Lo Dlom= =¢

Dorrit Cohn

Transparent
W e E ﬁ.S&m

Narrative Modes for
Presenting Consciousness

in Fiction

Cupy night & 1978 by Frmeeton Unvensity Press

rabli - P cton Univensity Press,
Pablished by

Princeton, New jesey e
1 the United Kingdon: Princeeon University Press,

Chichester, West Susses

Al itights Reserved

Library of Congress Catdlogitsy in Puidication Dats will be

found un the lass printed page ot this buok
s been aided by 4 grans
o Fouwndaton

Publication of this bouk
from The Aadiew W. M

ased in VIP Bembo

I his book has been con
sess books are printed on acid-lie
5 or permanence and E
ducuon Guidelines tor
Library Hesonrces

Princewon Univepsiey P
paper and meet the gundeline
durability of the Commitice o
Book Longeviry of the C
Uinted States of Amernicd

Printed in the

ISUN 0-6Y i -todov-3
ISHMN (-691-10156-6 (pbk.)

. ek 1 . - a . ( U
Pt Pringeton _vuwﬂ}ur,r printingg, 5,_9 cuttesnony, 198

IR e [V

— S S e S SR

——

6
The Autonomous Monologue

“Penelope’ as Paradigm

Within the limited corpus of autonomous interior

monologues the “Penelope” section of Ulysses may be
regarded as alocus classicus, the most famous and the most per-
fectly executed specimen of its species. Given its position
within the broader context of Joyce's novel, however, the
guestion must be raised whether it is at all legitimate to con-
sider “‘Penelope” as an example of an autonomous fictional
form. Would it even be comprehensible to a reader unfamiliar
with the preceding sections of the novel? A difficult question
to answer empirically, since it would be very nearly impossi-
ble to find an experimental subject untainted by at least a
hearsay acquaintance with Joyce's work. This much seenis
certain: Joyce's task of making the “plot” of an interior

‘monologue text comprehensible to the reader despite the

strict implicitness of reference demanded by the logic of the
forin was greatly cased by placing it at the end of his novel
rather than at its beginning. The fact, moreover, that we
know so much of what Molly knows before we hear her si-
lent voice enhances our enjoyment of it by myriad cross-
references to the rest of the novel. Even more important, the
fact that we know much that Molly does not know (for exam-
ple, the entire truth about Bloom’s erotic experiences on
Bloomsday) injects an element of dramatic irony into our
reading experience that would be lost if “Penclope™ were
read as a separate novella.

Nonetheless, more than any of the other chapters of Ulys-
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and more than ordinary narrativé units within other

l-.v. :
stands apart from its context, as a selt-

novels, “Penclope , :
generated, self-supported, and self=enclosed fictional text.
Joyce himself stressed s extra-mural status when he com-
mented on the ending of Ulysses: "It [the “Ithaca™ chapter] is
i reality the end as ‘Penclope’ has no beginning, middle or
end."™ The spherical image he used to describe “Penelope™ n
1+ well-known letter to Frank Budgen further underlines its
self=enclosure: “'It begins and ends with the temale Yes. It
turns like the huge carthball slowly surely and evenly round
and round spinning.”'? Joyce's two selt—exegetical ww_:w_:._v
add vet another element that sets “Penclope” apart: in con-
trast to the numbered hours that clock all the other episodes,
the “Time" marked for the ultimate episode is infinity (%)
one schema, “Hour none”™" i the other.® But surcly the most
important sign of “Penclope™ 's tformal :r_r.“é.i_..:_,.r., 15 its
form itself: the only moment of the novel where a figural
voice totally obliterates the authorial narrative voice ::.Emr-.
out an entire chapter.* No matter how closely the content ot
Molly’s mind may duplicate, supplement, and inform the fic-
tional world of Ulysses as a whole, the single-minded and
" Justifies its consideration

simgle-voiced form of “Penclope :
as an independent text, a model for that singular narrative
genre entirely constituted by a fictional character's thoughts.

One of the most striking structural peculiarities of an au-
tonomous monologue, classically illustrated by “P: .:_...“c—x.....
is the stricture it imposes on the manipulation of the time di-
mension. Before we discuss this point, a brief glance at the
over-all temporal sequence of Molly’s thoughts will dispel a
critical commonplace. Critics have tended to take Joyce's
mythical image of the spinning carth-ball (in the letter cited
above) so literally that they have overstressed the eternal re-
turn of the same in “Penclope,” while neglecting its sequen-
tial unrolling in time.5 Yet the arcularity of Molly's argu-
ments (including the identity of its first and last words) is de-
cisively counteracted by elements that underline its temporal
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sequence. Prime among these is the fact that her monologue
contains a central happening: the inception of her menses
(769)®; on this account alone it scems to me impossible to
maintain that “breaking into [*Penelope™] at any point does
not upset the order or sequence.”” This event is more than
incidental; it alters the direction of Molly's thoughts, clearly
dividing them into a before and after: whereas her thoughts of
Boylan and others concerning the immediate and distant past
dominate before, Boylan almost disappears and all memories
diminish after. They are replaced by thoughts of the future,
largely in the form of scenarios for seducing Stephen and for
re-seducing Bloom. Molly, in other words, enters a “new
moon” in the course of her monologue—a decidedly tem-
poral event, po matter how cternal its mythological over-
tones.® It is an event, morcover, that strongly ties Molly to
biological ime, the time of a biological organism on its way
from birth to death. If we can talk of the circular shape of
Molly’s monologue at all, then only in the modified sense of
the coils of a spiral whose direction (upward or downward?)
is left ambiguous, but whose linear advance along the coordi-
nate of time is never left in doubt.

- This advance, even if we disregard the evolution of Molly’s
thoughts, is built into the very technique joyce chose to ex-
press them: for a continuous interior monologue is based on

an absolute correspondence between time and text, narrated

time and time of narration.” The single mark for the passage

of time here is the sequence of words on the page. Whereas in

ordinary narration time is a flexible medium that can be, at

will, speeded up (by summary), retarded (by description or

digression), advanced (by anticipation), or reversed (by ret-

rospect), an autonomous monologue—in the absence of a

manipulating narrator—advances time solely by the articula-

tion of thoughts, and advances it evenly along 2 one-way path

until words come to a halt on the page. Note, however, that

this chronographic progress is associated only with the suc-

cessive moments of verbalization itself, and not with their

content: it remains unaffected by the a-chronological montage
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of events that prevails in a monologist’s mind, notoriously in
Molly's helter-skelter references to ditferent moments of the
past and the tuture. '

Fhis even-paced unrolling of tme in_an autonomous
moenologue is analogous to the remporal structure of a dra-
matic scene (or the uninterrupted rendition of dialogue n a
narrative scene). The dramaturgic concept of unity of time, in
the strictest neo-classical sense of identfying tme of action
with time of performance, could be applied here, except :..:.
the terms of the identity would have to be modified. For
monologue time Hows evenly, there is no telling how fast it
Hows—unless the monologist explicitly clocks himself. Mol-
Iv's sense of tiune being what it is (1 never know the tune,”’
747). the exact length of her insomnia cannot be known. !
But since it starts sometime atter two and ends sometime be-
forc daybreak (four o'clock on a June day at Dublin’s
latitude?) Molly probably thinks faster than most readers read
her thoughts, and certainly faster than anyone can recite
them. The time of **Penclope” would thus correspond to the
common view that thoughts move faster than speech.

I'he relentless continuity of Molly's text, reinforced as it is
by the omission of punctuation, makes its division into cight
paragraphs (or “sentences,’ as Joyee called them) stand out
the more distinetly: even these brief interruptions in the print
mevitably convey moments of silence, time passing without
words, These instant pauses appear like a drawing of mental
breath before a new phase of mental discourse; or, to use the
analogy with drama again, a curtain quickly drawn closed .:.L.
reopened between the acts of a play inw hich absolute unity ol
time prevails. The very fact that paragraphing calls tor an in-
" shows that pagnal

terpretation of this kind m “Penclope
blanks, regardless of their size, tend ro carry much more than
routine signiticance in mngerior monologue texts: they convey
not only passage of time, but interruption of thoughr. T.q.::...
reason lapse mto sleep is the most convincing ending for a
text of this sort, just as waking out of sleep is 1ts most logical
beginning. Molly’s monologue, of coursc, ends in this opu-
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mal fashion, but its beginning doces not coincide with her
awakening. Instead, “Penclope” begins in the only alternace
way available to an autonomous monologue, namely in
medias res, or, better, in mediam mentem, casting the reader
without warning into the privacy of a mind talking to itself
about its own immediate business: " Yes because he never did
a thing like that before as ask to get his breakfast in bed with a
couple of eggs since the City Arms hotel when he used
to. . . ."'(738) This beginning 1s obviously meant to give the
impression of being “'no beginning” (** "Penclope’ has no be-
ginning, middle or end"'}, not even a syntactical beginning,.
Both “Yes" and “because” (not to mention *‘he”) refer to a
clause antecedent to the text’s inception, which the reader can
only gradually reconstruct from clues that will eventually ap-
pear in the text. Not until one reaches the words at the very
bottomn of the first page (“yes he came somewhere”) does it
become entirely clear that the thought immediately antece-
dent to "Yes because” must have concerned Molly’s suspi-
cion of her husband’s infidelity. But beyond this specific syn-
tactic riddle, this beginning leaves unexplained whose voice
speaks, where, when, and how.

The inception of *‘Penelope” points up the special limita-
tions imposed on a fictional text if it is to create for the reader
the illusion that it records a mind involved in self-address.
Since it would be implausible for Molly to expound to herself
facts she already knows, all exposition (in the usual sense of
conveying information about past happenings and present
situations) is barred from the text. The facts of Molly's lite
pass through her consciousness only implicitly, incidentally,
by allusive indirection. And all that remains understood in her
thoughts can be understood by the reader only by means of a
cumulative process of orientation that gradually closes the
cognitive gap.

Yet Joyce could not have exposed Molly's inner life with-
out exposition if he had not placed her in a highly pregnam
moment, a crisis situation that brings into mental play the key
conditions of her life (and of life). Though Molly's may be an
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ordinary mind, Bloomsday is not—tor Molly any morte than
for Bloom or Stephen—an entirely ordinary day. Its extraor-
dinary events (the afternoon tryst, Bloom’s tardy return) are
necessary to awaken in her the thoughts that keep her awake,
and thus to make what is implicit at least partially exphcit.
Though she does not tell herself the story of her day, nor the
story of her life, both stories transpire through her agitated
thoughts, or better, in spite of them.

Doubtless the most artful stratagem Joyce employed, how-
ever, is to set Molly's mind into its turbulent motion while
setting her body into a state of nearly absolute tranquility.
This obviates a major difficulty inherent in the autonomous
monologue form: to present through self-address the physical
activities the self performs wathin the time-span of the
monologue. Molly, to be sure, does once rise from her bed
{769-772), but her gestures during this brief interlude are so
obvious and so elemental that they can be gathered without
being directly recorded. As Dujardin’s Les Lauriers and
Schnitzler's Fraulein Else show, when monologists become
much more enterprising they begin to sound much less con-
vincing; forced to describe the actions they perforin while
they perform them, they tend to sound like gymnastics
teachers vocally demonstrating an exercise.

But joyce not only places the monologizing mind in a body
at rest; he also places that body in calm surroundings.?? The
sensations that impinge on Molly's consciousncss are tew and
far between: the whistling trains (754, 762, 763), the chiming
bells (772, 781), a Yamp (763), a creaking press (771), the sleep-
ing Bloom (771). Only minimally defiected by perceptions of
the external world, her monologue is “‘interior” not only in
the technical sense of remaining unvoiced, but also in the
more literal sense: it is directed to and by the world within.
The pertect adherence to unity of place thus creates the condi-
tion for a monologue in which the mind is its own place:
self-centered and therefore self-generative to a degree that can
hardly be surpassed.
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The classic unity (and unities) in the over-all structure of
“Penclope” are both matched and mirrored by its linguistic
texture. Without intending a complete linguistic-stylistic de-
scription of the text,!3 I will focus on three features of its lan-
guage that spring directly from the autonomous monologue
form, and at the same time contrast sharply with the language
of retrospective narration: 1) the predominance of exclama-
tory syntax; 2) the avoidance of narrative and reportive
tenses; and 3) the non-referential implicitness of the pronoun
system. Naote that my approach to Molly’s language is differ-
ent from the approach I took to Bloom’s language in the
chapter on quoted monologue: there the emphasis was on the
contrast between monologue and dialogue, here it is on the
contrast between autonomous monologue and narration.

The following excerpt from “Penelope” (769) will serve as
the starting-point. I have divided it into thirty numbered
segments, each of which corresponds to a “‘sentence” in the
generally accepted sense of a syntactic unit of meaning, or (as
one linguist defines it*4) “a word or set of words followed by
a pause and revealing an intelligible purpose™:

.

I bet the cat itself is better off than us
have we toe much blood up in us or what
O patience above its pouring out of me like the sea
anyhow he didnt make me pregnant as big as he is
I dont want to ruin the clean sheets
the clean linen I wore brought it on too
damn it damn it
and they always want to see a stain on the bed two
know youre a virgin for them
9. all thats troubling them
10, theyre such fools too
11. you could be a widow and divorced 40 times over
12. a daub of red ink would do or blackberry juice
13. no thats too purply
14. O Jamesy let me up out of this

h

h

O NS RN -
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15 pooh
Ih, sweets ol sin
17. whoever suggested that business tor womnen what
beeween clothes and cookmg and children
i85, this damned old bed wo jingling like the dickens
19. 1 suppose they could hear us away over the other
side of the park till | suggested to put the quilt on
the Hoor with the pillow under my bottom
20. 1 wonder s it micer in the day ;
C21. L ehink it s
2. casy
3. 1 think HI cut all this hair off me there scalding me
4. 1 nmghr look like a younyg girl
25. wouldnt he get the great suckn the next time he
turned up my clothes on me
26, 1d give anything to see his face
27. wheres the chamber gone
28. casy
29 Ive a holy horror of its breaking under e atter that
old commode
30, | wonder was 1 too heavy siting on his knee

The most immediately apparent aspect of this language 15
its agitated, cmotional wne, Leaving aside tor the moment
the several mterrogatory sentences (2, 17, 20, 25, 27, ), al-
most  every sentence  would, m normal  punctuation,
deserve=—and some would require—a tinal exclamation mark:
most obviously the seven sentences that are, or contan, inter-
,T.._.__... (3. 7.14,15; 16, 22; 28). But since the essence of ex-
clamations is that ““they emphasize to the listener some mood,
attitude, or desire of the speaker,” almose all the other sen-
tences could be classed as exclamations as well. The passage
abounds in cmphatically expressive forms: wishes (5. 26).
tears (29), disparaging gencralizations (9, 10). A highly sub-
jectve tone pervades even those sentences that come closest
to statements of fact. They are either marked by mtroductory

verbs of congecture: 1 bet™ (1), 7'l suppose™ (19), I think
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(21, 23); or by patent overstatement: “divorced 40 times
over” (11); or by omission of the copula (18); or by emphatic
adverbs and conjunctions: ‘“‘and” (8), “anyhow™ (4), the
thrice-uttered “too” (6, 10, 18). No sentence, in short, takes
the form of a simple statement; all contain emotive, expres-
sive signals, whether they concern past events or present hap-
penings.

If we remember that interior monologue is, by definition, a
discourse addressed to no one, a gratuitous verbal agitation
without communicative aim, then this predominance of
exclamatory syntax appears perfectly in keeping with the na-
ture of monologue. As the form of discourse that requires no
reply, to which there is no reply, exclamation is the self-
sufficient, self-involved language gesture par excellence.?¢
Since interrogation, by contrast, is uttered in the expectation
of a reply, and thus dialogic by nature, it at first seems surpris-
ing that this passage contains so many questions. But Molly’s
questions are of a kind fitting easily into a monologic milieu:
they are themselves essentially exclamatory. This is most ob-
vious where they are rhetorical, either implying their own an~
swer (“wouldnt he get the great suckin the next time he
turned up my clothes on me," 25) or uttered without the ex-
pectation of an answer (“whoever suggested that business for
women," 17, “"have we too much blood up in us or what,”
2). The lacter type is particularly characteristic for Molly: ex-
istential questions abound in her monologue, questions pleading
against the absurd order of the universe, especially its division
into pleasure-secking males and long-suffering females:
“whats the idea making us like that with a big hole in the
middle of us” (742); “clothes we have to wear whoever in-
vented them” (755); “'why cant you kiss a man without going
and marrying him first” (740); “*where would they all of them
be if they hadn't all a mother to look after them” (778); and
many more. But also when Molly asks herself genuinely in-
terrogatory questions, she asks them in an exclamatory fash-
ion, usually by introducing them with the phrase *' wonder™:
“I wonder 1s it nicer in the day” (20), “'l wonder was 1 too
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heavy siting on his knee” (30). A kind of pathetic anxicty or
insecurity comes to the fore in this form of query, especially
when the unknown is the impression she made on Boylan (cf.
; 'l wonder is he awake

I wonder was he satistied with me
thinking of me or dreaming am | in it,” 741). In this sense
self-interrogation scems the natural complement © cx-
clamation in the turbulent syntax of language-tor-oneself,
counterpointing attitudes toward the known with attitudes
toward the unknown.

But even as exclamation and interrogation stamp Molly’s
discourse with subjectivity, these sentence forms also orient it
away from a neutral report of the present moment, and away
from the narration of past events. Since language-tor-oneselt
is by definition the form of language in which speaker and his-
tener coincide, the technique that imitates it in fiction can re-
main convincing only if it excludes all factual statements, all
explicit report on present and past happenings. The various
tenses in Molly's monologue further determine its anti-
narrative, anti-reportorial orientation.

I have intentionally chosen my sample passage from the
section of Molly's monologue where she begins her most
ambitious physical activity of the night—the excursion to the
“*chamber”—in order to show how Joyce manages to convey
Molly's bodily gestures without a single direct statement of
the I-am-doing-this-now type. If her activity becomes clear
to an attentive reader, it 1s not because she explicitly reports
what she does, but because what she does is implicitly re-
Hected in her thoughts, roughly as follows: "0 patience
above its pouring out of me. . . . | dont want to ruin the clean
(she decides to get a sanitary napkin); “O Jamesy let
me up out of this" (she strains to raise her body): “this
damned old bed oo jingling” (she moves her body out of
bed); **1 think 1 cut all chis hair off me™ (she lifts her night-
“wheres the chamber gone” (she decides on the

sheets

gown);
nterim stop, and reaches for the needed object); “easy Ive a
holy horror of its breaking under me’

(she lowers herself
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onto it). Her subsequent performance—""0 Lord how noisy™
(770), its conclusion—*"Id better not make an all night sitting
on this atfair” (771), the activity with “those napkins”—*"1
hope theyll have something better for us in the other world
. . . thats all right for tonight" (772), and finally the return to
bed—""casy piano O I like my bed"” (772}, are all rendered by
exclamatory indirection as well. In sum, we search in vain
through "Penclope’ for a first-person pronoun coupled with
an action verb in present tense—precisely the combination
that creates the most jarring effect in less well-executed inte~
rior monologues (like Les Lauriers sont coupés), because it in-
troduces a reportorial dimension of language into a nonrepor-~
torial language situation.

The first-person, present-tense combination in Molly’s
monologue occurs exclusively with verbs of internal rather
than external activity. She supposes, thinks, wishes, hopes,
and remembers many times over on every page, so that the
punctual present of her inner discourse continuously refers to
and feeds on the very activity she literally performs at every
moment of her monologue.*” It is in this present moment of
mental activity that all Molly’s other verbal tenses and moods
are anchored. And she uses them all: past, future, indicative,
conditional, and quite prominently the present of generaliza-
tion, This constant oscillation between memories and proj-
ects, the real and the potential, the specific and the general, is
one of the most distinctive marks of freely associative
monologic language. Our sample passage contains it in mot-
ley display, especially toward its end, when we get in rapid
succession past (19), present (20-21), future (23), conditional
(24-26), and again present (27-29) and past (30). Note how the
punctual present of the mental verbs in turn subordinates the
past ("'l suppose they could hear us”), the generalizing present
(*'I wonder is it nicer in the day I think it is™"), the future ("I
think 1ll cut all this hair”) and the reversion to the past (1
wonder was | too heavy”’),

There are moments in Molly's monologue when she

adheres more extensively to one or another of these tenses and
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moods. Sinee she is not much ot a planner,*® her looks into
the future verge on the imagmary, -
ditional or the indicative: thus “supposing he stayed with us

introduces the wish dream of the ménage a trois with Stephen
(779-780), whereas her dreams of glory as a poet’s muse (776)
and the alternate scenarios tor seducing Bloom (780) are cast
Her fantasics—"the cracked things come mto
779 —cluster in the last third of

whether she uses the con-

in tuture tense
my head sometimes™ ( |
“Penclope,” whereas memories are denser in the first two-

thirds

In the carlicr sections the
past tensc ._,_:Z:,‘,. —_?.;C:::..?.w over the —wn...w_.._:. :
aight narranive torm, unsubordi-

recalls are so extensive that the
with the

past sentences Jat fumes i ostr
nated by thinking verbs. Yet even where a consecutive se-
quence of events takes shape in her mind, the narranve idiom
rarcly prevails without being interrupted by opinionated
comments. The following samples from the courtship scene

alternate typically:

he was shaking like a jelly all over they want 1o do every-
thing too quick take all the pleasure out of it . . . then he
wrote me that letter with all those words in it how conld
he have the face to any woman after . . . dont understand you
I said and wasnt it natural so it is of course . . . then writing
a letter every morning sometimes twice 4 day [ liked the
way he made love then . then 1 wrote the night he r_....;.w_
my heart at Dolphins barn [ couldnt describe it simply it
:.;w,& you feel like nothimg on carth . . . (746-747)

| have italicized the sentences that regularly tum a reflective

aze back on each narrative sentence—generalizing, question=

S
language retards, and

g, cvaluating; and this discursive
eventually displaces, the narratve language, as w._e. concern
for the present moment agam prevails. In this tashion even
the moments of Molly's monologue when she comes closest
to narrating her life to herself—see also the recall of the Mul-
vey affair (759-761) and the love-scene on Howth Head (782-
783)—never gain sufficient momentum to yield more than

bricfly suggestuive vignettes.
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Molly’s memories occur to her in thoroughly random or-
der, her mind gliding ceaselessly up and down the thread of
time, with the same past tense now referring to the events of
the previous afternoon, now reaching back to her nymphet
days in Gibraltar, now again lingering on numberless inter-
vening incidents. This a-chronological time montage—as
Robert Humphrey calls this technique!®—provides the data
for a fairly detailed Molly biography; but her monologue it-
self is autobiographical only in spite of itself,

A further, and perhaps the most telling, symptom for the
non-narrative and non-communicative nature of Molly’s lan-
guage is the profusion and referential instability of its pro-
nouns,? This initially bewildering system puts the reader
into a situation akin to that of a person eavesdropping on a
conversation in progress between close friends, about people
and events unknown to him but so familiar to them that they
need not name the people or objects to which they refer. In
this sense Molly's pronominal implicitness combines both
traits of language-for-onescll discussed carlier in connection
with Bloom's monologic idionm: grammatical abbreviation
and lexical opagueness-—traits in other respects far less prom-
inent in Molly's than in Bloom’s language. But even as Joyce
creates this impression of cryptic privacy he plants just
enough signposts to guard agamst total incomprehensibility.

The only pronoun that has an mvariant referent in
“Penclope’ s the first person singular. Since V17 is by defini-
tion “‘the person who is uttering the present instance of dis-
course containing I,”2! and since an autonomous monologue
is by definition the utterance of a smgle speaker, this fixicy of
the first person is endemic to the genre. So, of course, is its
frequency. In the sample passage more than half the sentences
contain a self-reference, and several contain more than one,
This egocentricity is typical of Molly’s entire monologue.

All her other pronouns confront the reader with more or
less unknown quantities, mostly without immediate anteced-
ent, identifiable only from the broader context. Third-person
pronouns—particularly in the masculine gender—display the
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most obvious referential instabthty, and may contain signiti-
cant equivocation as well. Molly presumably always knows
the who-is-who of her pronouns, but the reader is sometimes
left guessing as to which he is on her mind at any moment.
The he who “didnt make me pregnant as big as he is” (4) is
clearly Bovlan (who must also be the owner of the knee in
3))—even m—_c::__ his name has not been mentioned tor 9_._?.
pages. But the he whose face she wants to see “the next time
he turned up my clothes™ (25-26) could be ether c_cu,:z or
Bovlan. And watch the rapid shutding of the he-reference
(between Bloom and Stephen) in the following passage:

he |Stephen| could do his writing and studies at _.,:. table
in there for all the scribbling he [ Bloom| does ac it and if
he [Stephen | wants to read in bed in the morning like me
as hes [ Bloom| making the breakfast for 1 he can make it
for 2. ... (7T19)

On the larger scale of her monologue, a slower relay ot
he-men can be observed as the Bloom-Boylan alternation
gives way to the Bloom-Stephen one, an evolution that coin-
cides with the decreasing past and mounting future and ...c:_.__..
tonal tenses. But the “he” of the exact mid-pages of
“Penclope™ (759-762) is the exphicitly introduced ..Z.__.«_..J.
was the first,” who will return only pronominally to fuse
with Bloom at the very end: “*and how he kissed me under the
Moorish wall and 1 thought well as well him as another and
then 1 asked him with my eyes to ask again yes and then he
asked me would I yes' (783). As Richard Ellmann has re-
marked, this is the point when “her reference to all the men
she has known as ‘he’ has a sudden relevance™;?? for here the
unditferentiated reference at the point of sleep ::&i..:ﬂ. the
contingency of the erotic partner. But this ultimate indiffer-
ence is counterpointed by an overarching constancy, Bloom
being the referent for the first “he” she uses i her mono-
logue, as well as for the last.

In his play with the male pronoun, then, Joyce makes sym-
bolic and amusing use of a realistic feature of speech-for-
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oneself. Other pronominal games attain their effect more by
pointing to Molly’s fixed ideas than to her fickle feelings.
Their key lies in the discovery not of her past, but of her pri-
vate logic and its system of notation. The neuter pronoun re-
fers with comic constancy to her favorite unmentionable,
most densely on the first pages:

anyway love its not or hed be off his feed thinking of her
so cither it was one of those night wotnen if it was down
there he was really and the hotel story he made up a pack
of lies to hide it planning it . . . or else if its not that its
some little bitch or other . . . and then the usual kissing
my bottom was to hide it not that I care two straws
who he does it with. . . . (738-739)

The plural pronouns are equally specific in their generality:
they express Molly's sexual polarization of the world. *“We,"
whenever it does not signity the self and a specitic partner (as
in 19), significs the genus women, as in "I bet the cat itself is
better off than us have we too much blood up in us or what”
(1-2).# The pronominal encmy of this female kinship group
is they , the genus men: “they always want to see a stain on the
bed . . . all thats troubling them . | . theyre such fools too”
(8-10). This meaning attends the third person plural in the
clichés Molly coins: “they havent half the character a woman
has" (761), 1 woman is not enough for them” (739), *“arent
they thick never understand what you say” (757), *grey mat-
ter they have it all in their tail if you ask me (758), etc. But
when Molly's kinship with other women turns to venom,
they turns into a feminine pronoun: “lot of sparrowfarts . . .
talking about politics they know as much about as my

‘backside . . . my bust that they haveat . . . make them burst

with envy,” etc. (762-763). Our passage also shows Molly’s
feminine perspective on the second person pronoun in the
impersonal sense of one: “to know youre a virgin for them”
(8) or “you could be a widow" (11).24

“You" as the pronoun of address, finally, is used very spar-
ngly by Molly, and in this she differs from most other
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mondaine; Schnitzler's Gustl spends a night contemplating
suicide in response to an insult from an aggressive civilian.
Both monologists roam about a good deal, perceive the
changing scene, and engage in conversations with other char-
acters. Schnitzler repeated this basic scheme in his much later
monologue novella Friulein Else (1924), but with a psycho-
logically more complex protagonist, a more dramatic plot,
and a tragic ending. The titular heroine is a young girl whose
neurotic-crotic turmoil, intensified by an indecent proposal,
leads to a psychotic crisis in the course of which she disrobes
in public and ultimately commits suicide. A kind of case
study in psychopathology, this text relates far more compli-
cated and dramatic happenings than other autonomous
monologues.
Most post-Joycean autonomous monologues simplify the
outer scene. Larbaud's **Amants, heureux amants” (1921)—
probably written under the direct impact of *“Penelope’ and
‘dedicated “To James Joyce my friend and the only begetter of
the form I have adopted in this piece of writing’'*"—voices
the consciousness of a young dilettante (Franca) during three
solo scenes that interrupt his amorous trifling with a pair of
girls. Beauvoir's much later *Monologue” (1967) is spoken
by a far more cantankerous woman than Molly, but in simi-
larly static nocturnal isolation, except when she harangues her
estranged husband on the telephone toward the end,
In contrast to all these monologists, who belong to Nor-
throp Frye's low-mimetic, or even to his ironic, mode,
Thomas Mann in his Goethe monologue ventured to present

“a high-mimetic mind—even one that verges, at least for Ger-

mans, on the mythical. v depicts the sexagenarian Goethe
waking from an erotic dream, and thinking about his life and
works as he moves from bed to washstand to barber chair to
working table. The monologue is interrupted by conversa-
tions with several intimates, one of which (with his son) ends
the chapter. Only here doces he learn of the visit to Weimar of
Charlotte Buff~—the woman on whom he had modeled
Werther's Lotte forty years carlier, The event that gives the
novel its title is thus not known to Goethe at the time of his




