Natures, if it woutéf'For Fielding, poverty and
infirmity are not funny unto themselves, but only when wed to rational incongfdity.
For Smollett, that same comic bienséance does not apply, for as we shall egs,aher

cruel aspect to the comedy in Roderick that harks back to the Spanish picaresque.

Satire and Picaresque Comedy
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Another way of conceiving the opposition described above between the mean-
spirited humor of Hobbes (and by extension Quevedo) and the genteel laughter advocated
in early eighteenth-century Britain is by considering Ronald Paulso@svfork on satire
and the eighteenth-century English novel. For Paulson, Juvenalian satire is an
underappreciated influence on the Spanish picaresque and indeed a primary influence on
Smollett (greater even than that of the Spanish picaresque). What intexdstsiHnost
in this connection is the relationship between what he terms an “innocent” and a
“knave.”™?® In Paulson’s model, a picaro like Lazarillo or Guzmanillo would represent the
innocent being exploited by a knavish master, and the picaresque is more akin to Roma
satire than to what we might term the “realistic” novel, insofar as &hlestic
factionalist takes joy in contemporary reality, while the satirist #egs an ugly,
repugnant alternative?*° Hence, Roderick’s constant struggles with authority figures
would seem to conform quite nicely to the archetype of the unruly servant in Juvenalian
satire. The novel indicts society but spares its protagonist from critique. &oderi
emerges on this account as an agent of normalcy amidst chaos and moral turpindie, a ki
of beacon of righteous behavior. Paulson is right to spell out the connections to
Juvenalian satire, but he goes too far in discounting the picaresque’s influence on
Smollett. Smollett was an enthusiastic advocate of continental literatua@séator of
Cervantes and Lesage, and it is quite reasonable to assume that he readishe Spa
picaresque texts in the original. More importantly still, Paulson negleetsritical comic
perspective of the picaresque narrator, which as we have seen, is the ogtedient of

picaresque comedy. The heightened degree of verisimilitude in the picauesd the
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dual charge of the picaresque narrator (comic masochist and wily rhetoripargtee
him from Juvenal.

To better understand Smollett’s use of satire and comedy, it is worth revasiting
basic distinction. In his book oFristram ShandyStedmond provides a useful distinction
between the two: “Comedy tends to present a glass in which we glimpse @i(aéded
distorted for humorous effect), whereas satire, as Swift wryly put it,igeaeglass in
which we tend to see others’ failings, but seldom, willingly, our o&H{.The notion of
comedy as a mirror refers back to Donatus’ description of comedgpealum
consuetudini®r mirror of custom, more than the mere confluence of the base and
wondrous that we have in Vincenzo MagtfiComedy in Stedmond’s view appeals to
the instinct towards self-betterment, satire to our Hobbesian desire tanefedlling
superior through laughter. The problem in declaRaglerick Randoran outright satire
is that such a statement ignores the heterogeneous character of the novel,eahdnade
of the basic components of picaresque comedy—the capacity to transcend the distanc
normally created by laughter and experience empathy with the picaro.

The brand of picaresque comedy described thus far in the study skirts the
boundary between this dichotomy. The picaresque undoubtedly has a strong satirical
sting, but it is more than mere satire. Juvenalian satire is a celebratiorugfhtier
laughter’s sake, but the most successful picaresque comedy arouses meceliihna
Whereas satire is wholly one-sided and parasitic, picaresque cometyyine

ambivalence, a willingness to mock and empathize at once.
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A Tale of Two (or More) Novels

The great contrast between Smollett and Fielding can be approached on tao front
On the one hand, we have established a basic difference with regard to the orientation of
their novelistic modes. Smollett shows himselRioderick(and inPeregrine Pickleand
Ferdinand Count Fathojrpartial to the picaresque mode (and indeed to the comic
possibilities that emerge from its framework). Fielding, as we haare s&ore closely
models his epic comedy on Cervantes than the picaresque, buteseiph Andrewise
includes a brief but important contribution to the picaresque tradition (if perhap®only t
illustrate by way of contrast the superiority of his own multi-faceted @pivedy)>*?
What is fascinating aboioderick Randors the way the novel’s loose picaresque
framework gives way to other internal digressions and dissolutions. The siabstant
portion of the novel in which Roderick is aboard the warship reads more like a novel of
adventure than anything in the Spanish picaresque. More striking still is thie $bife
in the final chapters of the novel. Alter is quite right when he remarks that “gatkin
the last section dRoderick Randons like stepping from a sea beach into a hothouse.
We leave the harsh but bracing salt air of the picaresque world to enter dre+het
perfumed, tear-watered sphere of the novel of sentimigRdderick Random
demonstrates once more a problem discussed earlier in the Cervantes chaptgrthea
problem of narrative continuity and indeed the need in the picaresquddas &x
machina The seemingly ceaseless narrative digressions and the ever-shifeng gfa
characters has to evolve into something (at least in an era increasimglgymied with
rationality in all of its forms), and for Smollett and Fielding, that sometlsitiga comic

convention of love and marriage. But as we shall see in the casgief March who
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appears on stage some two centuries later, the bleakness of the Spanish picaramis more i
tune with modern sensibility than with the sentimentality found in the final clsapiter

Roderick.
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Chapter Seven
Picaresque Comedy in America: The Case @&ugie March

Until the twentieth century, the history of the picaresque is that of a wildahnim
domesticated. Which is to say that the early manifestations of the genre in\Bipegnae
feral quality, evident in their crude subject matter, desultory narratgemnization and in
their intense internal energy. Yet the inner energy contrasts markedéy eéatiest
Spanish texts. In theazarillo, it is characterized by the confluence of comic elements,
the physical and the intellectual, the comedy of effusive self-pity and thasahthropy.
In Guzman de Alfaraché¢he comic energy of tHeazarillo is introduced only to be
subsumed by the larger ideological forces of the Spanish Counter-Retornaier
Spanish texts such as Queveddisconand Ubeda'®icara Justingparody the self-
righteousness dbuzmanand celebrate the grotesque and the carnivalesque, and they add
linguistic disorder to the mix. But the domestication of the picaresque occurpaltync
in France and England. Lesage, the apostle of the picaresque in Francaefransla
Guzman(excising its tedious moral commentaries and weightier metaphysical
lucubration) to produce a free-flowing and delectable prose narrative.

In EnglandMoll Flandersfollows Guzméan de Alfarachia its tendency towards
self-repression (most notably of potentially comic circumstances) #nchségation. In
Moll, the external world of comic incongruity is rejected so that the inner world of
Puritan introspection can be brought more sharply into focus, but Defoe’s novel never
fully aligns itself along the axis of picaresque comedy, remainirigddsn its own

limbo. In both Cervantes and Fielding, the picaresque is subsumed in the larger
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dialectical processes of his epic comedy, and though neither author offénsigmyore
than brief picaresque experiments. For Cervantes, two marvelously innovativiasiovel
highlight the limitations of the standard picaresque perspective, whereas \Wikse in
Joseph Andrewsffers a new possibility of picaresque expression—the author figure as
picaro. Of the eighteenth-century English writers, only Smollett trulyraces the comic
turbulence of the Spanish model€Raderick RandorHe responds to the epic comedy
of Fielding’sJoseph Andrewwith a fine example of picaresque comedyRoderick but
Roderick’s picaresque energy transmogrifies into a curious blend of otheistiovel

forms halfway through that work.

We conclude our journey through the strange career of picaresque comedy with a
twentieth-century American novel—Saul Bellowke Adventures of Augie March
Bellow’s novel is in fact truer to the Spanish picaresque than any other Ergigiabe
text in this study. Bellow’s protagonist maintains the ambivalent oalsttip to his
readers as earlier picaros, but the real contribution of this great novelngrtiaeiction

of a new picaresque cynicism which draws on aspects oflaatirillo andGuzman

Augie March and the Picaro as Cynic
Bellow’'s Adventures of Augie Mardtands out as the greatest twentieth-century
American contribution to the picaresque traditidhlt is in some respects a remarkably
conservative work, considering that it shares more with Spanish novels of the late
Renaissance than with many of the novelistic experiments of the earlyetiver@ntury.
Its timeline is neatly linear, its characterization intentionallytiehiand the

psychological depth of the novel’s principal figures (and indeed of its
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narrator/protagonist) rather shallow. In roughly six hundred pages, Augidsrevea
relatively little of his own inner psychological workings (in marked contaBellow’s
other great novdilerzog where a neurotic patient chastises himself in sublimely comical
fashion). The ancillary characters make hurried appearances on stage and
unceremoniously scamper off when they no longer directly impinge on Augee’'&\&f
in those early Spanish novels, Bellow’s picaro is born into difficult circumstaraised
in poverty without a father. Augie, at a young age, is driven to a peripatisiereoe and
forced to fend for himself in a hostile world where no one seems trustworthy. kike hi
predecessors, the young Augie makes his way through a rogue’s galleryexsmdm
diagnose the various ills of social segments. And like the early néuage March
celebrates the petty criminal’s life with a slightly perverse pleasAugie is never able
to establish himself or plant roots, nor does he really seem to want to. In lieu of beurgeoi
normalcy, he pursues picaresque aimlessness. In the process, he takes arrayvwde
makeshift identities and occupations, ranging from petty thief to valet téeoitell to
iguana chaser in Mexico. He prefers to keep company with the corrupt or theieccentr
rather than the straight-laced and God-fearing. In the age of the pictiget pelevision
sitcom, ofThe Donna Reed ShamdLeave it to BeavelAugie celebrates the dark side
of America, indulging in a life that skirts the boundary between infamy and bosirgeoi
respectability. At times, Augie appears poised for social advancementsaedtebility,
but time and again he eschews this in order to consort with deadbeats like the thief
Padilla, who himself seems cast directly from an early Spanish novel:

Well, Padilla in his thieving wasn’t of this earthly-power class, and had no ideas

such as involved the whole world. It wasn't his real calling. But he enjoyed being



191

good at it and liked the whole subject. He had all kinds of information about

crooks, about dips, wires, and their various tricks; about Spanish pickpockets who

were so clever they got to the priest’'s money through the soutane, or about the

crook’s school in Rome of such high tuition that students signed a contract to pay

half their take for five years after graduation. (Z67)
The school for thieves in Rome might well be a direct reference to a similar
establishment mentioned @Guzman de Alfarach@nd Cervantes likewise plays in
Rinconete y Cortadillavith the comic incongruity of a thieving underworld assuming the
trappings of organized civil institutions. In Bellow, we transfer the seethoagesque
underworld of places like Seville to Chicago’s mean streets, the manufadialirgf the
Midwest, and later in the novel to Mexico, where Augie sojourns with his capricious
iguana chaser of a lover Thea. A good number of the novel’s descriptions could just as
easily have been taken from a Spanish novel. Take for instance a passagehater in t
novel: “The beggars and loafers were already collecting in their Middls gtgke, the
touts and schnorrers and the others uncovering their damages and stock-in-teade woe
from bandages and rags.” (407) Augie’s world is chock-full of such characters. N® one i
to be trusted, least of all Augie. The picaresque narratpsasfactoan unreliable one, a
victim of fraud and petty criminality and yet a practitioner as well. And thougare
keenly aware of this deception, Augie charms with language, and he does so perhaps
more skillfully than any of his predecessots.

But Augie is his own man, and the real distinction between Augie and the earlier
picaros has to do with his new sensibility. Lerarillo, we noted the emergence of a new

comic sensibility, picaresque comedy. Augie continues the tradition beduhaxiarillo,
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but he achieves a gritty realism and a hard-eyed cynical embracsteheri that knows
no analogue in the four hundred years of prior picaresque writing. To speak of the
evolution of the picaresque in teleological terms is obviously a fallacy. TherajJide

in the Spanish picaresque aligrexarillo, theBuscon andLa picara Justinalong an

axis that is resistant to stable ideology and consistent with the wilindss itaro to
accept the world according to fixed terms. On the other side of this axis aravbe gr
works of the picaresque tradition—tB&izman de Alfarachend later novels such as
Moll Flandersand theConfidence ManAugie Marchcombines the recalcitrant
resistance to ideological weightiness of the comic Spanish texts widetisely wrought
and realistic prose of the graver texts. Augie negotiates the tension beicaesque
comedy and morose reflection on the state of mankind more dedtiyAleman or Defoe.
What is interesting in the case of Bellow’s novel is that Bellow’s dark hueflects the
higher spiritual revolt against normalcy that André Breton characterizésiamur

noir.>*” For Breton, black humor is characterized by its subversive nature, and it is above
all a satirical weapon. But Bellow’s novel is less a satire of a piatisociety than it is

an indictment of the human race. The most salient feature of Bellow’s neiilggns
what | label cynical realism. The tradition of cynicism in literaturesgoack at least to
Lucian, whose prose satires stand out for their caustic lampooning of prominegs figur
and in philosophy to Diogenes, celebrated by Rabelais and others for his untoward public
behavior (which included public masturbation in his bathtub of a domicile). In the
picaresque tradition, the most noteworthy exponents of the cynical are in dsalegue
Cervantes’ Cipion in hi€oloquio de los perroand Diderot'sNeveu de Rameda

starving artist and modern Diogenes). Augie takes this cynical strain tewels and
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produces a narrative that runs sour through and through. But Augie’s world, unlike those

envisioned by Aleman or Defoe, is anything but deterministic. It admitsene¢he dire

moral confinement oGuzman(condemned as he is to sin and to Sisyphean repetition)

nor the subjugation to a master’s will. Rather, there is a celebration of thegshift

boundaries of society, the instability of institutidi$Consider a prominent passage in

the novel in which the picaro reflects on his first days at the city collegénarndrnbling

masses of humanity filling its corridors:
And the students were children of immigrants from all parts, coming up from
Hell's Kitchen, Little Sicily, the Black Belt, the mass of Polonia, theisiew
streets of Humboldt Park, put through the coarse sifters of curriculum and also
bringing wisdom of their own. They filled the factory-length corridors and giant
classrooms with every human character and germ, to undergo consolidation and
become, the idea was, American. In the mixture there was beauty—a good
proportion—and pimple-insolence, and parricide faces, gum-chew innocence,
labor fodder and secretarial forces, Danish stability, Dago inspiration;icata
hampered mathematical genius; there were waxed-eared shovelegrgrskex-
promising businessmen’s daughters, an immense sampling of a tremendous host,
the multitudes of holy writ, begotten by West-moving, factor-shoved parents. Or
me, the by-blow of a traveling man. (135-36)

One of the great qualities of the picaresque narrator, clearly on displaysttaeeability

to embrace a hard-eyed view of mankind. The haphazard ordering of enumeration here

blends gritty realism and black humor (consider especially on this count the jutkbapos

of “parricide faces” and “gum-chew innocence.”) And yet this is not thealedifist-
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making of Rabelais or the verbal fireworks of Ubeda, but a celebration afidsme
heterogeneity. Augie does not allow himself to be engulfed into groups, nor does he bow
easily to the will of masters. Even in the service of the cutthroat businessniamri

Augie remains largely a free agent, unaffected by moral recriminationtaeratéin

movement, and ideologically indifferent.

The novel’s peculiar mood is created through a curious admixture of this dark wit,
cynicism and a sense of melancholy. This mixture is achieved through a numbmeeof pr
poems injected into the picaro’s living account. Bellow is a great a virtuoso a$teng|
prose style and his richly evocative style partakes of the Baroque quaflifieman®°
The description below is a fine example of this consummate craftsmanship:

We hitched rides toward Chicago and spent a night on the beach at Harbert, a

little way out of St. Joe, Nails wrapped in his robe and Dingbat and | sharing a

slicker. We went through Gary and Hammond that day, on a trailer from Flint, by

docks and dumps of sulphur and coal, and flames seen by their heat, not light, in
the space of noon air among the black, huge, Pasiphae cows and other columnar
animals, headless, rolling a rust of smoke and connected in an enormous statuary
of hearths and mills—here and there an old boiler or a hill of cinders in the
bulrush spawning-holes of frogs. If you’'ve seen a winter London open thundering
mouth in its awful last minutes of river light or have come with cold clanks from
the Alps into Torino in December white steam then you've known like greatness
of place. Thirty crowded miles on oil-spotted road, where the furnace, gas, and
machine volcanoes cooked the Empedocles fundamentals into pig iron, girders,

and rails. (97)



195

There seems to be a conscious attempt in the novel to endow language with grit and
earthiness. Indeed, the passage resonates with the earthiness oBaxmyicepié’® A
number of these prose poems enrich the novel, and they add a dimension generally
lacking in the picaresque tradition—a poeticizing of the prosaic iSrRlust belt towns
like Gary and Flint are not the sorts of places that invite comparisons to London or
Torino (even before they were consigned to the rust belt), but Augie evinces here a
curious capacity to transcend through language. Elsewhere in the picaraddiont we
have digressions, temporary departures from the picaro’s self-centeredregf(be they
of the unbridled comic sort of Justina or the internal recriminations of Moll Flsjnder
But Augie’s account stands apart for its conjuring of scene, its rdleassubjectivity
and its ceaseless nagging, the pollution of our minds with petty thoughts and desires.
True, consciousness converges on this description (allusion to prior Europeai), travels
and mention is made of concrete circumstance, the hitching of a ride through the
industrial belt with fellows named Nails and Dingbat, but there is also a moment of
transcendence here, even in this most morose of settings. While the Spanesypear
quite rightly can be celebrated as a great step away from pastordiealdic romances
towards what we might call “realism,” their take on “reality” is quitiéedent from what
we have here. In this moment, the sordid state of reality is celebratedtihatihelecried.
What Bellow achieves in elevating uninspiring places he willfully Saes in
terms of character depth. Yet the self-conscious rejection of depth in character
delineation and in design in plot architecturédugie Marchhas more to do with Bellow
imitating his Spanish models than with flawed des$fgmugie Marchpropels itself

about like a slowly churning locomotive rails running in irregular loops. Subject a
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object are in constant tension and undergo constant revision in their mutual engagement.
A dialectic is set in motion between an obijectification of the world (what Schapemha
termed renunciation of the Will) in which the narrating subject appears sebsynhe
objectified world, and a reassertion of the subject’s will (evident in the ioject
cynicism into his narrative). IGuzman de AlfarachendMoll Flanders inner tension is
created between comic impulses and weightier ideological forces thatadeff@tich
impulses. The tension in Bellow is not of the ideological sort. Augie subscribes to no
larger belief system, owes no allegiance to a celestial mastaiohet an earthly one.
Indeed, his novel, given its origins in the highly “ideological” America of the 1950s,
asserts an independence from all larger systems of belief (religioustimajadnd the
novel is ideologically more akin to the recalcitrant individuality and sé&Hsree of
Lazarillo than to the ideologically fraug@uzman(despite being far more similar in
breadth and depth to the latter). The flow of Bellow’s comedy is not so much ingerrupt
and disarmed by the passages that objectify the world and detach it from thes picaro
consciousness. Rather, subject and object, consciousness and the world actyatjece.
The novel is a discordant convergence of elements in the narrator’'s mind. An egample
such discord occurs quite early in the novel:
The rest of us had to go to the dispensary—which was like the dream of a
multitude of dentists’ chairs, hundreds of them in a space as enormous as an
armory, and green bowls with designs of glass grapes, drills lifted zigzag
insects’ legs, and gas flames on the porcelain swivel trays—thundery gloom i
Harrison Street of limestone county buildings and cumbersome red streathars w

metal grillwork on their windows and monarchial iron whiskers of cowcatchers
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front and rear. They lumbered and clanged, and their brake tanks panted in the
slushy brown of a winter afternoon or the bare stone brown of a summer’s, salted
with ash, smoke, and prairie dust, with long stops at the clinics to let off clumbers,
cripples, hunchbacks, brace-legs, crutch-wielders, tooth and eye-sufferers, and al
the rest. (6)
This is a passage fraught with internal contradictions. These imagésarefrom a
child’s imagination, but they arise in the rich and fully-formed prose of a consieamma
verbal craftsman. To be sure, the discrepancy between a child’s perception dacea ma
writer’s verbal adornment is a problem in any autobiography. The eetistddrairs,
insect-leg drills, and ominous gas flames here, unlike Stephen Dedalus’ moo-cow in
Portrait of the Artist are not reproduced with the illusion of mirroring a child’s
consciousness but filtered through the mind of an embittered adult in the process of
reconstructing his existence in words. As in the earlier passage quoted hbm/és t
here a celebration of the prosaic. The picaresque narrator has alwaystiatad a
penchant for recalling the unpleasant eccentricities of childhood and describeag mor
broadly what Aristotle saw as the basis of the comicaibehrosor the ugly. Sometimes,
this entails indulgence in comical self-pity (a picaresque speciattgiher times, such
recollection serves as a justification for a later criminal life.ll harrators, even the
detached surgeon dissecting human consciousness in Flaubert, can rightly béaaed t
an agenda, the picaresque narrator’s agenda often looms larger than the cérgent of
narration. But Augie seems an exception to this rule. Augie’s agenda does not broadcast
itself as loudly as some of his predecessors. His recollection of “thundem’ghnd

other random images from the past is not about making a case for himself antihgrotec



198

him from the judgments of society and the reader (as is the chaearillo andRoderick
Randon). Rather, such reflections give Augie occasion to let his caustic apnecde
the recalcitrant reality of the world.

This raises a critical question with regardAtagie March—namely, what place
does the picaro inhabit on the continuum between ironic observer of mankind’s folly and
irredeemable cynic? Couched in terms of picaresque analogues, is Augikimaoe a
Lazarillo and Roderick Random, or is he closer in spirit to Guzman or the bleak narrator

of The Confidence M&h

Augie March and the Problem of Picaresque Comedy

| have put forth the argument that the dominant torfaugie Marchis a somber
cynicism that is largely absent from earlier picaresque texts. | hemesded how certain
passages in the novel imply a departure from the subjective consciousness @frthe pic
towards an objectification of reality and that the dialectical tensioergtad from the
juxtaposition of these prose poems and the overwrought subjectivity charactérieg
picaresque account for a significant innovation in the genre. What remains tm i see
how Bellow’s novel can be related to the larger questions in this study, namely the
picaresque genre’s constant grappling with its own definition and the aligoifents
in the tradition into contrary camps.

As we pointed out in the introduction to this study, critical literature on the
picaresque has eschewed the question of comedy. Yet in the dasgeoMarch it is
Bellow's comedy which seems overestimated. Notable on this count is Sarein&

Cohen, who devotes a book-length study to Bellow’s comedy, and the recent essay by
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James Wood in his recent book on laughter and literAttiB¥ancher Cohen establishes

a contrast between the comicAngie Marchand the more acerbic humor of Bellow’s

two earlier novel®angling ManandThe Victim She celebrates the comic impulses of

Augie March asn expression of the “tolerant laughter” of the “genial” romantics of the

early nineteenth centufj Blancher Cohen'’s approach to the novel and its comic texture

differs substantially from my own, for she sees Augie as “the picarepgstteawho,

meeting up with errant humanity, eagerly listens to their confessions and ggnerous

pardons their sins, even blessing them for their antic trespa$Sa&/tat makes

Blancher Cohen’s statement problematic is not just the morose charactehobintiue

novel, but the hard-edged quality to so many of Augie’s descriptions of F&bbike

Pablos before him, Augie judges frequently aads mergiand one example is that of an

elderly lady whose husband was evicted from one of Einhorn’s units: “Sablonka, an old

Polish woman who disliked us, a slow-climbing, muttering, mob-faced, fat, mean, pious

widow who was a bad cook besides.” (139) What is more, the novel’s first page sets the

mean-spirited tone with a description of Augie’s mentally-handicapped braotbexrorn-

down mother:
My own parents were not much to me, though | cared for my mother. She was
simple-minded, and what | learned from her was not what she taught, but on the
order of object lessons. She didn’t have much to teach, poor woman. My brothers
and | loved her. | speak for them both; for the elder it is safe enough; for the
younger one, Georgie, | have to answer—he was born an idiot—but I'm in no
need to guess, for he had a song he sang as he ran dragfooted with his stiff idiot’s

trot, up and down along the curl-wired fence in the backyard. (1)
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In Quevedo or Smollett, comic delight is taken in depicting physical infiranity
aberrance. But there is nothing comical in this early description, even byrtarsisof
Hobbes or Malebranche. Yet while Augie may not achieve Hobbesian suddentgosy, t
is a different sort of assertion of superiority in the narrative. Augigigal realism
involves an assertion of superiority over the world, and even in his earliest childhood
experiences, there is a sense of detachment from humanity and froon pladloi. The
picaro experiences alienation on two levels: detachment from the world of huaies af
(through his status as outsider) and from his former self (the gulf betweerntmg self
and lived self). Whereas the latter is manifest in the great eloquence ibidgsitre
hazy recollections of childhood, the former presents itself throughout the namative
Augie’s perpetual distance. Never does Augie reveal anything more tHangbeiry
emotional attachment to others. Even in his love affairs, he is astoundingly calleus. T
closest Augie gets to genuine empathy with other humans are in his relatiohinvi
Villars and Thea Finkel, but even when Augie shows a modicum of compassion by
helping Mimi abort her child, he ultimately acts out of self-interest.

We have observed throughout the study the signal feature of picaresque comedy
to be ambivalence—which is to say that the peculiar laughter that emergesparillo
and his descendants pulls the laughing subject in two opposing directions. Picaresque
comedy is, on the one hand, intensely physical (insofar as it involves in many iastance
bodily harm, the reduction of the organic to the level of the mechanic in Bergsonian
terms). The physical aspect of picaresque comedy both creates and srotiesat
distance between the laughing person and the object of ridicule. The heightened

verisimilitude of the picaresque relative to comic prose fiction beforeaharlllo and
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indeed the historical relevance and sociological urgency of the early Spamaives
likewise account for this newfound comic sensibility.
Yet picaresque comedy is ambivalent on other levels. Most notably, it involves a
narrating subject engaging in what Matthias Bauer has called stigmagement?’
Stigma management for Bauer involves a patient narrating past traontkeirto
overcome its aftereffects, and this process resembles in a number of wagm®a of
psychoanalysis. But picaresque comedy is more complicated than a thesimy. ses
Picaresque novels rarely go too deeply into the psychic makeup of characters, but one of
the great riddles of picaresque texts is why narrators consisterglpledsure in delving
into past trauma. The most common response we have seen time and again in thds study
the inflation of self-pity for rhetorical effect. The comic effect th&tes from this is two-
pronged, for appeals both to Hobbesian Schadenfreude and because such inflated rhetoric
is funny for its own sake. It is a hallmark of the genre and is presentireaugie March
So I had the ignominy of being canned and was read the riot act in the kitchen.
Seemingly the old lady had been waiting for just this to happen and had it ready to
tell me that there were faults | couldn’t afford to have, situated where innNde,
a child of an abandoned family with no father to keep me out of trouble, nobody
but two women, feeble-handed, who couldn’t forever hold a cover over us from
hunger, misery, crime, and the wrath of the world. Maybe if we had been sent to
an orphanage, as Mama at one time thought of doing, it would have been better.
(38)
From Lazarillo onward, the picaresque presents a particular problem of ambiguouas ¢

derision. It appeals to the misanthropic impulses of the laughing subject andathe
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time invites genuine empathy with the plight of the protagonidtakarillo, the element

of pathetic identification with a social inferior is a great innovation overepients like
Apuleius and Petronius. This is not quite the case in Bellow, who was writing for a mid
twentieth century readership who had already had plenty of experienaayr&ackens,

Zola, and other champions of the lower-class. Indeed, for Bellow, prethsebpposite
dilemma presents itself. That is, Augie performs a very different rbat@peration on

his reader than his picaresque predecessors. In the grim moral environmerdoiiav
Holocaust and the Second World War, he conjures a sober mood that admits in some
instances wit and comic charm but that generally appeals to a latenthropgntn lieu

of pathetic identification with the plight of the poor and underprivileged, Augie isspire
in his reader a callousness and indifference, and in some moments an outrigtt cynic
scorn. We are hurtled onwards in Augie’s peripatetic adventures without dexgetopi
emotional attachment to any of the figures that pepper the narrative, and inythose/a

is invited to adopt the same pessimistic embrace of humanity as the picaitter Neie

nor occasion is offered to dwell on characters or develop emotiueadst or attachment.
All moves forward coldly and relentlessly. A corollary to this callousret®e treatment

of women in the novel. The picaresque’s record on women is by no means sterling. Augie
is, to be sure, more involved with romantic liaisons than some of his Spanish forebears
(most of whom eschew amorous play). But just as Augie quietly undermines the guthorit
of his masters and mentors, so does he only half-heartedly commit himseltdosroat

the heart. As one critic aptly puts it, Bellow’s women are an “assortmaiisent or

vaguely present wives and the indistinguishable bevy of alluring though egaheme
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mistresses.?**Thea Fenchel, the most intricately sketched womauiyie March loses
her contours as a character and collapses into caricature while clgasingd in Mexico.
How then, in such a morose novelistic landscape, can we dafaugadla comic
novel? Popkin for one maintains that the novel “traces a richly comic pattern attiaspir
and disaster. It is a comic pattern because the height of Augie’s aspiratioihe speed
of his recoveries keep us from taking his catastrophes seriG$Arid yet if we
consider the peculiar comedyAfigie Marchwithin the context of the picaresque, it
does not entirely fit the mold of what we have labeled “picaresque comedge tase
of the Spanish picaros, there is a keen sense of self-justification thatta¢essise
writing process. The same can be said of later English and German picaroscl®ura
writes out of an intense desire to one-up her male counterpart Simplicissithesarena
of literary combat. Wilson idoseph Andrewiskewise unwittingly satirizes the author
figure and, in the case of Fielding’s grander epic scheme, exposes thadimsiof
picaresque comedy. Augie scarcely seems self-righteous, neither antleesense of
Lazarillo nor in the moralizing sense Guzman Much of the energy in picaresque
comedy derives either from the picaro’s overindulgence in self-pity asel liaimility for
rhetorical and comic purposes, but Augie rarely resorts to this technique, and when he
does so, his motivations are different. There is no consistent rhetoricaueifierway in
Augieto win us over to his cause, and in fact it is not clear that Augie has a “caude” at al
Augie narrates not to win over an audience but to achieve a sense of interiarity—a
interiority that has been denied to him after a life spent being tossed alibetfoinges
of society. He is the victim of his own superficial exteriority, his own picaes

existence, and the “stigma management” of authorship is his redemption.
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The picaresque text is devoid of a center; it evinces what Lukécs asorthes
novelistic genre as a whole-- a transcendental homele$Sheisthe case oAugie
March, this transcendental homelessness is particularly acute. The novel aclieves
climax, no build or release of emotional investment, very little sense of mgrafipa
Perhaps the closest the novel comeasetgengaras a passage later in the novel, after
Augie has experienced disillusionment in romantic love. After his estramgémen
Thea in Mexico, Augie reflects:
Me love’s servant? | wasn't at all! And suddenly my heart felt ugly, Isiadsof
myself. | thought that my aim of being simple was just a fraud, that | wasi’'t a bi
goodhearted or affectionate, and | began to wish that Mexico from beyond the
walls would come in and kill me and that | would be thrown in the bone dust and
twisted, spiky crosses of the cemetery, for the insects and lizards. (436)
The rhetoric here is inflated and self-pity is in no short supply. Indeed, Augid¢fs dea
wish here echoes Lazarillo’s own sense of despair when he lies hungry in thehosse
third master (the impoverished squire) and pleads for God to take hfs'fet this self-
pity reflects a new sensibility from that lodzarillo, for it is not the comic self-pity that
we often encounter in picaresque comedy. Rather, self-pity here sethesoasasion to
reflect on the dire state of the species and indeed on the project of repretbenting
wretched:
Because nobody anyhow can show what he is without a sense of exposure and
shame, and can’t care while preoccupied with this but must appear better and
stronger than anyone else, mad! And meantime feels no real strength in,himself

cheats and gets cheated, relies on cheating but believes abnormally in thh streng
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of the strong. All this time nothing genuine is allowed to appear and nobody
knows what's real. And that’s disfigured, degenerate, dark mankind—mere
humanity. (437)
The classic picaresque themeeofjafio/desengafis here given a new treatment. It is at
this point, so far into the novel’s journey, that we at last arrive at a deatacdtAugie’s
personal philosophy. Kugie Marchis in fact a comic novel, as several critics have
claimed, it is also a very serious one. This grim-eyed indictment of mankiaia (e
point of reference here Guzman de Alfarachenakes explicit the guiding principle of
the narrative—namely the disfiguring of mankind. The disfiguring of mankintieed
Augie’s own accomplishment, performed by the scalpel of consciousness. Augie’s
narrative is far more “realistic” than say the grotesguscoén but his dictum here about
the real never being allowed to appear can be read as the obvious starting pdiohof fic
and especially of picaresque fiction, where the forthright manner of thedirstn
narrator is only a smokescreen clouding “reality.” As Augie remarkslatéer, “that’s
the struggle of humanity, to recruit others to your version of what's real. Therreve
flowers and the moss on the stones become the moss and the flowers of a version.” (437)
It is a fitting point of arrival after Augie’s meanderings across themMst and the
Mexican desert, and indeed after five hundred years of picaresque writing,vedlythe

from the slippery rhetoric of Lazarillo’s prologue.
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3 Indeed, later picaresque novels such as Alem@nsnan de Alfarachand the QuevedoBuscon
depart from this comic-rhetorical strategy. Guzrtréats his former, sinful self Guzmanillo with ridle
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the Lazarillo, see Giancarlo Maiorin@dt the Margins of the Renaissant@zarillo de Tormesnd the
Picaresque Art of SurvivdUniversity Park: Pennsylvania State Universitggr 2003).
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L Richard Hitchcock,“Lazarillo and ‘Vuestra MercédLN 86 (1971): 264-66. Francisco Rico (cited
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Tormes,”"Romanistisches Jahrbuéh(1957): 290-311. Jauss’ argument is refutedergtlersuasively by
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(Lewisburg: Bucknell University Press, 2005).

% On the subject of laughter and irrationality, tiieorists of the comic with curiously similar nanoéter
important insights: See Morton Gurewitc@omedy: The Irrational Visiofithaca: Cornell University
Press, 1975) and Marcel Gutwirttaughing Matter: An Essay on the Conlihaca: Cornell University
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Press, 1993). Both are right to describe laugintézrims of a temporary paralysis of other bodilgt an
mental activities, but one should exercise cautionholly discarding the rational aspects bothhef t
comic incongrulity that so often leads to laughiet@nt’'s view an expectation unfulfilled in thetional
mind) and of the peculiar aftertaste which laugbften leaves, a heightened state of awarenessibéms
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27 See Claudio Guillén, “La disposicion temporal detarillo de Tormeg Hispanic Reviev25
(1957):264-79. Guillén argues for the unity of teet on the basis of its status as a “relaciond tm} an
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revista de filologia hispanicab (1961): 441-47.
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Raymond Willis, “Lazarillo and the Pardoner: Theistic Necessity of the Fiftfiractada” Hispanic
Review?27 (1959): 267-79.

31 Stephen Gilman, “The Death of Lazarillo de TormeMLA LXXXI (1966): 149-166.

32 Lukécs associates the novel with the state oh&tandental homelessness,” which is essentialigary
of alienation on three counts (man from nature, fmam man, and man from himself). The novel is
symptomatic with this fallen condition, whereas #méc is a lost state of totality that can only be
nostalgically appreciated in our postlapsarian @&wrd See hisTheorie des Romargsleuwied:
Luchterhand, 1963).

3 For an insightful discussion of irony imzarillo, see R.W. Truman, “Parody and Irony in the Self-
Portrayal of Lazaro de Tormédodern Language Revie®3 (1968): 600-65. Truman’s contention is that
Lazarillo renders himself increasingly ridiculousthe text, if only to better manage his lowly poagnent
through humor and irony.

3 The first important study of the ideological untlerents of the novel is that of Enrique Moreno Bae
who asserts the importance of the Counter-Refoanati shaping the moralizing forces in Aleman’sttex
See Enrique Moreno Badzeccion y sentido débuzman de Alfarache (Madrid: Revista de Filologia
Espafiola, 1948). In addition to Maravall's studypmverty and the picaresque (cited above), see his
equally impressive study on the Barogua,cultura del barroco: analisis de una estructuniatérica
(Esplugues de Llobregat: Ariel, 1975). Alexanderkin(cited above) concurs with the basic assumptio
of this study in arguing against the likes of Castnd Van Praag, who had asserted Aleman'’s curious
status as a Jewiglonversadn a rigidly Catholic milieu. For an examinationtbk issue of ideology from a
Marxist perspective, see Michel Cavilld&gyeux et marchands dans@izman de Alfarach@599-1604):
Roman picaresque et mentalité bourgeoise dans &&p du Siecle d’'OfBordeaux: Institut d’Etudes
Ibériques, 1983). See also the classic accouthieaimbrication ideology and literature, Terry Egtgh,
Criticism and Ideologylondon: Verso, 1978).

% Strangely, some critics have attempted to chaiaetdleman’s work as merely a continuation of the
free-spirited comedy dfazarillo. See especially Nina Cdavis, Autobiography as Burla in the Guzman
de AlfarachgLewisburg: Bucknell University Press, 1991). @& Carlos Rodriguez, “Guzman de
Alfarache, narrador: La poética del gracio&htucky Romance Quarter®l (1984):403-12.

% Maxime Chevalier considers thazarillo as a string of beads in which one traditional do&e after
another is artificially assembled, unified onlyth inclusion of a single protagonist. Seell@sturas y
Lectores en los siglos XVI y X\(Madrid: Turner, 1976). Shklovsky makes a similayjuement about the
arbitrary organization dbon Quijotein hisTheory of Prosd¢rans. Benjamin Sher (EImwood park: Dalkey
Archive Press, 1990).

3" For a fine recent study of the nexus between mllproduction and an ideal to complement Burcktsard
nineteenth-century masterpiece, see Peter Blikdtalian Renaissance: Culture and Society itylta
(Princeton: Princeton University Press, 1999).

% Consider for instance the rather mechanistic difinof laughter offered by Vincenzo Maggi: “In
summary it is clear that laughter comes from a hes® or ugliness that is without pain. This basgres
we have said, is either of the body, or of the mordbf things happening extrinsically; also thedyzess of
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these things is either true, or pretended or aotadef a laugh is going to be raised from thiséraess,
wonder must necessarily be the companion to thesriess. And wonder necessarily stems from novelty.”
In Lauter(cited above) P. 73. For an importantlgtof shifting attitudes towards comedy in the eexith-
century in the wake of the Italian humanists, seavih Herrick,Comic Theory in the Sixteenth Century
(Urbana: University of lllinois Press, 1964). Hek's study is a highly impressive survey of the atels on
comedy in the time, but its focus is on drama nathan prose.

39 Lodovico Castelvetro, Commentary on Aristotle’®&gics.” In Lauter (cited above) Pp. 94-5 The most
important engagement with Castelvetro and othéaitaommentators of Aristotle remains Bernard
Weinberg’'s mammoth study. Bernard Weinbeékdistory of Literary Criticism in the Italian Reisgance
(Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 1961).

“00n the peculiarity of the picaresque narrator,Alé@nso Rey, “La novela picaresca y el narrador
fidedigno.”Hispanic Reviewd7 (1979):55-75. See also the provocative worlaftirice Mohlo,
Introduccion al pensamiento picares€oans. Augusto Galvez-Cafiero y Pidal (SalamancayA, 1972).

*1 Bakhtin (cited above) P. 73. For a broad oveniétaughter in the Middle Ages and the transition t
modernity, se¢aughter in the Middle Ages and Early Modern Tintes. Albrecht Claussen (Berlin: De
Gruyter, 2010). The thirty or so essays in thismme illustrate in fact the diversity of comic forinsthe
period and indeed demonstrate the problems witthh&@k broad account of the matter.

2 See Close (cited above). Victoriana Roncero L&vgres in a similar vein by assigniGgizman,
Lazarillo andLa picara Justindo a tradition of buffoon literature. That the fagonist is at oncburlador
andburladois clear enough from the narrative. Yet conflatiing kind ofburla (and hence the brand of
humor) present ihazarillo andGuzmanas Lopez does, is at once an over-simplificatibtine matter and
an over-estimation of the comic content of Alemardsel. On the internal dialogue in Aleman between
opposing ideological forces, see Tatiana BubnoR&lbdgo interno como fuente de ambivalencia en late
Aleman.”Nueva revista de filologia hispanié2.2 (1994): 489-506.

*3 See on this count Auerbach and Ricapito (citedr@po

4 Bergson (cited above).

> For a reading oBuzmaras an ironic novel through and through, see JafesGuzman de Alfarache:
The Unrepentant NarratoflLondon: Tamesis, 1977). Arias’ reading rightlyirge to the fundamental
disconnect between picaresque narrator and hissfprsmful self, but ultimately fails to account fhe
novel’'s own heavy-handed moralizing tendencies.aHprovocative reading on the protean nature of
Aleman’s narrator (and protagonist), see Edmond Emtée et le gueux: Recherches sur les origines et
la nature du récit picaresque da@zman de Alfarache. (Paris : Didier, 1967).

“ Barry Ife offers a very valuable consideratiortte way reading was connected with vice in Goldge A
Spain. See hiReading and Fiction in Golden Age Spain: A Platb@istique and Some Picaresque
Replies(Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1985).

*"Van der Weyden’s work can be seen in the HotelieBeaune France. At the center of the triptgch i
an image of the archangel Gabriel holding a sé¢gfertg ominously downward, implying that the number
of the damned vastly outnumbers that of the savbid. same pessimistic embrace of humanity as fallen
informs the ideology of Aleman.

8 On the peculiar rhetorical play of the prologuéAteman’s novel, see Madison J. Woods, “The Teasing
Opening of th&Guzman de AlfaracheBulletin of Hispanic Studi€s7 (1980):213-18. For a comparison to
Lazarillo see Siebenmann (cited above).

“9E.C. Riley offers a highly insightful explanatiofiCervantes and thailga “For Cervantes, the vulgo is
the conventional anonymous enemy, to which heyaedérs without dislike and contempt. It is thengo
behind the scurrilous hordes of poetasters irPdimasq and encourages bad plays and novels. Itis a
collective monster not as a rule individualized...tdgiCervantes’s Theory of the No\€xford:

Clarendon Press, 1962). P 108-9. See also OtimGi®a the Attitude Toward the vulgo in the Spanish
Siglo de Oro."Studies in the Renaissart€1957):190-200.

Gilbert-Santamaria draws an intriguing contragh#snotion of the vulgo in Lope de Veg&ge nuevo de
hacer comediaand Aleman’s prologue. See Gilbert-Santamariadcibove).

0 On the subject of early-seventeenth century Shaeadership, see the aforementioned study of
Chevalier. Chevalier offers data on the actual nremal readers in Aleman’s Spain.

*! Indeed, a defining attribute of picaresque comiedat it pulls the laughing subject in two diieas—
appealing at once to agape and pathetic identificas well as to the sense of superiority overQtieer
that Castelvetro and Hobbes propose in their difirs of the comic. Added to this is the intimate
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relationship established in the picaresque betweerator and reader—an intimacy at odds with the
distance established through the profuse comedglépity that comes through in the narrative ali ag
the unreliability of the narrator.

%2 0n the way ideology impinges on Golden Age literatmore broadly, see Anthony Cascaldizologies
of History in the Spanish Golden Afigniversity Park: Pennsylvania State Universitgs3r 1997). See
also Virgilio Pinto Crespdnquisicidn y control ideolégico en la Espafa dgle XVI (Madrid: CSIC,
1957).

%3 Indeed, as McGrady points out, Juan Marti’s spusigequel té&uzmaroffers another curious parallel in
the biographies of Aleman and Cervantes. Both Wwera within two weeks of each other in 1547. Both
were imprisoned for debt, and both of their nowedse continued by imitators. And in both authentic
sequels, a literary castigation of the usurpeeifggmed. See Donald McGradyateo Alemar{Boston:
Twayne, 1968). On literary imitation in Cervantsse Stephen GilmagGervantes y Avellaneda: Estudio
de una Imitacior{(Napoles: Colegio de México, 1951).

** See Sherman Eoff, “The Picaresque Psychology afi@n de Alfarache Mispanic Reviev21
(1953):107-19. Carroll Johnson, “Defining thed@&sque: Authority and the Subject in Guzman de
Alfarache,” inThe Picaresque: Tradition and Displacemesd. Giancarlo Maiorino. (Minneapolis:
University of Minnesota Press, 1996). See also iediaples-Hohwald, “the Sermon as Literature in
Guzman de Alfarache,” Romance Quarterly 48.1 (204753

Gilbert-Santamaria and Nina Cox Davis (cited above)

% Plato,Philebusin Dialoguestrans. Benjamin Jowett. (Boston: Scribner, 1871)

%% |fe offers an intriguing contradistinction betwettie well-rehearsed Platonist critique of literatas a
mere representation of a representation and tlaegsque’s justification of literary engafio.

>" See again the passage cited from Castelvetro above

8 See Gutwirth (cited above).

%9 See Friedrich Nietzsch@/erke in Drei BanderV. 2. (Munich: Hanser,1954).

9 See J.A. Jones, “The Duality and Complexityzaizman de Alfarach&ome Thoughts on the Structure
and Interpretation of Aleman’s novel. kmaves and Swindlers: Essays on the Picaresquel NoEeirope
Ed. Christine J. Whitbourn. (London: Oxford UnivigyPress, 1974). 25-48.

®1 See Benito Brancafort§uzman de Alfarache: ¢ Conversion o proceso de degian?(Madison:
Hispanic Seminary of Medieval Studies, 1980). ealdirly interesting in Brancaforte’s reading of the
novel is the way he sees the possibility of corgirlegradation through writing—a degradation that |
connect to the particularly ambivalent comedy #raerges with the picaresque.

%2 See Claudio Guillériiterature as System: Essays Toward the Theonjtefdry History (Princeton:
Princeton University Press, 1971).

% peter Dunn argues that the relationship betweeva@tes and the picaresque is slightly antagoniSte
Peter Dunn. “Cervantes De/re-Constructs the Pigae5Cervantes. Bulletin of the Cervantes Society of
Americall.2 (1984): 109-131. Gustavo Garcia Lépez. “Rimeie y Cortadillo y la novela picaresca.”
Cervantes: Bulletin of the Cervantes Society of dgael 9.2 (1999): 113-24.

% See Reed (cited above). Reed’s study is an impidrtapiration behind this one, for it offers reagh of
an important array of novels from the picaresquehéoworks to contemporary American fiction. Red i
quite right to distinguish the narrative sensibilif Cervantes from that of the picaresque. On @aes’
contributions to the budding notion of the noveEurope, see Stephen Gilmame Novel According to
CervantegBerkeley: University of California Press, 1988aga-¢élix Martinez Bonatk:| Quijote y la
poética de la novel@Alcala de Henares: Centro de Estudios Cervantib@ss).

% Miguel de Cervante€on Quijote de La ManchgMadrid: Castalia, 1997). P. 296.

% bid, P. 297.

®" bid. P. 297.

®peter Dunn (cited above) points this fact out mtnok on the Spanish picaresque. On the literary
marketplace in Golden Age Spain, see ChevalielGilizert-Santamaria (both cited above). See alsthKei
Whinnom, “The Problem of the Best-Seller in Spar@&iden-Age Literature.Bulletin of Hispanic
Studies7 (1980):189-98.

% Dunn,Spanish Picaresque Fictiqeited above), p. 217.

® There are otheXovelasin the colection that have been brought into disimn with the picaresque, most
notablyLa ilustre fregonaButLa ilustre fregonanakes only a passing reference to the picaresque
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lifestyle, and my discussion is therefore limitedhe two novellas which most fully confront the
picaresque problem.

X All subsequent parenthetical page referenc&irioonete y Cortadilloefer to the volumélovelas
ejemplaresNladrid: Clasicos Castalia, 1982).

2 Carlos Blanco Aguinaga, “Cervantes y la picarescéas sobre dos tipos de realismdueva revista de
filologia hispanicall (1957): 313-42. Blanco Aguinaga argues forsidudistinction between Cervantes’
narrative sensibility and that of the picaresquet e does not explore in this contrast the special
implications this broad distinction has for the @iy of the two modes. Blanco Aguinaga’s argumeit is
fact an important precursor to Reed’s sweepingystifidhe novel along the lines of picaresque andtwh
Reed calls the “Quixotic,” the latter being inforaney a detached, epic vision. Blanco Aguinaga later
contributed to a differential understanding of pesgue themes in Spain and England with “Picaresca
espafiola, picaresca inglesa: Sobre las determimexcitel géneroEdad de Ord (1983): 49-65.

3t is interesting to consider on this count theefarticle on master/knave relations in Romanesatid

the picaresque by Paulson (cited above).

" Ruth Pike Aristocrats and Traders: Sevillian Society in tet&nth Centurglthaca: Cornell University
Press, 1973). Pike’s study provides indeed antargegiew into the social turmoil in Seville duririge

time in which the first picaresque texts emergeé. May also recall a passage€anzmanwhere the evils
of Seville are denounced: “Sevilla eranadre de huérfanos y capa de pecadores, dondesaukecesidad
y ninguno la tiene.”"Guzmanl61) [Seville was mother of orphans and caperofesis, where everything is
a necessity and no one has need]

"5 For a dissenting view of tHeovelas ejemplareas carefully constructed artistic unities withitasger
united framework, see Joaquin Casaldu8emtido y Forma de las Novelas ejemplgidadrid: Gredors,
1962).A more modern approach to the form/contentdds Aylward, E.TThe Crucible Concept:
Thematic and Narrative Patterns in Cervanted@velas ejemplares (Madison: Associated University
Presses, 1999).

" See Close (cited above). Close offers a valuaimeview of the attitudes towards comedy in Golden
Age Spain, as well as fine contexts for both nasetliscussed here. He discusses how Cervantesaeenbr
of the comic involves an evolution beyond the loswbifeatures of farce towards a more enlightenedesen
of aesthetic propriety. Close’s ultimate argumerthat comedy follows the same sociogenetic prabeds
Elias ascribes to the civilizing process, and thatdivergent comic forms of the Golden Age cafaat be
lumped together as expressions of a common corrit. §fhe idea of a uniform Golden Age comic spirit
is a problematic one, as this study is among dtiiegs an endeavor to isolate points of divergearoeng
Spanish picaresque authors and those they infldefaher than constituting a cultural monolitke th
Golden Age (and indeed its picaresque subsetyaunglit with internal contradictions and struggles f
self-definition (indeed in the arena of the conmsongell).

" The history of comic theory since the Renaissaacebe read largely in terms of two competing comic
traditions: the misanthropic comedy best expregsétbbbes, whereby laughter is above all assedfon
superiority over a social inferior, and the morerfilane” incongruity theory later espoused by thedli&f
Addison and Fielding, as well as by German thepssth as Kant and August Wilhelm Schlegel. See on
this count the recent book by Dickie (cited abo@drvantes appears to oscillate between a slightly
misanthropic comic ethos and a more genteel huhatranticipates those eighteenth-century English
writers. Picaresque comedy, | argue, represenirsdadi third term, a dialectical solution to thimary
opposition. See Ronald Pauls@atire and the Novel in Eighteenth-Century Englédéw Haven: Yale
University Press, 1967). P. 65.

8 The connection here is obviously between the pamuie autobiography and the spiritual autobiography
of St. Augustine, St. Teresa of Avila and others.tle picaresque as travesty of this genre, sess Jaited
above).

9 On the novela’s picaresque connection, again t@ecB Aguinaga and Dunn (cited above). Both
endeavor to establish that Cervantes flirts witteats of the genre without adopting its core sdlitgib

For an emphasis on points of connection rather diiference, see Gonzalo SobejanBgl ¢oloquio de los
perrosy la novela picarescadispanic Reviewi5 (1975): 33-41.

% Garcia Lopez, P. 118.

8L As in most works in this study, the comic is aHijgunderappreciated aspect of tbeloquioin the
critical literature. Critics focus primarily on iferm rather than its comic artistry. One signifitand

recent exception to this tendency is Jannine Mdraau“El chiste y su relacién con El Coloquio dg lo
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perros.”Bulletin of Hispanic Studie86.3 (2009): 387-400. Montauban argues for a Faeudnderstanding
of the novel’s comic impulse, particularly in Benga's use of comic vitriol as an unconscious respdn
torment.

82 0n Cervantes’ electic incorporation of animal tlesrfrom Apuleius, Lucian, and Aesop, see Paul
Carranza, Cipion, Berganza, and the Aesopic Tadi@ervantes: Bulletin of the Cervantes Society of
America23.1 (2003): 141-163. See also Ricapito’s finekaam the connection between Apuleius and the
Spanish picaresqueThe Golden Asef Apuleius and the Spanish Picaresque Nowévista hispanica
moderna 40, 3-4 (1978): 77-85.

8 page citations for th@oloquiorefer toNovelas Ejemplareg. I1l. Madrid: Clasicos Castalia, 1982

8 In hisLectures on the Comic Writers of Great Britaiazlitt observes that “there is nothing more
powerfully humorous than what is called keepingamic character, as we see it very finely exengadifin
Sancho Panza and Don Quixote. The proverbial phiggthe romantic gravity of these two celebrated
persons may be regarded as the height of thisddiedcellence. The deep feeling of character stresg
the sense of the ludicrous. Keeping in comic cltards consistency in absurdity; a determined and
laudable attachment to the incongruous and singtike regularity completes the contradiction.” bt
in Lauter (cited above), p. 270.

8 Alban ForcioneCervantes and the Mystery of Lawlessn@nceton: Princeton University Press, 1984).
P 22. Forcione’s study is marvelously learned agm@hstrates great mastery over the text. For Foggio
as for a good number of critics, including Ricagtal El Saffar, the central episode of the novslthe
discovery of witchcraft. See Ruth El Saffigvel to Romance: A Study of Cervanté#dselas ejemplares
(Baltimore: The Johns Hopkins University Press,4)9%ee also Joseph Ricapi@rmalistic Aspects of
Cervantes’s\ovelas ejemplares. Volume 16 (Lampeter: The Eddétien Press, 1997).

% Lazarillo’s narrative is from the outset a poweeuggle, and it is shaped not by individual conasitess
but through the social space of the narrative—aespath private and public. His narrative must be
rhetorically refined according to the “private” abnship between author andiestra Mercednd the
more public one involving the extended readership.

8 Walter J. Ong, “The Writer's Audience is Alway§ition,” PMLA 90 (1975): 9-21. For more on the
significance of the dialogue form, see Thomas Haetyantes’ Exemplary Fictior&exington: University
of Kentucky Press, 1993). Hart's argument thatdiladogue format and the character of Berganza as
representative of a broader Renaissance ideaédfakible self exemplified in the writings of Pidella
Mirandola and other humanists is compelling. Os #ame topic, see Thomas Greene, “The Flexibifity o
the Self in Renaissance Literature. The Disciplines of Criticism: Essays in Literaryetmy,
Interpretation, and HistoryEd. Peter Demetz, Thomas Greene, and Lowry NelsgiNew Haven: Yale
University Press, 1968). Murillo also highlightetimportance of the dialogue form in the novdlla.
Murillo, “Cervantes’ Coloquio de los perros,” a NehDialogue.” Modern Philology 58 (1960): 174-85.
For Murillo, despite the intimations of witchcraibd chaos, and indeed despite the sheer absufdibge
speaking, there remains a rational order to thelfeavOn the influence of ErasmusSolloquieson
Cervantes, see the fine study of Walter KaiBeajsers of Folly(Cambridge: Harvard University Press,
1963). Kaiser spends far more time on Erasmus @samantes but his closing chapter does a nicefiob o
linking the two. For more emphasis on Cervantaténconnection, see Antonio Vilano\E&asmo y
CervantegBarcelona: Editorial Lumen, 1989). Vilanova does write with the erudition of Kaiser but he
does emphasize how Cervantes, here irCillequioand elsewhere in his artistic vision, gave voae t
Erasmus’ humanism. The classic study on Cervaatesthetic and philosophical influences remains
Américo CastroEl pensamiento de Cervant@dadrid: Casa Editorial Hernando, 1925).

8 For a valuable discussion of Cervantes’ sensewicand aesthetic moderation in relation to sofne o
his peers, see Close (cited above) and E.C. Ri#g&sicCervantes’s Theory of the No\@xford:
Clarendon Press, 1962). Riley points out that G@r&s despite being one of the greatest contribuitor
the evolution of comic literature, has surprisinlifife to offer in the area of comic theory. Rildiscusses
for instance how Cervantes’ responds to El Pincsatieeory of comedy as a confluence of the incriedib
and the extraordinary (indeed, such a confluencarsdn theColoquioand in the mind of Cervantes’
greatest knight errant. Murillo (cited above) likeis concerned with emphasizing the victory tibral
control over comic excess in tRmloquioand elsewhere in tHdovelas

8 The element of restraint in laughter does notregiend with Cervantes. In tihilebus Plato
describes laughter in terms of an absence of selivledge. Swift, in his “Essay on Polite Conversafi
uses the absurd Simon Wagstaff to oppose natuddeanned laughter. Whereas the former represents
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“involuntary Distortion of the Muscles,” learnediulghter is a mark of good taste and polite behaBuwiift
of course introduces this dichotomy only to expibse false and absurd, but as Simon demonstrates,
Fielding later takes it up again in the prefacddeeph Andrewand appears to make Wagstaff's argument
earnest. Simon goes on to oppose the misanthrogiist laughter of Hobbes (who couched laughter in
terms of a “sudden glory” won over a social infeyiand the polite laughter advocated by Addison and
Fielding. See Richard Simomhe Labyrinth of the Comic: Theory and PracticenrBielding to Freud
(Tallahassee: Florida State University Press, 1989y a twentieth-century attempt to construct an
opposition between base and aesthetic laughteEtss@ne Souriau. “Le risible et le comiquddurnal de
Psychologietl (1949): 145-83. The postmodern deconstructfdrigh and low might just as well rebut
Souriau’s binary opposition of the “risible” (thiatthe instinctual, animalistic impulse to laughgahe
“comique” (which induces laughter of the refinedstetic sort).

% Vladimir Nabokov,Lectures on Don Quixot@ew York: Harcourt, Brace, Jovanovich, 1983)52. On
Cervantes’ struggle to reconcile the internal cadlitions in his comic aesthetic, see John Wefldaon
Quixote The Comedy in Spite of ItselfBulletin of Hispanic Studie80 (1983): 283-92.

%! Gilbert-Santamaria (cited above) argues quite iomingly with regard to th€uzmarthat the prurient
picaresque detail, though ostensibly the objecbotlemnation in the novel, is in fact a necesskamyent
to appeal to the tastes of thelga. In other words, the novel’s inclusion of suchailes driven as much by
the demands of the literary market as by a genzomeern with imparting moral edification.

92 See Forcione and El Saffar (cited above). SeefRalsacisco Sanchekectura y representacion: analisis
cultural de las Novelas ejemplares de Cervalitéesw York: Peter Lang, 1993). Sanchez is mostrésted
here in the ways the larger cultural theme of vdtalft plays into the social fabric of the noveleSdso
Pamela Waley, “The Unity of the Casamiento engafdmsbthe Coloquio de los perro&Ulletin of
Hispanic Studie84 (1957): 201-12, who argues for a tighter théerainnection between the two novellas
that goes beyond the copresence of Campuzano aaliaPe

% Quixote of course draws its energy from a sinidl@a, but there at least the dissonance created:bet
the mock-heroic and the recalcitrance of realityjates a deep well of comic happenstance and
incongruity. Alonso Quijano assumes by his liferglgironically enough, the status of a hero, amdfitnal
pages of Cervantes’ great novel monumentalizeah@smadman who for significant portions of thetfirs
part of the novel had been a constant source ohsoa venomous laughter.

* For readings which emphasize the novel’s lingaigtay over its plot and characters, see aboveeall
Spitzer. “Zur Kunst Quevedos in sein@uascori In Wege der ForschunGLXIIl Pikarische WeltEd.
Helmut Heidenreich. (Darmstadt: Wissenschaftlichiet®yesellschaft, 1969). Pp. 40-60. Fernando Lazaro
Carreter. “Originalidad deBuscon” In Estilo barroco y personalidad creador8alamanca: Anaya, 1966;
Raimundo Lida. “Sobre el arte verbal @lscon” In Philological Quarterly51 (1972). Lida stresses here
that the novel is inherently hostile to realism &mat is primarily an exhibition of stylistic élaRico (cited
above) highlights that this lack of realism andsierilitude undermines its own literary aspiratiohs
argue quite the contrary, namely that Quevedoceitciously undermines realism in order to thwayt a
greater moralizing project. In this regard, Quevedmvel is not altogether unlike that of Cervaritethe
two picaresque novellas discussed in the previbapter.

% Rico (cited above) For an argument against Ricizhvattempts to qualify Quevedo’s novel as serious
moral literature, see Joseph Ricapito. “Queve8aiscOr—'Libro de entretenimiento’ or ‘Libro de
desengafo’: An Overview.” IRomance Quarterl@2 (1985) PP. 153-164 See also the moralizing
argument put forth by Terrence May “Good and BvitheBuscén A Survey.”MLR 45 (1950): 319-35.

% Lazaro Carreter writes: “Domina enBaliscon sobre todo, una burla de Segundo grado, una parli
burla misma, reflexivamente lograda, que no sgelial objeto—con todas sus consecuencias
sentimentales—sino que parte de él en busca deeptm El perfil novelesco del libro es sélo el coar
dentro del cual el ingenio de Quevedo—‘las fuedmmi ingenio”’—alumbra una densa red de
conceptos.” Cited above P. 140.

" See Parker (cited above).

% Richard Bjornson, “Moral Blindness in QuevedBisscérn’ Romanic Review7 (1976): 50-59.

% See Edmond Cro&’aristocrate et le carnaval des gueux: Etude ®iBusconde QuevedoMontpellier:
CERS, 1975. Cros’ reading of the novel is one efféw book-length studies to focus on Quevedo’shov
His essentially Marxist reading offers insight inbe@ complex array of social and ideological forttest

run through the text. Malcolm Readisions in Exile: The Body in Spanish Literaturedringuistics
1500-1800, Purdue University Monographis in Romdraeguages (Amsterdam: John Benjamins, 1990).
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Read does a nice job of highlighting the intengdlysical nature of the novel, but the emphasis isenet
that the physical degradation in the novel exists@mic terms, but that it offers insight into status of
marginalized subjects in Golden Age Spain. AnnezCfeited above) makes a similar emphasis on social
marginality, arguing how the novel’'s scatologicaitifs complement the theme rather than undermge it
seriousness.

190 azarillo is only forthright here in a relative sense. Itslpgue emphasizes its status as self-consciously
literary, and the many wiles and contradictiongsmarration are at odds with the invitationsrtbrate

and straightforward dialogue between the narratdhaiestra MercedTheBuscdénself-consciously
employs a much less direct form of “communicatitmthe reader, highlighting through this obfuscatio
the layers of mediation inherent in any literargegh act.

101 Claudio Guillén, “Toward a Definition of the Piemque,” inLiterature as SystenfPrinceton: Princeton
University Press, 1971). On the difficulty of fimdj a place for Quevedo’s novel within the picaresqu
tradition, see Peter Dunn, “Problems for a ModehefPicaresque and the Case of QueveBoson”
Bulletin of Hispanic Studies9 (1982): 95-105. Dunn’s line of argumentatioarsls important similarities
to my own—namely that the picaresque as a generistruct, even at its early stages, is a problem. B
Dunn says little of how the comic figures into tpadblem.

192 Meredith defines the hypergelasts in strict opjmsito the agelasts (the sworn enemies of the comi
For Meredith, the hypergelasts are “the excedawghers, ever-laughing, who are as clappers efla b
that may be rung by a breeze, a grimace; who al@osely put together that a wink will shake theif)
and he goes on to declare that “to laugh at evienytls to have no appreciation of the comic of cdyeé

(4) See Meredith (cited above).

193 Arthur SchopenhaueBie Welt als Wille und Vorstellurid. 2 (Berlin: Koenemann) P 216. (translation
mine) | should mention in passing that despite $ehbauer’s scorn for low humor, he is an avid eseior
of Spanish Golden Age writing.

1% Souriau (cited above).

195 |bid. p. 151.

198 Al parenthetical text citations refer to Franciste Quevedds| Buscén Madrid: Castalia, 1990.

197 Robert GiddingsThe Tradition of SmollefLondon: Methuen, 1967) P. 31. Giddings’ studglsquent
and incisive, and it properly assesses the infleeriche Spanish picaresque on Smollett.

1% 5ee Maxime Chevalier and Gilbert-Santamaria (Gitealve).

199 See Vincenzo Magghn the Ridiculougrans. George Miltz. In Lauter (cited above), 84-73. It is
interesting to contrast Maggi and Castelvetro’slimgof Aristotle. As we observed in our discussidn
Alemén, the emphasis on Castelvetro is on the cam& means to an end, namely the uncovering of our
fundamentally sinful state.

10 For more oragudezaand the movement @bnceptismdwith which Quevedo is often associated), see
Mercedes Blanco., “La agudeza erBebkcon” In Estudios sobre el Buscdtd. Alfonso Rey (Pamplona:
Eunsa, 2003). Pp. 133-172.

1 gee Sigmund Freu®er Witz und seine Beziehung zum Unbewult@esammelte Werkéolume 6.
(Frankfurt: Fischer, 1999). Freud’s descriptiorcohdensation in humor is especially applicabléo t
Buscérs intense punning antbnceptos

N2 gpitzer, (cited above).

3 0n the rich signification of the body in Quevedee Read (cited above).

14| owe this explanation of an otherwise highly abscreference to Domingo Yndurain’s footnote in his
edition of the novel (cited above) P. 100. For aredient discussion of the grotesque element inv@de’s
comedy, see James Ifflanf@uevedo and the Grotesq(leondon: Tamesis, 1978). Iffland’s focus, to be
sure, is on Quevedo’s poetry, but the equally theeane equally present in tBaiscon

115 See on this count my earlier chapter onltaearillo, where | argue thadtazarillo transcends the
grotesque humor of Apuleius and Rabelais by oftedrcharacter who is more than a mere whipping boy
present to incite us with Hobbesian laughter.

18 For a deeper understanding of the richness of €i@s literary idiom within the larger linguistic
context of Golden Age Spain, see Maxime Chevaieievedo y su tiempo: La agudeza vell@rcelona:
Critica, 1992). | make a similar argument regardimg picaro’s stylized language and the problem of
verisimilitude in a later chapter dra picara Justina

N7 Francisco Rico’s reading of tlBuscénas a bad picaresque novel highlights the impldlitgibf this
disconnect. See Rico (cited above). Yet whereas Bes logical incongruity and sloppy composition,
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see one of the fascinating problems of picaresqussety the narrator's masochistic delight in rectngt
past torment. In a culture obsessed with honorsacdhl respectability, picaros pillory themselvagw
such descriptions.

M8 This is an important early example of what becomdsminant theme in satirical French writing o th
17" and 1§ centuries—namely the poéte crotté. In a later hapwill argue the connection between this
brand of writing and the picaresque tradition.

119 Julia Epstein,“Fiction Making in Quevedd®uscén’” Romance Quarterl@0 (1983): 277-292. See also
Anthony Zahareas, “The Historical Fiction of Artcallorality in Quevedo’8uscon” Bulletin of Hispanic
Studies61 (1984): 432-43. Whereas Epstein sees in thelisaejection of realism a celebration of the
literary for its own sake, Zahareas focuses omtdgs in which this rejection exposes ideological
contradictions in society.

120 Bergson P. 396.

21 pid. P. 396.

122 0n the social dynamic at work, see Cros (citedapand also Paul Julian Smith’s intriguing readin
of the novel’s cruel aristocratic scornWiting in the Margin: Spanish Literature of the Iden Age
(Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1988). Smith’s focu®iapply deconstructive practices to Spanish Gokstpn
literature in the way Terence Cave had for Frentehalture. See Terence Cailde Cornucopian Text:
Problems of Writing in the French Renaissa(@&ford: Clarendon Press, 1979).Yet what makegt8si
reading of théBusconproblematic on this count is that his intense eonavith the social “reality” outside
of the text is at odds with his ostensible decamsive practices.

123 5ee Matthias BaueRer Schelmenroma(Stuttgart: Metzler, 1994).

The notion of stigma management in Bauer mightyéad an earlier analogue in Freud, who
hypothesizes in his study that wit is a responastmnscious forces, often early childhood trauma o
feelings of inferiority. Iffland, Parker, and Cr(all cited above) draw on Freudian ideas of eadyurna
(particularly in therey de galloepisode in which Pablos is covered in the towrts@ment and forced to
endure extreme humiliation that would, presumaiblypire the later bitterness we encounter in his
narrative towards mankind).

124\We may recall once more that Ginés de Pasamortite iQuixote speaks of his efforts to outdo in his
own picaresque narrative all other antecedentshandakes explicit reference to a genre.

1250n Quevedo’s problematic relationship to the fénénsee Amédée Mas caricature de la femme, du
marriage et de I'amour dans I'ceuvre de Quevéeiaris: Ediciones Hispanoamericanas, 1957).
1263cholars have embraced with great excitement #ee dad the picara as iconoclastic. See Edward
Friedman,The Antiheroine’s Voice: Narrative Discourse anéfisformations of the Picaresque
(Columbia: University of Missouri Press, 1987).déhinan does a nice job applying theory of narrative
discourse to the problem of the female picarespasricularly in highlighting the rupture between
narrating subject and narrated protagonist. Seefaise Kaler,The Picara: From Hera to Fantasy
Heroine (Bowling Green: Bowling Green State Press, 198#&p also Julio Rodriguez-Luis, “Picaras: The
Modal Approach to the Picaresqu€dmparative Literatur&1 (1979): 32-46, and Marcia Welles “The
Picara: Towards Female Autonomy, or the Vanity wfué.” Kentucky Romance Quarter®a (1986): 63-
70. On broader questions regarding the nexus battireefeminine presence and the comic, see Audrey
Bilger, Laughing FeminisnDetroit: Wayne State University Press, 1998). Amthose studies cited
above, only Bilger successfully manages to assasslie problem of comedy impinges on gender trauble
She celebrates the autonomy of the picara anddnclm@ects this autonomy to the motif of defiance
through laughter. The male audience of these textterefore mocked by the proud picara.

12" Francisco Delicado’sa Lozana andaluzél527) is dated a generation before the firstipatibn of
Lazarillo, so its classification as properly picagae is a dubious one. It lacks for one the petylia
picaresque first person perspective and its thefrsly subversion of masters. For this reason, sakol
such as Hanrahan, Sieber, and Blanco Aguinagafglasspicara Justinas the female picaresque
narrative. See Thomas Hanrahba.mujer en la novela picaresca espafdavols. (Madrid: Ediciones
Porrtia Turanzas, 1967), and Carlos Blanco Aguindjearesca espafola, picaresca inglesa: Sobre las
determinaciones del géner&tlad de Ora (1983) 49-65.

128 parenthetical citation of Ubeda’s novel referth®two volume edition dfa Picara Justina(Madrid:
Editoria Nacional, 1977).

129 For a good discussion on the naturemgafioin Golden Age literature, see Américo Caskb,
pensamiento de CervantéBarcelona: Noguer, 1972). See also Mohlo (ciledve) and especially Ife
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(cited above). For Ife, the picaresque represamissertion of the value of reading against &atit
backdrop that had denigrated the idea of proseficGee also E. C. Riley (cited above) and Pdiddu
Smith, (cited above).

130 5ee on this count Nina Cox Davis, “Breaking ther®as: The Birth of Lopez de Ubedd®cara
Justina” In Giancarlo Maiorino, edThe Picaresque: Tradition and Displaceméxinneapolis:

University of Minnesota Press, 1996). 137-58.

131 Showalter's essay on male pretensions to femiaisses nicely illuminates the problematic nature of
female picaresque writing of this sort. See El@hewalter, “Critical Cross-Dressing: Male Feminiatel
the Woman of the YearRaritan 3.2 (1983): 130-49.

132 Jonas Andries Van Praag, “Die Schelmin in der isphien Literatur.” IrPikarische Welt: Schriften zum
europaischen Schelmenromdtd. Helmut Heidenreich. (Darmstadt: Wissenscithi#tl Buchgesellschaft,
1969). 147-64.

1335ee Cruz (cited above).

1340n the destabilizing effects of comedy on hierashsee Wolfgang Preisendenz and Rainer Warning,
eds.Das KomischéMunich: W. Fink, 1976). See also Harvey Minddssjghter and LiberatiorfLos
Angeles: Nash, 1971). For an appreciation of leerghsubversive role in various cultures from Bali
Japan to Lithuania, see Ron Jenk®Bgbversive Laughter: The Liberating Power of Conm@&bw York:
The Free Press, 1994).

135 For a discussion of Quevedo’s misogyny, see AmédtiEe (cited above). On the distinction between
high and low in comedy see Souriau (cited abovejw@th (cited above), and Maurice Charn€pmedy
High and Low(New York: Oxford University Press), 1978.

1%Bruno DamianiFrancisco Lépez de UbedBoston: Twayne, 1977). P. 133.

13’René WellekConcepts of CriticisniNew Haven: Yale University Press, 1963). P. 211.

138 See especially on this count Terence Cave (chesde). For a more focused approach to Rabelais tha
marvelously situates him within the larger framekvof Renaissance comedy, see Thomas Greene,
RabelaisA Study in Comic CouragéEnglewood Cliffs: Prentice Hall, 1970). See diéénager (cited
above).

139 For a fine overview of laughter as a responsedgéchl incongruity, see Otto Rommel, (cited abd®p)
1-38. See also Marie Collins Swayb&gmic Laughte{New Haven: Yale University Press, 1961).
1400n Grimmelshausen’s own intertextual agon, seesfdagener, “Simplicissimo zu Trutz! Zur Struktur
von Grimmelshausens “Couraschidie German Quarterl¢3 (1970): 177-187.

141 For a discussion of the literary landscape of Geryrin the seventeenth century and the infiltratibn
the Spanish picaresque, see Jiurgen JabBarsjeutsche Schelmenrom@unich: Artemis, 1983). See
also Volker Meid, “Von dePicara Justinazu Grimmelshauser@ourasche’ In Simpliciana24 (2002):
15-26. See also Gerhart Hoffmeist8panien und Deutschland: Geschichte und Dokurtientder
literarischen BeziehungefBerlin: Erich Schmidt, 1976). Although Hoffmegs's focus is on the
fascination of German Romantics with Cervantesathdr Golden Age Spanish authors, he still offers a
valuable historical discussion of earlier Spanigtuences on Grimmelshausen and his contemporaries.
1420n the relationship between Grimmelshausen anthafein particular, see Christoph Schweitzer,
“Grimmelshausen and the Picaresque Novel A l@ompanion to the Works of Grimmelshauskd. Karl
F. Otto. (Rochester: Camden House, 2003). Scherailizes a nice job of identifying the Spanish
inspiration of Grimmelshausen and highlights thailability of German translations of Aleman. For a
discussion of how Grimmelshausen drew specificatij a picara Justinasee Ulrich Stadler,
“Parodistisches in der Justina Dietzin Picarae:rldime Entstehungsbedingungen und zur
Wirkungsgeschichte von Ubedas Schelmenroman inddblaind,"Arcadia7 (1972):158-70. Karl Zaenker
emphasizes how Grimmelshausen draws on the basioidUbeda’s novel while pursuing a different
literary agenda. See his “Grimmelshausen undPétara Justind Daphnis27 (1998): 631-53.

143\We should recall on this count the waning of cdnacrative energy in the final three tractados of
Lazarillo.

144 Citations ofCourascheefer to Hans Jakob Christoffel von Grimmelshausebensbeschreibung der
Erzbetriigerin und Landst6rzerin Courag®unich: Goldmann, 1969).

15 Truly, in the picaresque tradition, only Lazariémpresses himself in a plain language befittifigjlaw

of lowly upbringing, and for that reason the fipgtaresque narrative is, on a linguistic levelkaist, the
most plausible.
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146 One critic goes so far as to maintain that Grinsimelisen’s contribution to the feminine picaresque
entails a richer dialogue with theology and aestheSee Jean-Marie Valentin, “Théologie et estju&t

Sur le chapitre premier de @ouraschede GrimmelshausenBtudes Germaniquet? (1987): 278-290.
Valentin argues that the novel presents itself aerantertainment but in fact offers profound ihsigto
some of the larger theological debates of the age.

147 Alexander Parker’s discussion of Grimmelshauserlldwaegreat deal on the Thirty Years’ War, but
Parker says very little about the playfulness gsthnovels. Lacking from his otherwise insightful
discussion is proper appreciation of the conflietween the ludic energy of Grimmelhausen’s picaresq
comedy and the historical urgency of the era.

148 For an intriguing discussion of the connectionizen late Renaissance visual art and prose, see Rya
Giles, The Laughter of the Saints: Parodies of Holinessdte Medieval and Renaissance Spdiaronto:
University of Toronto Press, 2009). Giles’ coveray the picaresque is disappointingly brief but he
nevertheless draws interesting connections betfigeres in picaresque writing and the parodiesairits

in late medieval Spain. Similar suggestions hawnbwaade by both Jauss and Baumann (cited abowk), an
Giles’ study could have benefitted from a deepgragement with those German studies. For a brief but
useful introduction of Bosch’s own struggles wititlesiastical order, see Heinrich GoeHmronymus
Bosch(Hamburg: Rowoht, 1977).

149 For a fine discussion of how narrative content vezeived and recycled in Baroque literature, see
Gunther WeydtNachahmung und Schépfung im Barock Studien um Gaishawser{Bern: Lang, 1968).
Weydt's study does not dwell too much on the Sgapisaresque, but it is intriguing to apply the
Renaissance and Baroque notiofinaifatio to the picaresque, which demonstrates a resistarig@tation
and a dogged insistence on peculiarity. On theelaigsues of imitation in the Renaissance and, lagsr

the classic study of Thomas Greefibe Light in Troy: Imitation and Discovery in Résance Poetry
(New Haven: Yale University Press, 1982).

130 cervantes, we should recall, plays with mediationonly in theQuixotebut in his two picaresque
novellas discussed earlier. In all instances, snetiation is to be contrasted with the illusiordo&ct
presence presented by the narrating picaro.

151 Daniel DefoeMoll Flanders(New York: Norton, 2004). P. 3

152 For a new account of how Grimmelshausen’s noasasent the grim reality of war-torn Germany, see
Italo Michele Battafaran&impliciana Bellica: Grimmelshausens Kriegsdarsiedl und ihre Rezeption
(New York: Peter Lang, 2011).

153 seeTerry EagletonThe Rape of Clarissa: Writing, Sexuality and Classiggle in Samuel Richardson
(Minneapolis: University of Minnesota Press, 1982).

134 Some critics have attempted to identify the s@ddeminism in Grimmelshausen’s iconoclasm. See on
this count Rainer Hillenbrand, “Courasche als erimerte Frau. Einige erstaunliche Modernitaten bei
GrimmelshausenDaphnis27 (1998): 185-199. For a good discussion of thigrications of literature and
gender dynamics, see Toril M@exual/textual Politics: Feminist Literary Theqhoondon: Routledge,
1991). For a feminist reading of Grimmelshausewgehthat considers the way new economic sensibilit
expresses itself, see Thomas Mast, “The AllurdnefWorld: Capitalism and Gender in Grimmelshausen’s
Courasché Seminar34 (1998): 95-109.

1%53See lan WatiThe Rise of the NovéBerkeley: University of California Press, 195#r a perspective

on the birth of the novel less centered on indiglcauthors, see Lennard Dawsctual Fictions: The
Origins of the English NovéNew York: Columbia University Press, 1983). Dasé®s the development of
the novel in relation to changing uses of print and-ative. See also the fine work of John Richetti
Popular Fiction before Richardson: Narrative Patisr1700-1739Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1969), which
views Defoe’s narratives in the context of popfiketion, both the criminal biography and more saso
Puritan writings.

1% Reed (cited above) P. 99.

157 Wwatt’s account of the origins of the novel atttdDefoe’s narrative innovations (and indeed the
emergence of the novel in England more broadly) peculiarly Protestant spiritual interiority arnt
work-ethic of a merchant class largely absent iaiSpr elsewhere. Such an account naturally implias
the Spanish picaresque and Cervantes fail to agltie/“formal realism” of modern novels, and thissb
against Spanish literature has prompted ParkeRaed (cited above) to argue forcefully against Watt
Both maintain namely that realism in Europeandictis born with the Spanish. Perhaps trumping both
schools is the marvelously clever definition ofdliem” offered by Terry Eagleton: “To call somethin
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‘realist’ is to confess that it is not the realntpi False teeth can be realistic, but not the Barei
Office...[Realism] is the form which seeks to mergelit thoroughly with the world that its status &sig
suppressed. It is as though its representations h@some so transparent that we stare straighighro
them to reality itself. The ultimate representatism it seems, would be one which was identicah wihat

it represented. But then, ironically, it would mmd$jer be a representation at all. A poet whose svord
somehow “become” apples and plums would not beed Imat a greengrocer.” See Eagletdhe English
Novel: An Introductior{London: Blackwell, 2004). P. 10.

1%8 See on this count G.A. StaBefoe and Spiritual Autobiograpifrinceton: Princeton University Press,
1965). Starr speaks of a contrast between the kapharganization of the narrative and the far more
systematic development of Moll's spiritual conditicSee also Rudolf Stamm, “Daniel Defoe: An Aritist
the Puritan Tradition,Philological QuarterlyXV (1936): 225-246.

139 The actual title of Grimmelshausen’s novel re4Ber Abenteuerliche Simplicissimus Teutsch/Das ist:
Die Beschreibung des Lebens eines seltsamen Vagaaeannt Melchior Sternfels von Fuchshaim, wo
und welchergestalt er namlich in diese Welt kommeas er darin gesehen, gelernet, erfahren und
ausgestanden, auch warum er solche wieder fregvgliittiert./Uberaus lustig, und manniglich niitalizu
lesen...”

180 5ee J. Paul HunteReluctant Pilgrim Defoe’s Emblematic Method and Quest for ForrRabinson
Crusoe (Baltimore: Johns Hopkins University Pré8§6). Hunter does a fine job of demonstrating the
inner tensions in Defoe’s worldview and the waysthéensions come to the fore in his writing. Theufo
of course is ofRobinson Crusobut many of the same arguments can be extenddadlto

181 For a fine discussion of Defoe and the historiaators informing them, see John Richebtgfoe’s
Narratives: Situations and Structurédxford: Clarendon Press, 1975). Richetti picksulnere he left off
in his fine earlier study on the origins of the Eslgnovel and considers how cultural contradictian
English society play out within Defoe’s novels. $¢so the relatively recent comparative studyarfiet
Bertsch,Storytelling in the Works of Bunyan, Grimmelshayu&&foe and Schnab@Rochester NY:
Camden House, 2004). Bertsch explores the reldtiprugf fiction and Scripture in the religious fioti of
the seventeenth and eighteenth century, but ptigwseful is her emphasis of how deeply Defoe’s
narratives were informed by religious debates efdhy. Her comparative approach is appreciated,
although the transition from Grimmelshausen to Befonot as smooth as one would hope. For a
dissenting view emphasizing the secular rather thameligious aspect of Defoe, see lan Ha#foe's
Fiction (London: Croom Helm, 1985).

152 0n the struggles for women in Defoe’s day to atticial respectability and a measure of indeperelen
see Bridgit Hil, Women, Work, & Sexual Politics in Eighteenth-Cenfangland (Montreal: McGill
University Press, 1994). Hill catalogues the systierdiscrimination against women leading up to the
century and hence provides a useful context foetstdnding Moll’s struggles (the novel is of coussgin
the seventeenth century). For a view of Defoeitualtt towards women as expressed in the novel, see
Tommy Watson, “Defoe’s Attitude Toward Marriage &hd Position of Women as Revealedviall
Flanders” Southern Quarterlyll (1964): 1-8.

183 The full quote reads: “Ultimately, one might cBkfoe a comic artist. The structure of Moll Flarsler
itself defies resolution. In giving us the life-spavith its eager thrust from one experience torte,
Defoe robs life of its climactic structure.” Martitrice, To the Palace of Wisdom: Studies in Order and
Energy from Dryden to Blak@&arden City: Doubleday, 1964). P. 266. What Pwighes to argue by
stating this is not so much that Defoe is interalyncomic in the way that say Ubeda or Grimme|siean,
are, but rather that his novelistic constructiosuficiently loose ifMoll so as to subvert any high
moralizing ideals.

%4 Price, P. 233.

185 On the relationship between the idleness motiftasdSpanish picaresque, see Ife (quoted above). On
the wayMoll Flandersnegotiates between criminality and bourgeois degeseeGary Hentzi, “Holes in
the HeartMoll Flanders Roxana and ‘Agreeable CrimeBoundary2 19 (1991): 174-200. For a larger
discussion of howloll operates within the larger cultural logic of eighith-century society (and its views
of punishment and repression), see John Behaagining the Penitentiary: Fiction and the Arclutere

of Mind in Eighteenth-Century Englari@hicago: University of Chicago Press, 1987). Dreywon
Foucault's imbrications of power structures anduwel, Bender sees Defoe’s novel in the context of a
larger eighteenth-century system of punishmenth&iter appreciate Bender’s work, it is worth viegvit
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in the context of Foucault’'s original argument. $eghis count Michel FoucaulBurveiller et punir:
naissance de la prisoffParis: Gallimard, 1975).

16 On the peculiarities of Moll as narrator, see Maian Novak. “Defoe’s ‘Indifferent Monitor’: The
Complexity ofMoll Flanders” Eighteenth-Century Studi@s(1970): 353-7. See also George Buttenow
that You Know that | Know: Narrating Subjects frduoll Flanders to Marnig(Columbus: Ohio State
University Press, 2004). Butte describes the “detgrsubjectivity” that is in fact a historical #hin the
way consciousness comes to the fore in narrativbid later analysis of film, Butte considers haw's
moments of intersubjectivity can in fact disrupt tomic experience. | argue that precisely such a
disruption occurs iMoll.

hvatt, P. 134.

188 The Swift quote appears in the Norton criticakiedi of Moll Flanders(cited above) P. 256.

%9 1ndeed, as Reed points out in the citation absweh an appeal to the reader’s comic inclinatioosle
have dovetailed nicely with their overall associativith the Spanish picaresque as a shallow, ngemye
of writing.

79 On the artificiality of Moll's autobiographical &l see Ralph Rader, “Defoe, Richardson, Joycettand
Concept of Form in the Novel.” lAutobiography, Biography, and the Novel: PapersdRata Clark
Library Seminan(Berkeley: University of California Press, 197Bader useMoll Flandersto point out
how Defoe’s novels are “simulated naive” autobiphias. On the male/female divide in Moll and how it
“outs” the narrative as artificial, see Helene Magl“(Un)Gendering the Subject: Towards a Feminist
Theory of the Novel.'Genre25 (1992): 65-89.

"1 5ee M.G. McClung, “A Source for Moll Flander’s Hhamd.”Notes and QuerieXVIIl (1971): 329-330.
172 A recent article argues against the longstandatipn of Defoe’s heightened degree of realism, most
famously advocated by Watee Daniel Spielman, “The Value of MoneyRnbinson CrusqeéMoll
Flanders andRoxana’ Modern Language Revield7 (2012): 65-87. Spielman points out how the
guantities of money exchanged in these novelstisinall in line with realistic expectations of ttay,
hence undermining their verisimilitude. For an ieartssay on the question of economickloll, see
Samuel Rogal, “the Profit and LossMbll Flanders” SNNTSb (1973): 98-103, and for a fine book-length
study of all matters economic pertaining to Defme Sandra Shermdfinance and Fictionality in the
Early Eighteenth-Century: Accounting for Defgig&ambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1996).

173 See Lukacs (cited above).

1" For an intriguing account of how women are bottpptrators and victims iMoll andRoxana see
Paula Backscheider, “Defoe’s Women: Snares and.’P&ydies in Eighteenth-Century Cultuse
(1976):103-20

75 Francisco Rico (cited above) has pointed out Hwngap between narrating self and narrated self is
always a problem in picaresque fiction.

176 Close (cited above).

"7 See Ronald Paulso8atire and the Novel in Eighteenth-Century EngléXew Haven: Yale University
Press, 1967). Paulson, whose fine book on satgénfiarmed this chapter, has also traced in a mewent
book Cervantes’ profound influence on the aesttetit comic theory of eighteenth-century England
Ronald Paulsoron Quixote in Englandrhe Aesthetics of LaughtéBaltimore: Johns Hopkins Press,
1998).

17 See Guillén, (cited above).

178 | ewis Knapp,Tobias Smollettboctor of Men and Manner@rinceton: Princeton University Press,
1949).

17 On the heterogeneity of Fielding’s novel, see lazdriutwack, “Mixed and Uniform Prose Styles in the
Novel.” Journal of Aesthetics and Art Criticish8 (1960): 350-57. Lutwack considers how the miaad
uniform style influence plot structure in the ngwehich negotiates between the looseness of thelags
tale (or indeed the picaresque) and the providgpieal of Fielding.

19 5ee Guillén, (cited above).

180 Charles Knight argues that there is in fact akatewn of narrative authority idoseph AndrewsSee
“Joseph Andrewand the Failure of Authority.Eighteenth Century FictioA (1992): 109-24.

181 For a good recent article emphasizing the iroistadce of Fielding’s narrator, see Jill Campbell,
“Fielding’s Style.”ELH 72.2 (2005): 407-28.

182 Reed (cited above).

183 Nabokov (cited above).
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184 Wayne C. Booth, “The Self-Conscious Narrator im@oFiction beforeTristram Shandy PMLA 67
(1952): 163-85.

18 Impressive studies on Cervantes’ theory of theehbave been undertaken. The most famous remains
that of E.C. Riley, who sets out to reconstructtembasis of Cervantes’ literary works the basisafo
theory of the novel (in an age when no one reatlgtevnovel theory).. In more recent times, simylarl
impressive work has been done by Félix MartinezaBiqieited above).

186 All parenthetical page citations frodoseph Andreweefer to Henry FieldingJoseph Andrews with
Shamela and Related Writin@dew York: Norton, 1987).

187 Cervantes represents a problem in the historpwofic theory. On the one hand, he anticipates the
critical shift from Hobbes to Addison, from laughtes “sudden glory” to laugher as appreciation of
rational incongruity. Yet Cervantes includedian Quixoteand elsewhere more than a few moments of
brutal physical comedy that hark back to “lesslizigd” comic traditions. On the “civilizing” influeces of
Cervantine comedy, see Close (cited above), oprindtive elements, see Nabokov (cited above).

188 On Fielding’s place in the context of a largentiater debate” in eighteenth-century Britzhge

Simon Dickie, Joseph Andrewand the Great Laughter Debat8tudies in Eighteenth-Century Cultgé
(2005): 271-32.

89 For a discussion of the benevolent humor in Figjdsee A.E. Dyson, “Satiric and Comic Theory in
Relation to Fielding.’Modern Language Quarterly8 (1957): 225-37. Dyson distinguishes in thisags
between satire’s harsh judgment of man in relatioan ideal and comedy’s more relaxed approach that
considers an ethical norm, associating the latittr kielding. Paulson’s important book on satideetaa
different approach to the problem. Paulson appresbtseph Andrewis relation to Lucianic satire. See
also Paulsoratire(cited above) For Simon, the dichotomy betweenesaind comedy is a false one, and
Fielding’s aim inJoseph Andrewemains a benevolent one, namely to “reform thee€s laughter in this
manner and thus to reconcile comedy with Christigmality.” See Simon, (cited above)

10 For an assessment of hdaseph Andrewsonfronts the issue of poverty in eighteenth-cgnBnitain,
see Christopher Parkes, “Joseph Andrews and thedCofithe Poor.”Studies in the NoveB9:1 (2007):
17-30.

1 Tatler No 242 (October 26, 1710). Quoted in PauBatire P. 60.

192 g5ee C.J. Rawsohlenry Fielding and the Augustan Ideal Under Stigsmdon: Routledge, 1972).
Rawson considers how Fielding deals with the figoilf systems of order. For more explicit treatineh
Fielding’s politics, see Brian McCreHgnry Fielding and the Politics of Mid-Eighteentlei@ury England
(Athens: University of Georgia Press, 1981).

93| borrow the term from Frederic Amory. See hisags&Rabelais’ Hurricane Word-Formation&tudes
Rabelaisienne&7 (1983): 61-74.

194 For an excellent summary not only of Cervanteuence on Fielding but also that of French imitato
of Cervantes such as Scarron, Marivaux, and LesagetHomer Goldberghe Art of Joseph Andrews
(Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 1969). Ofihe best studies of Fielding’s style is that el
Braudy. See hilarrative Form in History and Fiction: Hume, Fiefdi, and Gibbor{Princeton: Princeton
University Press, 1970). Braudy’'s book manageseaiitcessfully to consider Fielding’s concern fuce
design in the context of other non-fictional worksr insight into the notion of providence in Fielgis
narrative style, which | associate with the epimedy in Fielding, see also Aubrey J. Williams,
“Interpositions of Providence and Design of FielgfiinNovels,” South Atlantic Quarterly 70 (1971):526
86.

195 See Guillén, (cited above).

19 3. Paul HunterQccasional Form: Henry Fielding and the Chains afc@GmstancegBaltimore: The
Johns Hopkins University Press, 1975).

197 Martin BattestinThe Moral Basis of Fielding’s AfMiddleton: Wesleyan University Press, 1959).
198 Critics have largely failed to identify the humasomood of Wilson'’s tale, let alone the picaresque
connection. Sheldon Sacks characterizes the intendoetween Adams and Wilson in the following way:
“In Mr. Wilson'’s tale, value judgments are agaie tiesult of the interaction of an important ethagént
with the narrator of the digressive tale...Mr. Wilstine strayed lamb, has found his way back to thie pa
of virtue and is trustworthy both in the narratammd in the interpretation of the events of his’litacks
reduces this critical interlude of picaresque coynsithin the epic framework of the novel to thetatof
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a moralizing digression. See ffiiction and the Shape of Belief: A Study of Henislding, with Glances
at Swift, Johnson, and Richards(Berkeley: The University of California Press, 496P. 214.

1991n this regard, my argument runs directly couttethat of both Goldberg and Battestin (cited above
20\wWolfgang IserThe Implied ReadgiBaltimore: Johns Hopkins University Press, 1975)

201 am referring here to Bakhtin’s distinction beemethe polyphony and heteroglossia of Dostoyevsky.
See hiProblems of Dostoyevsky'’s Poetied. and trans Carl Emerson (Minneapolis: Universft
Minnesota Press, 1984). Fielding, despite his e&gsrto wed high and low, is no master of polyptoni
composition, and even when characters like Wilgmpear to take over the reins, they still speak with
Fielding’s voice.

22 One significant exception to this rule in the Sphriradition is Ubeda’sa picara Justinawhich strays
from the norm not only in its depiction of a femal®tagonist but in Justina’s intense concern dartiie
novel with her own status as an author figure. pedfor all Justina’s reflections on her statusasuthor,
the larger stakes of the literary marketplacettagnter into the equation.

23 5ee Antoine Furetiérée Roman bourgeoi@aris: Tallandier, 1970) P. 272. Here is an excieom the
chart: “Estat et roole des sommes : Ausquelle€sté moderement taxées, dans le Conseil poétepie, |
place d'lllustre et demy-lllustres, dont la ventesté ordonnée pour faire un fonds pour la sultsistades
pauvres autheurs. Pour un principal heros d’'un rodeadeux volumes...000.LIV.PARISIS

Pour la description d’'une maison de campagne qgdémuise en palais enchanté, pour la fagon seulement
sera payéPour I'anagramme du nom du personnagatiépearante sous.” On the struggles of French
authors to “live by the pen” in the Enlightenmesde Geoffrey Turnovskifhe Literary Market:
Authorship and Modernity in the ORlegime (Philadelphia: University of Pennsylvaniad?, 2010).

2% For a good overview of the toil of Grub Streetreus and the literary subculture in which they
struggled, sePat Rogers, Grub Street: Studies in a Subculfuondon: Methuen, 1972).

2950n the picaro’s connection to Sisyphus, see Brfanea(cited above).

28 35ee on this count Booth'’s important article (cigdave).

27 0n Fielding’s contributions to comedy in drama &l his later prose work partakes of this dramatic
force, see John Lofti&€omedy and Satire from Congreve to Fieldi(Rplo Alto: Stanford University Press,
1950). Loftis rightly distinguishes between Fielglis unique comic contributions and the prevailing
Augustan satire of the day.

2% |Indeed, were space not a consideration here, auld &ind several other similar quotes in b&ton
QuixoteandTom Jonesbut the focus here is Joseph Andrews and itsjaxtaposition of epic and
picaresque comedy.

299 0n the critical problems associated with Fieldingipe scenes, see Susan Staves, “Fielding and the
Comedy of Attempted Rape,” History, Gender & Eighteenth-Century Literatueel. Beth Tobin (Athens:
University of Georgia Press, 1994).

210 gee Mark Spilka, “Fielding and the Epic Impuls@riticism 11 (1969):68-77.

2113, Paul HunterQccasional Forn{cited above) P. 7 See also |.B. Cauthen, “Fieldifigressions in
Joseph Andrews.College Englisil7 (1956): 379-82.

%12 Indeed, Bauer (cited above) goes so far as to dre@nnection between Aleman’s narrative digression
and the unbridled digressionsTistram Shandy

23 probably the best study on Smollett’s influensethat of Giddings (cited above).

Z4Bauer (cited above).

Z3pter (cited above) P. 62. Alter's is in truth @e& complement to Parker's. Whereas Parker’s aient
is focused primarily on the Spanish text, Alter dastrates how the picaresque emerges in the English
speaking realm. The classic study of the Englishngisque remains that of F.W. Chandlére Literature
of Roguery(New York: Houghton Mifflin, 1907). See also laelB Literature and Crime in Augustan
England(London: Routledge, 1991).

%18 See Murray Rostof;he Comic Mode in English Literature: From the Mildges to TodagNew York:
Continuum, 2011). Roston’s study is certainly adiolie for its ambition, and it likewise does a rjuie of
touching on important comic movements across tles,dgut such a broad approach blurs critical
distinctions between authors. See also the recghokngy of essays entitlddaughter in the Middle Ages
and Early Modern Timegited above).

27 See Close (cited above).
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218 5ee Ménager (cited above). Ménager’s study ddieg gob of highlighting the physical comedy in
Rabelais, but he likewise points out the connedbietiveen comedy and medicine in Laurent Joubert’s
sixteenth-century treatise on laughter.

219 5ee Paulson, (cited abow)18. On the broader trajectory of the eighteeetfitury English comic
novel, see Susan Autyhe Comic Spirit of Eighteenth-Century Novglsndon: Kennikat, 1975). Auty’s
study is admirable in the attention it gives to guestion of comedy, but it ultimately does notcagrl in
adequately defining what separates the comic fafesghteenth-century England from other periods or
national literatures.

220 For an appreciation of Smollett’s eclectic inflaes, see the fine book of Giddings (cited abovayels
as Damian Granflobias Smollett: A Study in Stylanchester: Manchester University Press, 1977).
Grant does a nice job of demonstrating Smolletfd@ ation of various novelistic forms, tracing a
trajectory fromRoderickto Humphry Clinker Spector argues in his introductory study thabamollett's
novels fall under the rubric of picaresque, butcdpes definition of picaresque as “a series ofapptly
unrelated incidents, loosely linked through inteking characters and some vaguely satirical ais$rn
too nebulous for our purposes. See Robert Spelbdbias Smollet(Boston: Twayne, 1989) P. 106.
Including a novel likeHumphry Clinkeras picaresque diminishes the importance of tsefierson
picaresque narrator, which as | have argued thrautghk essential to picaresque comedy.

221 All subsequent parenthetical page references teféobias SmollettThe Adventures of Roderick
Random(Oxford: Oxford University Press, 1979).

222Quoted in Jerry C. BeasleYpbias Smollett: NovelisfAthens: University of Georgia Press, 1998).
Beasley's argument is based primarily on the hagitbarganization of Smollett’s novel and he dedare
that it evinces a thematic unity of purpose théieldts formal disarray. This unity of purpose baslo
with the moral message of the book—an argumenaitogether convincing given the scathing comedy of
much of the novel.

22 g5ee Shklovsky (cited above).

224 paul-Gabriel Boucélhe Novels of Tobias Smollétondon: Longman, 1976).

22> gee Spitzer (cited above).

2% Fielding, P. 5.

227 3ee on this count Schaeffer’s assertion of theamy of context in humor (cited above).

28 paulsonSatireP. 25. See also Paulson’s earlier work on theestillj “The Fool-Knave Relation in
Picaresque Satire,” (cited above) Robert Alter asgagainst Paulson’s reading of Roderick as priynari
satirical on the grounds that Smollett’'s novel'slence is “too harsh for any imaginable satiricqmse.”
See Alter, P. 64. Alter goes on to declare thatlf&tt's novel is “shot through with lurid tinges odal
sadism,” (64) and

229 paulsonSatireP. 26.

230 30hn M. Stedmond;he Comic Art of Laurence Ster(iEoronto: University of Toronto Press, 1967) P.
89.

%1 Maggi, it might be recalled, expanded upon Ariststidea in thePoeticsthat comedy merely represent
the ugly. For Maggi, the ugly and base unto themesetio not inspire laughter. Only when wed to an
element of surprise, what he terms the “wondrow&stthe ugly become funny. For a good discussion of
Maggi and other Italian commentators on Aristaske also Weinberg (cited above).

32| this regard, the conclusion | draw concernimg Wilson episode is not wholly opposed to that of
Hunter, who sees in the interpolated stories exaspl inferior narrative forms. Yet | would argimat the
Wilson episode is less a showcase of the infeuatity of picaresque than a brief experiment irapésque
point of view, akin to those of Cervantes discusse@hapter Three.

% plter, P. 78.

24 0n the picaresque influence on Bellow, see PRkpicke, “Saul Bellow'The Adventures of Augie
March and Its Picaresque AntecedehBacific Coast Philolog@5. 1-2 (1990): 77-83. See also Meade
Harwell. “Picaro from Chicago.Southwest Revie@8 (1954): 273-276. Patrick W. Shaw. “History dhd
Picaresque Tradition in Saul Bellowifie Adventures of Augie MarglCLIO: A Journal of Literature,
History, and the Philosophy of Histofy:3 (1987): 203-219. See also Barbara Probsn8mio“The
Spanish Journey of Saul Bellow’s FictiosalmagundiL06 (1995): 94-99.

Zparenthetical citation of the text refers to Saell@v, The Adventures of Augie MardiNew York:
Viking, 2003).
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2% The issue here of course is essentially one affapaism. It goes without saying that a contemporar
American reader of Augie’s tale would connect tmlain a linguistic level in ways not possible witte t
older texts, let alone those in Spanish, Frencigerman.
%7 André BretonAnthologie de 'humour noir(Paris: Editions du Sagittaire, 1940). Bretorssibe origin
of black humor in Swift, and it is regrettable thatneglects the picaresque. See also Gerd Hemninge
Brevier des schwarzen Humdidunich: dtv, 1966). Henninger defines black hurasr‘ein Lachen, das
keines ist” [a laughter that is no laughter], amid toncept in particular can be related to theé doarge of
picaresque comedy. See also the fine work on Sipétesk humor by Serra (cited above).
238 pgain, this celebration of instability dovetailiealy with Breton’s definition of black humor.
239 James Wood celebrates Bellow’s stylistic forcevali: “A dozen very good writers—the Updikes, the
DeLillos—can render you the window of a fish shapd do it very well, but it is Bellow’s genius tees
the lobsters “crowded to the glass” and their ‘degbent” by that glass—to see the riot of liféhia dead
peace of things...Bellow is Flaubertian in this sewester, by force of metaphorical wit, he makeseize
new connections and linkages.” See Wood's essayl ‘Ballow’s Comic Style” inThe Irresponsible Self:
On Laughter and the NovéNew York: Farrar, Straus and Giroux, 2004).
20 Terry Eagleton, with his characteristic blend loigeience and humor, writes the following in referen
to Seamus Heaney'’s translationBefowulf which just as easily could describe the kindamiguage we
have in Bellow: “Roughly speaking, the nearer yppraach the Arctic Circle, the more authentic your
language grows. Northern poems—from Beowulf and Flieghes’ The Hawk in the Rain to Seamus
Heaney’s Death of a Naturalist—are craggy and byawhereas southern ones are more devious and
deliquescent. The Northern Irish poet Tom Pauliith Wis penchant for words which sound like the
squelching of a leaky boot, raises this doctrintheopoint of self-parody. In poetry like Heaneysu can
hear the pluck and slop of brackish water as tipessbutton down snugly on their referent.” See &agl,
Figures of DissenfLondon: Verso, 2003). P. 233.
241\We saw earlier in the Alter quote how Smolleti ather picaresque authors before him, make a clear
appeal to often unpleasant sensual detail. Butded authors, such appeals are not celebratiotisyvenl
with metaphorical force, but rather forays intoeavirealistic sensibility in fiction. Bellow, by ctmast,
seems to invoke such descriptions as a meansnsiceading reality through language.
242 shaw (cited above) does a nice job in his artilerticulating this lack of inwardness and its
connection to earlier picaros.
243 5ee Sarah Blancher Coh&aul Bellow’s Enigmatic Laughtédrbana: University of Illinois Press,
1974). Cohen’s book is an ambitious survey of thmic element in Bellow's oeuvre. Yet her portrdit o
Augie Marchas an essentially comic novel reveals an overusigktic effort to group it under her book’s
rubric. Nevertheless, Blancher Cohen makes a nupftfascinating points about the levity Afigie See
Wood (cited above). Wood’s case is more convintirasn Blancher Cohen’s insofar as he distinguishes t
dark comic sensibility in Bellow from what he quéptly labels the “hysterical realism” of DelLillo,
Pynchon, and David Foster Wallace.
244 The notion of tolerant laughter has its roots @idson and Fielding, who as mentioned earlier é th
study sought to replace the Hobbesian theory gfitar as an expression of Schadenfreude with agehpp
gg)sthe rational and civilized element of humanfge again on this count Paulson and Dickie (cited&).
Ibid. P. 89.
246 on Bellow’s knack for highlighting grotesque ptoaditraits, see again Wood (cited above).
247 See Bauer (cited above).
> pid. P. 71
249 Henry Popkin. “American ComedyKenyon Review6 (1954): 329-334. P. 329. Popkin does not
adequately distinguish in this brief article thesamnAmerican comic sensibility from that of othettates.
For insight into the humor of Jews in the Unitedt8s, see Arthur Asa Bergdewish Jesters: A Study in
American Popular Comedyresskill: Hampton Press, 2001).
20| ukéacs, (cited above). In truth Lukécs could hafifid a more worthy representative of his ideahef
novel as fallen epic thafsugie March As compellingly a®on Quixote Augie Marchdramatizes the fall
from utopian grandeur into the prosaic world, y&treQuixote precisely the pedestrian is given a grand
stage on which to present itself in a new light.
%1 5ee again the quote frdmzarillo (83): Maldijeme mil veces (Dios me lo perdoned, wi ruin fortuna,
alli lo méas de la noche, y lo peor, no osandomelvev por no despertalle, pedi a Dios muchas vieces
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muerte. [I cursed myself a thousand times (may féoglve me of it), and my ruinous fortune, througho
the night, and the worst of it is that | didn’t dawake him, | asked God many times for death.]
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