
[image: ]


Julia Domínguez (ed.)

Cervantes in Perspective

[image: ]


Julia Domínguez (ed.)

Cervantes in Perspective

Iberoamericana - Vervuert - 2013


Library of Congress Cataloging-in-Publication Data

Cervantes in Perspective / Julia Domínguez (ed.).

pages cm

ISBN 978-1-936353-13-2 (Iberoamericana Vervuert Publishing Corp.) – ISBN 9788484897187 (Iberoamericana)

1. Cervantes Saavedra, Miguel de, 1547-1616. –Criticism and interpretation. I. Domínguez, Julia, editor of compilation.

PQ6351.C484 2013

863’.3–dc23

2012050273

All rights reserved:

© Iberoamericana, 2013
Amor de Dios, 1 – E-28014 Madrid
Tel.: +34 91 429 35 22
Fax: +34 91 429 53 97
info@iberoamericanalibros.com
www.ibero-americana.net

© Vervuert, 2013
Elisabethenstr. 3-9 – D-60594 Frankfurt am Main
Tel.: +49 69 597 46 17
Fax: +49 69 597 87 43
info@iberoamericanalibros.com
www.ibero-americana.net

ISBN 978-84-8489-718-7 (Iberoamericana)
ISBN 978-3-86252-768-8 (Vervuert)
ISBN 978-1-936353-13-2 (Iberoamericana Vervuert Publishing Corp.)

Depósito Legal: M-3652-2013

Cover: a.f. diseño y comunicación

Printed in Spain

The paper on which this book is printed meets the requirements of ISO 9706


Introduction

JULIA DOMÍNGUEZ
Iowa State University

It is my distinct honor and privilege to present to the reader this volume of essays, which contains the expanded versions of the scholarly talks from the 11th Annual Cervantes Symposium in Chicago, which culminated in a keynote address by James A. Parr. The collection brings together important and original essays on the life and works of Miguel de Cervantes written by nine noteworthy Cervantes scholars and represents the first time research emanating from this prestigious symposium has been published.

Since its beginnings in 2001, the Newberry Library Center for Renaissance Studies Cervantes Symposium has offered the opportunity to scholars from throughout the United States and abroad to share and discuss emergent research in the field. On April 29, 2011, the 11th Cervantes Symposium took place for the first time at the Instituto Cervantes of Chicago, sponsored by DePaul University and the Instituto Cervantes, with support from the Newberry Library Center for Renaissance Studies. The Cervantes Institute hosted the symposium’s sessions, which were attended by a number of scholars, students, and others interested in Cervantes. Among the participants, it is worth noting that three were former or current Presidents of the Cervantes Society of America, and two are distinguished or named professors at their respective institutions.

This volume stands as a vibrant reflection of the diverse interests that Cervantes’s fiction continues to engender, marking not only the resolute popularity of this writer but also how his work continues to yield evolving and innovative areas of investigation. Hence, the essays treat topics ranging from the impact of Cervantes’s fiction on contemporary culture to close readings of individual works to the influence of Cervantes on literary theory.

In his keynote address and subsequently expanded essay, “Don Quixote: Five Facets of a Multi-faceted Work,” James A. Parr discusses five important features that justify the preeminence of Don Quixote as one of the most central works in world literature. The five facets include the 1605 title; an ironic pre-text serving to convey authorial point of view while also orienting the reader; focalization; motivated and unmotivated narrators; the Disnarrated; and the sounds of silence. According to Parr, these characteristics reveal the art of Cervantes as a master storyteller on one hand, and, on the other, they serve to propose some of the reasons why Don Quixote is still a touchstone for literary criticism.

In “The Literary Classics in Today’s Classroom: Don Quixote and Road Movies,” David Castillo offers a pedagogical approach to Cervantes’s classic novel. In times when literature scholars and professors are facing various challenges, Castillo presents masterfully the pedagogical possibilities of a classroom practice of cultural commentary that places the literary classics like Don Quixote side by side with the products of our own contemporary media culture. He examines Don Quixote alongside films as different as Easy Rider, The Motorcycle Diaries, Thelma and Louise, Into the Wild, and Borat and concludes that Cervantes’s novel shares many of the same operative principles as those found in the road movie genre.

Based on his experience and the exchange of ideas in the classroom, William Clamurro offers an interesting study on the concluding double novela in Cervantes’s Novelas ejemplares, “El casamiento engañoso” and “El coloquio de los perros.” His article, “Who is Berganza? — Sniffing out the Conundrums of the Coloquio,” seeks to illuminate the nature of the canine spokesperson projected by Campuzano. Clamurro suggests that the Berganza-Campuzano juxtaposition might serve as a corrective or a suggestion for re-reading or rethinking much of the ostensibly more idealistic narrative lessons that have preceded the “Casamiento/Coloquio,” from the first (“La gitanilla”) to the tenth (“La señora Cornelia”), in effect prompting a kind of deconstruction of the seemingly more exemplary messages of those previous texts.

In “Innocents Abroad; Or, Lost in La Mancha: Teaching Don Quixote in the United States,” Edward H. Friedman provides detailed insight into how he teaches Don Quixote to U.S. students who only recently have begun to study Spanish literature. He calls his method “directed spontaneity,” an effective and innovative approach to Don Quixote that aims to prepare students to examine the novel without losing the spontaneity of the reading experience itself. His methodology is therefore geared toward facilitating the reading and examination of the novel.

In his study “Don Quixote as Museum,” Charles Ganelin analyzes how the sense of touch in the novel is a key component to an understanding of how and why Don Quixote interacts with those around him, both people and objects. The knight’s efforts to link his chivalric worldview within the world that he travels are frequently carried out through the sense of touch and the practice of collecting, the latter having become commonplace by the early seventeenth century in Spain and the rest of Europe. Focusing on the episode of the “cabeza encantada,” Ganelin argues that Don Quixote both engages in the creation of a “museum” and becomes transformed into one through the objects he touches and the object he becomes. He is utterly and completely reduced to an object of curiosity, a walking museum whose prize object is himself and is part of the larger, even if temporary, holdings of Antonio Moreno.

In “Writing to be Heard: Performing Music in Don Quixote,” Chad M. Gasta studies how music played a very significant role in Miguel de Cervantes’s life even though the historical record makes almost no mention of Cervantes’s affinity, training or even interest in singing or instrument playing. In fact, songs and musical numbers are abundant in most of the author’s fiction. Gasta provides an overview and analysis of several different musical pieces that appear in Don Quixote before discussing their origins and significance in the novel. He then argues that music and lyrical poetry generally appear as oral objects in the novel (as opposed to literary pieces), which sheds light on Cervantes’s striking interest in and familiarity with music and the role it plays in Don Quixote, as well as how the writer was interested in preserving orality as a literary culture that was emerging.

Rosilie Hernández explores the ways in which the story of Ricote’s exile and return can be read as a fictional extension of contemporary discourses of tolerance vis-à-vis the discourses of exclusion and repression in Early Modern Spain. In “What is us? Cervantes, Pedro de Valencia, and Ricote’s Return in the Quixote,” Hernández establishes a dialogue between Pedro de Valencia’s Tratado acerca de los moriscos, a treatise on the expulsion of the Moors and Cervantes’s personal interpretation of the outcomes of the morisco expulsion as evidenced in the Ricote episode.

The extraordinary nature of Sancho Panza’s character is one of the many reasons Don Quixote fascinates scholars and non-scholars alike. In “From La Mancha to Manresa: Sancho Panza’s Incarnational Spirituality,” Michael McGrath analyzes how Sancho expresses his faith in God as savior and protector numerous times throughout the novel, and, in doing so, he reveals himself to be a disciple of Ignatian spirituality, particularly its incarnational view of the world. While Don Quixote endeavors to attain the glory of the knights from his books of chivalry, Sancho Panza’s incarnational spirituality, which he manifests through his actions and his words throughout the novel, reminds Don Quixote, and the reader as well, that the Ignatian philosophy of “finding God in all things” is the true source of everlasting glory. McGrath proposes that such a reading of the novel contributes to Cervantes’s message of redemption.

Using as a starting point the essay “Descartes’ Demon and the Madness of Don Quixote” (1997) by philosopher Stephen Nadler, Steven Wagschal argues in “Don Quixote, the Skeptical Reader and the Nature of Reality” that Nadler’s comparison does not go far enough. Beyond Nadler’s focus on the analogy of first-person accounts by Descartes and by Cervantes’s narrator, Wagschal argues that the reader of Don Quixote has reasons to believe in the sabio encantador’s actual existence within the fictional world of Don Quixote. While we must be skeptical about the existence of the sabio encantador, the reader needs also to be somewhat skeptical of the “truth” that there is no sabio encantador. The readers of both Descartes and Cervantes, then, are brought into an exercise in living with extreme skepticism. Ultimately, the implications of the reader’s doubt (and the concomitant logical possibility of the sabio encantador’s real existence) lead to the creation of a fictional world that is much less like the reader’s “real world” than many critics have previously acknowledged, lending credence to the idea that Don Quixote is a work sui generis and not the first modern novel.

As these brief descriptions attest, the breadth and depth of this collection reflect the varying interests of Cervantes scholars today and the fact that the writer’s fiction has yielded so many exciting and interesting avenues for research and discovery, as well as scholarly debate.

Such stimulating and innovative scholarship would not be brought to the reader if not for the help and support of many others. First, I would like to thank all of the symposium participants as well as the institutions and their representatives for making the symposium possible. In particular, special thanks goes to Glen Carman for proposing that I organize the conference and for providing invaluable help in preparing the event. The symposium’s success was partly due to Glen’s expertise and support. Next, I would like to mention the different institutions and organizations that greatly contributed to the event: DePaul University, the Center for Renaissance Studies of the Newberry Library (especially Karen Christianson), the Instituto Cervantes of Chicago, and Iowa State University (in particular Mark Rectanus, Chair of the Department of World Languages and Cultures). Finally, I wish to acknowledge Michelle Maynes, a stellar recent graduate, for her help as an editorial assistant.

This volume would not have been possible without Klaus Vervuert of Iberoamericana-Vervuert to whom I am eternally grateful for agreeing early on to publish the collection, and for working with me through the various stages of production. Similarly, I am very appreciative of the Office of the Vice President for Research and Economic Development at Iowa State University for its generous financial support in the form of a Publication Subvention Grant, which covered the expenses related to publishing the collection.


Don Quixote:
Five Facets of a Multi-faceted Work

JAMES A. PARR
University of California, Riverside

In 1997, Life magazine listed the publication of Don Quixote as one of the hundred most important events of the millennium. Some ten years ago, the Nobel Institute, in collaboration with the association of Norwegian book clubs, polled a panel of 100 authors from 54 countries on what they considered the “best and most central works in world literature.” Although the books were not ranked, the editors revealed that Don Quixote received 50% more votes than any other work (2002: BBC). I would hope that the five facets to be discussed here might offer a modest justification for the preeminence of Cervantes’s masterpiece. These five facets represent aspects of the work that I have addressed in recent years and, in that sense, the paper offers a concise retrospective of my thinking since the 1988 Anatomy of Subversive Discourse. A guiding premise of my talk is that if we are to understand and appreciate Cervantes as a contributor of consequence to the Western narrative tradition, we must focus on form and, specifically, on how the tale gets told, being attentive always to the tellers in the tale.

Well before 1988, I had coined the term “supernarrator” for the extradiegetic-heterodiegetic text speaker, who functions as orchestrator and editor, within the text of the Quixote. He does not surface until the end of chapter 8, and then irrupts again, unannounced, in chapter 9, both times through an infraction of narrative level called metalepsis. This entity orders, organizes, and comments upon the efforts of the pseudo-authors and sometime narrators of record, most especially Cide Hamete, and most notably so in Part II. It is particularly in Part II that the supernarrator comes into his own, very much at the expense of poor Cide Hamete, as the ruse of the found manuscript and the Moorish historian becomes increasingly unstable and ultimately untenable. “Super” is intended to suggest that this narrative voice is assigned superior insight and control in comparison to the other narrative voices and pseudo-authors and also that it is situated above them in the hierarchy of textspeakers, as in “superimposed.”

We might succinctly summarize the characteristics and role of the supernarrator as follows: 1) it is a useful concept for understanding and appreciating the narrative hierarchy in the text, and it is important also for appreciating Cervantes’s achievement as an innovative and experimental teller of tales; 2) my supernarrator is, in Gérard Genette’s terms, the extradiegetic-heterodiegetic narrator, but I trust my coinage may be a bit simpler and easier to understand; 3) the supernarrator is configured by the manner in which he configures the text and by his interventions from within it; 4) he is sometimes overt in his overtures, but, often as not, he is stealthy and somewhat devious, like Hermes, as when his voice irrupts into the text without warning or fanfare, particularly so in Part II; 5) this voice is a decidedly Christian one, which serves to counterbalance that of the pseudo-historian of another faith, Cide Hamete Benengeli; 6) the supernarrator is a voice, rather than a presence who merely mills about, like Cide Hamete; and 7) he represents orality, while the Moor, whipping boy that he is, represents writing. Orality takes precedence in the telling of this tale —even Cide Hamete’s writing is sometimes presented as speech: “Y dice más Cide Hamete […]” (II.70). But, significantly, that orality cannot stand alone. It needs the support of its supplement, and for that framing and sustaining écriture we are indebted, not to Cide Hamete, of course, but to Miguel de Cervantes.

A supernarratee can be inferred from the discourse of the supernarrator. It seems fair and safe to say that the intended receiver of this narrator’s discourse is assumed to be a Christian and not a Moor. The narrator may be said to assume implicitly that his narratee will share his values and perspective. Whether one or both are New Christians (converts) or Old Christians is something we probably need not address. There are no markers pointing either way. We may suppose also that this narratee is considered capable of following the constant oscillation between speaking and writing, for instance the ubiquitous tag line “dice Cide Hamete,” which is synonymous with “dice la historia.” The supernarratee is also assumed adept enough to follow convoluted passages like the beginning of II.44, where orality and literacy are shown to be interdependent, and also to deal with the surprising revelation that there is a single “original” at the source, rather than the plethora of texts adduced by our first author (of I.1-8). It is evident, in short, that the supernarrator addresses someone he assumes to be an uncommonly perceptive and competent interlocutor. This narrator is, without doubt, demanding. He assumes a narratee on the same wavelength.

This brief preliminary stroll through the fictional woods (with a bow to Umberto Eco) leads to two fairly obvious preliminary conclusions: 1) the posture and tone of a given narrator serve in large measure to configure the narratee he addresses; an ironic narrator, like the first author (I.1-8), presupposes a narratee of that set of mind, or capable of entering into that frame of mind; an enthusiastic and highly involved narrator, like the second author of I.9, takes for granted a narratee of like mind, or at least one susceptible of having her enthusiasm aroused; and 2) the supernarrator is the most demanding of those who intervene in the transmission of meaning. He assumes that his narratee will be able to follow the many instances of metalepsis, recognizing his voice whenever it surfaces, that the narratee will not be confused by the interplay between speaking and writing, or by disnarration in its several guises, but above all, he must assume that the supernarratee will recognize that he is the narrator, the real text-speaker, rather than Cide Hamete, and that the frequent allusions he makes to the Moorish historian serve to relegate this figure to the periphery, emphasizing his marginality and “supplementarity” (since he represents writing, taken here to be a supplement to speech).

We might also posit a superreader, taking our cue from Michael Riffaterre. This would be one of us, indeed all of us. It would be an extra-textual entity, clearly, but it would also be, in a very real sense, an extension of the supernarratee within the text. In sum, it is merely another name for the informed, competent reader we strive to create in the academy. It seems likely that any reader capable of entering into the text in order to become Cervantes’s ideal or model reader is, perforce, a superreader. Two tests the superreader should pass, to be certified as such, are, first, to show an understanding of the concepts that come into play and, second, to demonstrate an ability to capture and appreciate the flow of sense and nonsense between supernarrator and supernarratee. The superreader should be grounded in the cultural and intellectual history of Cervantes’s day, also in modern literary theory, while being, in addition, a meta-critic, which is to say a critical reader of other critics. First and foremost, however, it is someone capable of moving beyond a focus on character, plot, and theme in order to concentrate instead on the diegetic dimension and the ways in which information moves along the communication model from senders to receivers.

FACET 1. THE 1605 TITLE

El ingenioso hidalgo don Quixote de la Mancha. A point of view is insinuated here toward the main character and the world he will inhabit, a point of view that must surely influence reader response. This initial paratext is highly ironic and is by no means charitable toward the main character. It begins already to express the tensions, the festive, mocking tone, and the topsyturviness of what will follow.

A key word at the heart of this “pre-text” is the title within the title, that seemingly innocuous interloper, the honorific “don.” Its effect is to undermine what might otherwise be a quite acceptable heading, for it clashes with hidalgo, since the modestly landed gentry of that rank were not entitled to such ostentation, and also with Quixote, taken to be a derivative of a surname (Quix-ano or Quix-ada, with the root retained and the playful pejorative -ote tacked on). Don is used only with given names, never with surnames. Even if we were to accept Quixote as a newly-minted first name, since it could be said to function as such in conjunction with don, the coinage would nevertheless represent a transparent inversion of an important aspect of the historical process of naming in Spanish, whereby patronymics derive from given names (Sánchez, meaning son of Sancho; Rodríguez, son of Rodrigo, etc.). Cervantes conversely, or perversely, has his character create a given name from a surname. There is thus an audible whisper of subversion at the very threshold of the narrative. Well before we come to the other threshold structures —the self-deprecating prologue and the festive verses, for instance— an authorial stance or point of view has been articulated with regard to the main character and the world he will inhabit. The subversion effected by including the unwarranted title “don” (which Cervantes himself never presumed to use) as the central element of the uncharacteristic title of the book itself serves to call attention to the procedure at work and to identify that larger title as self-conscious, self-questioning —even self-mocking, in the best tradition of Erasmus of Rotterdam.

As Otis Green and others have pointed out, the term “ingenioso” can have both negative and positive connotations. In the latter vein, it can mean witty and insightful. A more negative spin would point out the suggestion of a humoral imbalance, with a predominance of choler, or yellow bile, making the individual impulsive and quick to anger. There is sufficient textual evidence to support both meanings, so one can only conclude that the term here is ambiguous. “De la Mancha” refers to the character’s place of origin, a prosaic, proximate, and unromantic place at best, which serves to contrast with the remote and exotic places of provenance of the knights-errant he wishes to emulate, such as Amadís de Gaula, Belianís de Grecia, Cirongilio de Tracia, Palmerín de Ingalaterra, or Felixmarte de Hircania. Its effect is thus deflationary. A “mancha” is also a spot or stain, and, as Daniel Eisenberg remarks, “a mancha or stain was, of course, something a caballero should avoid at all cost” (1987: 116). The witty insinuation here seems to be that the character may have a blot on his escutcheon, which could only be caused in his social context by impure blood, that is, by the taint of Moorish or Jewish ancestry. This too would obviously be deflationary in a society that prized purity of blood.

The essential tension in the title of the book is to be found between don and Quixote. The word don serves to highlight the knight’s presumption as well as his imaginative aspirations to recreate a world of romance, while the comical and deflating Quixote (a term referring to the piece of defensive armor that protects the thigh, a thigh-guard, in other words) points in the opposite direction, downward, toward the degraded world of the body and, at the same time, the modes of irony and satire. There are thus two generic tendencies announced in the name of the main character, romance in the don and satire in the name Quixote. It is curious, by the way, that the anomalous don has come to be privileged in English, perhaps reflecting a tendency toward Romantic readings; it is not uncommon in English to refer to the main character as “the Don.” In Spanish, “Don Quixote” (the name, not the title) tends to be an indissoluble unit. Compounding the festive tone is the fact that Don Quixote’s story is attributed to Cide Hamete Benengeli (roughly equivalent to “Sir Eggplant”; Sancho is quick to note the similarity of Benengeli and berenjena, eggplant). Is it possible to translate the title of Don Quixote? Would we want to call the main character what his name means literally, Sir Thigh-guard? Can one capture the subtleties teased out here in an English version of the title? The answer to all three questions is “probably not.”

The 1605 title thus serves to illustrate the importance of seuils (paratexts or threshold structures) —Gérard Genette’s term— or parerga —Jacques Derrida’s term— in orienting the reader and also the incipient deconstruction that begins to effect its undoing even before we enter the text proper. Looking again at that title, the first element of it, the definite article, would appear to need no elaboration. Another option for this slot would have been the indefinite article, however. In point of fact, one is tempted to say that the first three words of the title could have been omitted, along with the last three, for that matter. All we really need, and all that readers generally remember, are the two in the center, Don Quixote. Those six words on either side of the center are not haphazard, however. This definite article, for instance, makes clear that we have to do with an individual who is one of a kind, not one of a class. The aspect that serves to set him apart from the class of hidalgos is found in the next word, ingenioso.

We come finally to that most peculiar place of provenance: de la Mancha. As anyone who has read books of chivalry knows, self-respecting knights errant invariably reside in remote and exotic landscapes that are especially congenial to dragons, giants, and other worthy opponents. La Mancha is too dry even for dragons, and giants are so few and far between that windmills must serve as surrogates.

There is an unwonted proximity to this prosaic place, this lugar de la Mancha. The flights of fancy anticipated in the high-sounding don and the humordriven ingenioso, enhanced by the uniqueness set forth by the definite article, el, all quickly run aground when confronted by the grubby reality that begins with the transitional and most definitely realistic hidalgo, followed by the less-than-flattering Quixote, and this downward spiral culminates in the decidedly unpretentious and unpoetic de la Mancha. So we move from the unique, el, to the commonplace, de la Mancha, with several gradations between those extremes, one ambiguous (ingenioso) one pretentious (don), one accurate and unambiguous (hidalgo), and one inverted, degraded, and pejorative (Quixote). We might think in terms of a rising action, or at least a raising of expectations, in the first three words, bringing us to the heart of the matter with the name of the central character, followed by a falling action —a definite decline in expectations— when we learn that he cannot claim the exotic origins we associate with knights errant (Hircania, Grecia, Ingalaterra, or Gaula), but comes instead from a village not far away.

The essential binary opposition of the title is between don and Quixote. The relationship between the piece of defensive armor and the name of the character is metonymic, albeit with a tinge of metaphor. The part is metamorphosed into the whole —the armor into the knight— by a curious logic similar to that involved in the transformation of a surname into a given name. In chapter 5 of my Don Quixote, Don Juan, and Related Subjects, there is a discussion of the possible relationships among this piece of armor, the region of the body it protects, and Don Quixote’s repeated efforts to protect himself from any threat of sexuality.

Several commentators have noticed the resonance of Lanzarote [Lancelot] in the name Quixote (see esp. Murillo). Lancelot is, of course, the archetypal knight. Any similarity of sound or structure is superseded, however, by compelling discrepancies at the level of substance. Lanzarote incorporates the name of a knight’s offensive weapon par excellence, the lanza, or lance. Quixote, conversely, conjures up a piece of defensive armor and, what is more, one designed for protection of the less-than-heroic lower reaches of the anatomy. If Lanzarote connotes action and forcefulness, Quixote suggests passivity and marginalization. If Lanzarote suggests tumescence, Quixote suggests flaccidity. The relationship between Quixote and Lanzarote is therefore one of inversion, not affinity or complementarity. A more likely model is Camilote, the eccentric hidalgo of Primaleón, studied perceptively by Dámaso Alonso.

The parallel between the oxymoronic name assigned the mock-historian, Cide Hamete Benengeli, and the one assumed by the mock-hero is probably evident. Sir Eggplant (berenjena, suggested by Benengeli) offers the incongruity of a man of letters and apparent leisure who is nevertheless related to one of the muleteers at the first inn (I.16), and who takes it upon himself to write down the story of a person of equal or lower social standing —someone of a decidedly different cultural extraction and religious persuasion. The parallel, in brief, lies in the juxtaposition of a high-sounding title and a silly surname or given name. Thus we have the story of Sir Thigh-guard attributed to Sir Eggplant. The irony that typifies this self-deconstructing threshold structure sets the tone for all that follows, with the exception of the interpolated stories of Part I.

FACET 2. FOCALIZATION

The second facet to which I would call your attention is a writer’s device called focalization. Two questions that need to be asked of narrative instances in texts are: 1) Who sees? and 2) Who speaks? The one who sees is the focalizer, while the one who speaks is the narrator. Sometimes they are one and the same, but other times they are not. Let me give you two examples. In II.18, the editorial voice tells us that the translator chose to suppress the description of Don Diego de Miranda’s house that was part of Cide Hamete’s manuscript. It is too late, however. All that we need to know has already been focalized through the eyes of Don Quixote prior to the translator’s decision to suppress that description. The supernarrator looks into the mind of the character in order to give us a description of what Don Quixote saw:

Don Quixote found Don Diego de Miranda’s house to be a large rural style dwelling; the family coat of arms, though fashioned in rough stone, hung over the main door, which faced the street; the inner courtyard served as a storeroom, and the front hall as a wine cellar, and there were great wine jugs all about (…) (II.18).

I shall return to Don Diego’s house in a moment, within another context. What Cervantes does here, it seems to me, is point to the possibility of a tension between narration and focalization. But he will go further. In at least one instance, he re-focuses focalization from seeing to hearing. This occurs in a night scene, as might be expected, when visibility is virtually nonexistent, particularly so in that time and place. The incident to which I refer is at the end of I.42:

A little before dawn the ladies heard a voice which was so fine and tuneful that they had to listen… None of them could imagine who was singing so well, and unaccompanied. Sometimes the voice seemed to be coming from the courtyard, at other times from the stables… Dorotea, listening as hard as she could, heard that what was being sung was the following: (I.42).

Then the song is reproduced, presumably filtered through the ears of Dorotea, offering an instance of auditory focalization, if you will, or possibly a variation on synesthesia.

FACET 3. MOTIVATED AND UNMOTIVATED NARRATORS

The narrator who starts us off is a pseudo-author, a kind of archivist/compiler and sometime editorial voice. The source material he is collating into a kind of critical edition of Don Quixote’s story comes from oral tradition, other written versions (it is in his comments on these that he assumes the role of editorial voice), and the annals of La Mancha. He is self-conscious about his role, occasionally describing the process of establishing the sequence of events rather than getting on with the story. This conscientious attention to detail would seem to certify his authority —that is, until we reach the end of chapter eight and discover that he has abdicated. Why would he abort such a promising beginning? The answer may lie in his attitude toward the main character —a rather negative one, to say the least. How many narrators can we recall who speak of their protagonist as “brainless” and of that person’s discourse as “utter nonsense” (I.2)?

The contrast between this reluctant relater and his successor, the highly motivated “second author,” is quite striking. The hyperbole of this new text-speaker can only sound hollow at this point in time, however, following the oxymoronic and deflating title, the stinting depiction by the dramatized author of the prologue, the burlesque verses, and eight chapters of less than heroic adventures and less than flattering characterization. The second author’s extravagant allusions to “our famous Spaniard […] the light and ornament of La Mancha knighthood,” and “the never before seen exploits of such a splendid knight” (I.9) cannot begin to repair the damage already done. Moreover, the intervention of this worthy author is restricted to the first half of chapter nine, so he has neither time nor space to rehabilitate the character before turning over the story to the less favorably disposed trio of translator, Moorish historian, and supernarrator (editorial voice).

If ever there were a writer of dubious dedication, it would surely be Cide Hamete. His motivation for undertaking this particular history is obscure at best. E. C. Riley is quite correct in viewing him as an example of total and complete inverisimilitude (1962: 330), particularly so with regard to motivation. It certainly challenges the imagination to believe that someone of another faith, culture, and language might bother to recount the misadventures of an ungainly, aging hidalgo from a nondescript village in a backwater region of an alien nation. What could possibly be a believable motivation? If he is a narrator (and if he can be considered such, he is a silenced and embedded one at best, situated at the intra-intradiegetic level), he would doubtless qualify as the archetypal unmotivated narrator.

Cide Hamete is, nevertheless, surprisingly even-handed in his presentation. Seldom does he justify the bias asserted by the second author (I.9). Indeed, he occasionally loses objectivity in favor of a hyperbolic (although doubtless ironic) praise of folly, as happens in the lion episode (II.17). So we may justifiably say that, while he lacks any explicit or implicit motivation for doing what he is reported to have done —recording the history of Don Quixote— he does not display an overtly disparaging manner toward the character in the way the first author does.

It would seem that Cervantes set himself the task of further complicating third-person narration, which is inherently more problematical than first-person (e.g., the picaresque), quite possibly as a self-assumed challenge to his narrative skills. Lázaro de Tormes is a highly motivated narrator, and with reason, but the same cannot be said of the Quixote’s dramatized author (of the prologue to Part I), first author (of chapters 1-8), translator, or Moorish historian. At the heart of that challenge is the seemingly insoluble problem of how one might go about making a mock-heroic character appealing to an audience, and, to complicate matters a bit further, how then to have that mock hero’s misadventures recounted by sometimes antagonistic, and at best indifferent, narrators and pseudo-authors —without alienating the reader. The common reader cannot be expected to understand or appreciate this “self-test,” but it may be that the discreet reader, both then and now, will rise to the occasion.

FACET 4. THE DISNARRATED

We tend to ignore the paths not taken. One such narrative option would be the ornate rhetoric espoused by the main character, in imitation of his secular scriptures, when he makes his first sally. Not just any choice not made qualifies as “disnarration,” of course; otherwise, the possibilities would be infinite and the concept meaningless. The criterion is that the possibility not actualized must be insinuated within the text as a viable option, then implicitly or explicitly rejected in favor of other possibilities. Don Quixote’s pretentious description of his first foray onto the plains of Montiel is, thus, a valid instance. It is a kind of narration that is presented as a viable option within the text, but is passed over in favor of a more laconic and prosaic presentation. It illustrates what Gerald Prince, who coined the term, defines as the disnarrated.

Prince also points out that “the narrator may emphasize his or her power by […] underscoring the lines of development that could be adopted” (1988: 4). This is certainly the case in the instance just cited. The first pseudo-author makes clear his distaste for such pomposity by deflating it immediately with his prosaic summation, “and it’s true that he was crossing the plains of Montiel” (I.2). This juxtaposition of the florid and the unadorned intimates that he could continue in the vein suggested by the character, should he be so inclined, but he chooses not to do so. It is therefore a display of dominance over the material, its ordering and organization, and the style in which it will be conveyed to the reader.

Two sub-categories of the disnarrated sketched by Prince are the unnarrated and the unnarratable. The first of these is synonymous with ellipsis, but, again, it must be something mentioned in the text, and then passed over in favor of condensing the presentation. A clear-cut example is the non-description of Don Diego de Miranda’s house in II.18: “Here the author offers us a portrait of Don Diego’s home, including in it everything contained in the home of a wealthy gentleman farmer; but the translator of this story thought it best of pass over these and other minor details in silence (…)” (II.18). The translator is allowed to assert his authority by imposing his aesthetic criterion with respect to “irrelevant” details, as the text goes on to make clear. The “author” referred to is Cide Hamete, but the narrator is the editorial voice or supernarrator.
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