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|. INTRODUCTION

There is an interesting paradox in Schnitzler’s 1924 novella Fraulein Else: the author
is the male doctor but the narrator and focalizor is the female ‘patient’ and this strategy
is used in order to give speech to the voice that would normally have been silenced.
Therefore, Schnitzler is implicitly taking part in Freud’s endeavour to 'give voice' to the
‘hysteric’. Freud explicitly refrences Schnitzler’s literary works and expresses his
admiration for the writer's understanding of psychanalysis in Bruchstiicke einer
Hysterie-Analyse (1905). Many scholars have read Schnitzler's novella Fraulein Else
as a response to Freud's theories, comparing their analysees of hysteria and drawing
conclusions about their respective ideas about the aeteology of hysteria. However, there
are more parallels between the two doctors apart from biographical and thematic
connections, namely the ideological foundation of their respective projects of 'giving
voice' to the 'hysteric'. This concept of ‘giving voice’ is in itself problematic, for it
depends on representational politics without questioning them. Thus it is crucial to look
at a literary text as communicative medium that not only narrates a story but also has
an impact on the mind of the reader, informing her of someone else’s thoughts and
ideas. As such, literature often has defined or reflected and dismantled how the ‘Other’
is constructed through the cultural production of meaning. Here, the ethical problem of
writing itself, a writing that always includes representation, is my main focus. My main
question is caught up in a quadrangle of issues - agency, speaking, silence and
representation (in the sense of ‘darstellen’): “What does it matter who’s speaking”
(Beckett) and who is actually speaking here, whose voice is this? For whom is that
voice speaking? Why? In what way does silence speak — and what does this re-

presentation of speaking and silence do? In order to fully understand the meaning of



speaking for someone else, giving voice to someone else, | will draw on Mieke Bal’s
Narratology, Michel Foucault’s What is an Author? and Gayatri Chakravorty Spivak’s

Can the Subaltern Speak?.

Through an engagement with these theoretical endeavours | will show that the
texts by Schnitzler and Freud present us with questionable reliabilities. However, if
their reliabilites are potentially compromised, then so are their representational politics.
This shows their internalised, and problematic, assumption that representation is a
necessary (and, especially for Freud, neutral) tool for understanding the ‘Other’. To
find an alternative to this conceptualisation, I will turn to a contemporary South Korean
novel by Han Kang, The Vegetarian (2007, English translation 2015). The main
contrast, which can be drawn between those texts, lies in the narrative structure. Else’s
interior monologue emphasises her point of view as a powerful tool the author uses in
order to take his male point of view out of the equation. Freud, on the other hand,
presents Dora through the lense of his own psychoanalytical interpretation. Similarly
to Freud’s text and in contrast to Schnitzler’s interior monologue, the protagonist’s
point of view in the novel, a young woman named Yeong-hye, is almost entirely effaced
from the narrative. Yet, despite the protagonist’s absence, the novel creates an
atmosphere of complicity between (implied) author, main character and reader.
Thematically, both The Vegetarian and Fraulein Else try to understand and demonstrate
the diverse mechanisms of the systematic silencing of women, even though they
implement completely different literary techniques in order to do so. Whereas
Schnitzler is still more invested in representational politics (i.e. speaking out for the
‘Other’), 1 propose that The Vegetarian offers a different perspective on our
apprehension of understanding and communication that does neither rely on verbal

communication nor on representational politics. Instead, it allows for a new



conceptualisation of understanding and communication based on the idea that
understanding of the ‘Other’ necessarily involves a new understanding of oneself.
Contrarily to the Western philosophical concept of the autonomous self that
comprehends the world objectively, The Vegetarian suggests that it is only in relation
to the ‘Other’ that one can understand oneself, and that it is only through a genuine
desire to understand the ‘Other’ that one can truly comprehend one’s own identity and

social situatedness.

| will begin my analysis with a discussion of Schnitzler’s Fraulein Else and the
question of reliability in that novella. Although many articles have been written on this
novella, reliability has (to my knowledge) not been properly investigated, even though
it is crucial to determine the (un-)reliability of Else as narrator and focalizor, since the
structure of the interior monologue itself presents the narrative as subjective experience
and can thus easily be interpreted as unreliable. Most analyses have described her
decision-making process in terms of madness or mental illness without even addressing
the question of reliability. Through a detailed examination of the text, I will show that
Else is indeed a reliable narrator, which directly contradicts interpretations that have
described her decision-making process as ‘delirious’ (i.e. as her going crazy) — an
interpretation that | do not want to endorse. Furthermore it is not only Else’s reliability
that is at stake, but also the author’s. Since the novella is an attempt at speaking for
someone who has been silenced, whilst pretending to be speaking from their subject
position, it is important to scrutinise how this artificially constructed ‘subaltern’! voice
is presented and what effect that has on the reader. In order to discuss these questions |

will draw on Mieke Bal’s narratology and other narratological examinations of what

! Since Else pertains to the bourgeois, she is not really a subaltern, I will nontheless use the term here
under a slightly different meaning: ‘subaltern’ in this text will be used in order to describe those who do
not have any real ‘voice’ in society and whose point of view is silenced.
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reliability and trustworthiness mean. Additionally, | will take recourse to theoretical
texts by Michel Foucault (“What is an Author?”) and Gayatri Chakravorty Spivak
(“Can the Subaltern speak?”) to discuss what it means that this ‘female patient’
narrative was actually written by a male doctor. And finally, 1 will contrast the
representational strategy used by Schnitzler with Freud’s representation of Ida Bauer.
Through an analysis of Freud’s (un-)reliability I will argue that the text, even though
Freud’s medical assessment of his patient is perfectly coherent, and indeed, is presented
in such a way as to be as convincing as possible, Dora’s silence indirectly undermines

and dismantles Freud’s carefully crafted analysis.

In the second part of my analysis | will focus on two chapters of Han’s The
Vegetarian that contrasts both with Schnitzler’s and Freud’s texts. The first chapter
“The Vegetarian” contrasts with Schnitzler’s novella because it represents the
protagonist through eight segments in italics, which function as an interior monologue,
albeit in an unconnected and elusive way. The primary narrator and focalizor of this
chapter is the protagonist’s husband, and thus the narrative functions in a similar way
to Freud’s analysis of lda Bauer because the narrator/focalizor is crafted in such a way
as to be contradicted by the silence of the protagonist, which is represented through the
segments in italics. Thus, while my interpretation of Freud as an unreliable analyst
might rely on my personal disagreement with Freud’s theoretical ideas, in the novel,
the complicity with the protagonist is carefully constructed through the narrative
structure. This shows the deliberate usage of represented silence in this narrative, in
order to guide the readers’ emotional response to the narrative. The other chapter
examined in this essay is the third one, “Flaming Trees”. This chapter is narrated by
Yeong-hye’s sister, In-hye, and it envisions a completely new strategy of understanding

and communication. The protagonist is no longer represented through segments in

10



italics and is only quoted in conversations. Furthermore, In-hye’s comprehension of her
sister, which begins to unfold in this chapter, is not even rooted in (verbal)
communication. Instead, understanding is seen to function through the desire to
understand, through empathy and through a long history of a close personal
relationship. As In-hye remembers scenes from their past lives together, she remembers
her own problems and traumatic experiences, which enable her to start comprehending,

not only her sister but also herself, in a completely new way.
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I1. ARTHUR SCHNITZLER’S FRAULEIN ELSE
USURPER OR SPEAKING FOR SOMEONE ELSE?

Schnitzler’s novella Fraulein Else (1924) has inspired many interpretations without the
problem of (un-)reliability being raised. Due to the fact that the interior monologue is a
very peculiar narrative style that represents the world very subjectively, the question
about the (un-)reliability of the narration is of consequence. There are two issues that
are of importance: First of all, it is necessary to include a narratological discussion of
(un-)reliability and its meaning in connection to this text and secondly, it needs to be
taken into account that many of the interpretations of this novella are, in fact, implicitly
based on the evaluation of the main character, Else, as an unreliable narrator, at least in
some aspects. This is problematic, for it implicitly establishes a connection between the
character and ‘hysteria’. These designations of unreliability are closely connected to
the interpreter’s ideas about the concept of consciousness and how that consciousness
should (or can) be expressed through language. In this essay | argue that Else is a
reliable narrator and | analyse how this problem of assigned (un-)reliability is repeated
in the relationship between male doctor/female patient and male author/female
protagonist. Furthermore it will be helpful to examine the reaction of Else’s aunt (who
represents female hostility on the one hand and social rules and etiquette on the other),
since she interprets Else as ‘hysteric’. In this analysis | am not so much concerned with
the question of whether Schnitzler tried to construct a counter narrative to Freud’s
psychoanalytical case studies or whether Else’s story is influenced by the Dora-case.
Instead, my focus is the nature of the narrative voice that depicts, i.e. re-presents
[darstellen] a character and the implications of that narrative for questions of (un-
)reliability on the one hand, and on the other hand, I will explore the meaning that the

re-presentative action (the narrative seen as action) creates and how specific
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articulations of re-presentative action will influence how that narrative artificially
constructs the re-presented. Through a connection to the narrative structure of the text
and its link to Freud’s Dora-case, we gain insight into the constructedness of the
narration as ‘immediate’ depiction of an experiencing consciousness, its cultural

meaning and its critical depiction of the social mechanisms that silence women.

2.1. Consciousness, (Un-)Reliability and the Mechanism of Silence

2.1.1. Creativity and Consciousness
The literary style of interior monologue presents the world filtered through the
consciousness of an experiencing subject and is thus inherently inscribed with, at least,
a questionable reliability. Instead of analysing this thoroughly, many interpreters of
Schnitzler’s Fraulein Else have neglected this important aspect of the novella. When
attention has been drawn to the composition of the narrative, interpreters have focused
on the intermediality of the text that consists of excerpts of the music sheets for Robert
Schumann’s Carnaval, most of which focus on the meaning of Schuman’s music as an
interpretive tool.? But analysing music sheets in a literary text only for “inhaltliche
Spekulationen” (Gess, 155) does not take into account the complexity of two different
media being interconnected in this text, as Nicola Gess suggests in her essay
‘Intermediality Reconsidered’. She argues that the nature of the different media is

important in order to understand the implications of the narrative structure.’

2 Cathy Raymond, for instance, argued that the music can be read symbolically for Else’s emotions and
that the audience in the room listening to the pianist playing Schumann’s music is actually already
confronted with Else’s feelings and thoughts through the music.

3 Else’s BewuBtsein ist in dem Moment von der Musik eingenommen, die sie gerade hort. Ahnlich wie
zuvor die Dialoganteile anderer Personen, die kursiv in den Text eingelassen sind, ist so auch die Musik
als Notenzitat im Text présent. Zum anderen ist der Innere Monolog aber auch Musik, und zwar nicht
nur, weil Musik um 1900 gern als Stimme des Unbewul3ten verstanden wurde, sondern vor allem, weil
der Innere Monolog Strukturen tbernimmt und transformiert, die von Schnitzler’s Zeitgenossen mit einer
bestimmten Form von Musik assoziiert wurde.* (Gess, 158f.).
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Specifically, she points out the connection of ‘Freie Fantasie’ and ‘Innerer Monolog’.
As Gess explains the origin of ‘Freie Fantasie’ and describes how it was received in
society, an interesting dualism emerges: On the one hand we find creativity,
ingeniousness and on the other hand the expression of madness (see 161). This very
same dualism was also used in biographical descriptions of the musicians. She
exemplifies this in the case of Schumann who was portrayed as “schizophrener

Kiinstler” (153) whose compositions were influenced by his mental disorder (see ibid.).

This dualism creativity and insanity can be traced back to how imagination
(‘Einbildungskraft’) and the process of conscious perception were understood to
operate.* What is important for Gess is that both Freie Fantasie and Innerer Monolog
originate from ideas that try to describe how the human consciousness works. For her,
the music sheets within the literary text represent a radicalisation of the interior
monologue because the interior monologue contains “eine besonders reiche, zugleich
aber auch auBlergewohnlich dichte semantische Besetzung [...], weil er mehr sagt, als
dem Sprecher bewult ist.“ (166). But this intense content is very cryptic and therefore
difficult to decode. Nevertheless, it is even more difficult, if not impossible, to
semantically decode the meaning of instrumental music such as Freie Fantasie (see
ibid.). In addition to this layering of cryptic messages, Gess notes that this
representation of music does not represent the usual experience of music: instead of
sound, or at least the description of sound, the music sheets are silent, just like a literary
text and the articulation of dissent of the protagonist. Furthermore, both styles intend to

represent [darstellen] (chaotic) expressions of free association and formlessness while

4 ,DaB die Einbildungskraft ein dubioses Vermdgen ist, welches ungezihmt durch den Verstand einen
regellosen FluR von Bildern erzeugt, an dem der Mensch wahnsinnig zu werden droht — so die
Befurchtung etwa Kants — findet im Kompositionsstil der Freien Fantasie sein ambivalent beurteiltes
Pendant.* (Gess, 165).
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the representation itself is being meticulously crafted. Thus any free association is
carefully designed and thus a mere construct, which Gess described as “geformte
Formlosigkeit” (164). Paradoxically, in order to represent chaos, this chaos needs to be
constructed first and can thus, by definition, never be chaotic, or at least, the chaos is
not ‘authentic’ but order presented in such a way as to seem chaotic. Thus, the phrasing
that Schnitzler took ‘his male point of view out of the equation’ (see above) can be seen
as a farce, for the ‘female’ point of view is only imagined by a male author and thus
necessarily endowed with his ‘male’ point of view. Far from invoking any sort of
essentialism, this serves to emphasise the constructedness of the narrative. Similarly,
the depicted experiencing consciousness is an inauthentic experiencing consciousness
precisely because it is artificially fabricated and crafted in such a way as to represent
what the writing subject imagines an experiencing consciousness to be. In order to
understand this constructed narrative that simulates unconstructedness and immediacy,
I want to consider some narratological issues that will also be helpful in analysing the

(un-)reliability of the narrator.

Although one could argue that this text is not actually a ‘narrated’ text because
it does not ‘narrate’ but rather tries to depict an experiencing consciousness, it is still
an intentionally fabricated narrative that tells a story. The text itself was still written by
an author, an author who chose an associative style of writing that is mirrored in the
display of Schumann’s Carnaval and who chose to narrate this story from the point of
view of a young girl, elaborating the text as a narration of her consciousness. Thus, it
has been the endeavour of, for instance, Dorrit Cohn, to investigate several texts that
depict a consciousness and to outline specific narrative elements that distinguish these
texts from one another. She describes Fraulein Else in her book Transparent Minds as

autonomous monologue but insists that the literary text has technical flaws in the
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representation of a coherently depicted experiencing consciousness. She compares the
music sheets to those printed in Dujardin’s Les Lauriers sont coupés (1887) and
concludes that the music sheets were “more elaborately and perhaps less efficiently
used by Schnitzler” (235f.). She argues that “it is difficult to accept this score simply
as a quotation of her [Else’s] consciousness; it appears more like an authorial collage
that draws attention to the behind-the-scenes ‘production’ of the text we are reading.”
(236). But where Cohn detects a stylistic flaw, Gess reads the simultaneous expression
that the music is in fact a part of Else’s consciousness and that it is a valuable
interpretative insight that the irritating music sheets draw attention to the mode of

writing.

Cohn’s second objection to Schnitzler’s use of the autonomous monologue is
that the monologist “record[s her] own bodily movements” (ibid.), meaning that the
autonomous monologue should be simulating the point of view of an experiencing self
directly, i.e. without any form of mediation. For her, there must not be any kind of
reference to anything that is obvious for the experiencing self and therefore she
describes the following scene as ‘grotesque’ (ibid.): “Ich bewege die Hand, ich rege die
Finger, ich strecke den Arm, ich sperre die Augen weit auf. Ich sehe, ich sehe. Da steht
mein Glas.” (Schnitzler, 378). Of course, in Cohn’s definition of the writing style as
,autonomous monologue’ it is presupposed that this would be some kind of verbalised
representation of consciousness. Although Cohn’s theorising has its validity and is
certainly helpful, there is one aspect that needs to be examined very closely: Does
Schnitzler’s text only try to represent verbalised thought, that is, should we presuppose
that every sentence that is using “first-person pronouns combined with present action

verbs” (236), as Cohn puts it, is a sentence Else verbally thinks? To explore how we

5 Cohn quotes this segment in English.
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understand consciousness in the first place, let me turn to William James’ Principles of
Psychology (1890) to further elaborate on what we mean when we talk about
‘consciousness’. To understand how we conceptualise consciousness is also crucial for
an understanding of Else’s (un-)reliability, since (un-)reliability is often indirectly

ascribed by way of describing the depicted consciousness as ‘incoherence’.

Gess draws on William James in order to describe the explicit relationship
between consciousness and the interior monologue: “die Inhalte des BewuBtseins
[haben] die Form eines unauthorlich flieBenden Stroms vager Bilder” (165), and she
claims that the interior monologue features as an artistic pendant to James’ more
philosophical explanation (see 165f.). James dedicated an entire chapter in his
Principles of Psychology to what he called ‘the stream of consciousness,” and explores
a variety of questions related to human consciousness. James’ analysis is more thorough
than I can outline here, which is why | will only discuss some points of his argument
that are especially relevant for the question of what an articulation of an experiencing
counsciousness could look like: Firstly, instead of being stable, consciousness is always
in motion and never stands still, or as James formulates it: “There are facts which make
us believe that our sensibility is altering all the time, so that the same object cannot
easily give us the same sensation over again.” (232); and: “Experience is remoulding
us every moment, and our mental reaction on every given thing is really a resultant of
our experience of the whole world up to that date.” (234). The importance of this is

quite obvious for the interior monologue or stream of consciousness®: To describe an

&1 will use those two terms interchangeably. Both describe a literary style that represents an experiencing
consciousness. Even though there is quite some difference in style between Penelope (Joyce, 1922) and
Fraulein Else both texts ultimately do refer to their bodily movements or bodily experience. A
consciousness never exists without also being aware of its body and of everything it perceives. | would
rather argue that it is then a decision of style (and maybe of focus of attention) that leads an author to
depict a fictional consciousness without giving an account of visual perception and sensory sensibility
(bodily movements etc.) Nevertheless it can be helpful to draw attention to this difference in style.
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experiencing self, i.e. a consciousness in its process of continuous sensual, visual,
emotional and intellectual momentary experiencing of life, the narration, logically, does
not take the reader into account. The text is not designed to give full explanation but to
portray the process of a consciousness that experiences and changes according to new
thoughts and ideas or new appertained knowledge and that also changes due to sensorial
perceptions or emotional reactions to others. Thus it is helpful to examine how the
reader’s interpretation of an interior monologue is described in relation to the
narrating/focalising consciousness. Interestingly, the relation between Else’s
consciousness and the reader’s interpretation has been described like this: “While she
remains unable to construct a coherent and transparent narrative of meaning, the reader
is able to put all the pieces of Else’s interior monologue together.” (Huyssen, 42).
Although it might be true that the reader is capable of analysing the novella in a sensible
manner, Else’s consciousness is far from being incoherent. The mere fact that it is
extremely easy for the reader to follow all her strains of thought, to feel empathy
towards her and to understand her behaviour underlines the coherence of the narrative.
This is also true if we consider the development of Else’s thoughts and her reasoning
(i.e. the way in which she in fact does ‘construct a coherent and transparent narrative
of meaning’). Even if everything that is transmitted to the reader in a verbalised manner
does occur in Else’s consciousness without the actual “utterance’ of those words, her
manner of reasoning is still absolutely coherent. Even granting that Else’s development
of thought does not follow a strict logical course and that her opinion about certain
matters constantly changes, it needs to be recognised that this is precisely how a
consciousness would be developing a coherent narrative of meaning. James quotes Mr.
Shadworth Hodgons who wrote “What I find when I look at consciousness [...] is a

sequence of different feelings.” (230), and concluded that “Every thought we have of a
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given fact is, strictly speaking, unique, and only bears a resemblance of kind with our
other thoughts of the same fact. [...] Often we are ourselves struck at the strange
differences in our successive views of the same thing.” (233). This is exactly what
happens to Else. She constantly revises her opinion about whether she should sacrifice
herself for her father and her opinion changes according to spontaneous fellings and
thoughts, e.g. the thought that her father knew exactly what Dorsday would ask of her
enrages her and in this light it is only logical for her to argue that her father deserves to
be in prison. However, once she realises that everything in her life, even her status in
society, depends on her father’s wealth and reputation and that both she and her mother
would be poor and outcast by society if he would be imprisoned, she begins to
understand her situation in a completely new way. Insinuating that Else is incapable of
constructing a ‘coherent and transparent narrative of meaning’ (Huyssen qtd. above)
simply shows that this interpreter was incapable of accepting this young woman as an
intelligent observer and interpreter of her situation and of giving her the credit she
deserves and thus exposes his own gender-biased view. This labelling of Else’s

narrative as ‘incoherent’” will be important later on in the context of (un-)reliability.

Having discussed how to deal with coherence in such a narrative, | want to
explore a second important point of James’ discussion of consciousness: the question
whether our thoughts always appear in our minds in the form of language or not. James
draws on the writings of “Mr. Ballard, a deaf-mute instructor in the National College at
Washington™ (266) in order to declare that thought need not only function through
language. He does not directly state whether he thinks this to be the case for all people
or merely deaf-mute ones, but | believe it to be implied that this should be accepted as
a strong argument for nonverbal forms of thought. This non-articulate thought, then,

does pose quite an intricate dilemma for the literary style of interior monologue. For, if
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we suppose that there are parts of our consciousness that are verbally inaccessible and
therefore beyond verbal articulation, this also means that if literature depicts an
experiencing consciousness it would need to somehow still express what is impossible
to articulate, i.e. verbally inaccessible. In this sense, Schnitzler did not try to depict
what Cohn calls an ‘autonomous monologue,’ and indeed to insist that writers conform
to narratological classification is absurd in itself and thus the devaluation of any style
of narrative due to a technical flaw seems ridiculous. Furthermore, Cohn’s argument
that to mention ‘bodily movements’ interferes with the coherence of an autonomous
monologue would be based on the assumption that this type of monologue should only
depict what is verbally expressible. Instead, | want to argue that Schnitzler’s novella
depicts more than mere verbal articulation of the consciousness because it also tries to
express parts of Else’s consciousness that are located outside of the possiblity of
articulation, which is also hinted at through the implementation of music sheets that
dismiss verbal thought altogether. Obviously, in a medium that is very much based on
the possibility of verbalised expression of thought and experience, it is difficult to
portray those parts of the consciousness that cannot even be verbally accessed.
Additionally, we need to take into account that the experiencing consciousness might
not always be aware of the full meaning of her/his actions. This does not mean that this
narrative needs be incoherent, but it does give rise to the question of (un-)reliability in

the narrative text.

2.1.2. Determining (Un-)Reliability
In order to address the question of (un-)reliability in Fraulein Else it will be productive
to incorporate some basic narratological terminologies. Whereas a literary text has

mostly been divided into discourse and story, Mieke Bal argued that there is, in fact,
20



another level that one needs to take into account when talking about a narrative: the
text. According to Bal, the text is a medium or material that consists of signs. The nature
of these signs will depend on the nature of the medium, for instance written word, film
or picture (see 5). The text of Schnitzler’s novella consists of written word, written word
in quotation marks and in italics, but, and this is interesting, the music sheets would
also be part of the text, thus confirming Gess’ analysis and her argument that the music
sheets are part of Else’s consciousness. In Bal’s terminology the story refers to what
others call the discourse, and the fabula corresponds to the story. In order not to
overcomplicate this terminology, I only focus on Bal’s concepts without pointing out
specific differences and divergences between her terms and those of other narratologists
(e.g. Genette). I chose to implement Bal’s terminology because the additional element
of text allows us to understand the narrative in a more complex way, for it incorporates
the visuality of the text and thus helps our understanding of the narratological structure.
It is important to notice, however, that, for Bal, these terminologies are merely
theoretically distinguishable subdivisions, which account for the complexity of any

narrative and its interaction with the reader.

I will begin by outlining Bal’s definition of the fabula. According to her “A
fabula is a series of logically and chronologically related events that are caused or
experienced by actors” (ibid.). This concept of the fabula does not envision an objective
storyline that underlies the story, but rather that the recombination of the events into a
coherent structure of time and logic depends on the reader’s interpretation of the story,
the reader being influenced both by the “initial encounter with the text and by the
manipulations of the story” (9). Here, Bal addresses already two major problems of
literary analysis — the reader is always influenced by the visual presentation of the text

and manipulated by the way the story is told. Hence the importance of Bal’s
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incorporation of the text as separate layer of the narrative, which is the element of the
text which we first encounter. In distinction to the fabula which the reader herself
fabricates, the story is everything that happens in-between the other two layers, “a story
is a fabula that is presented in a certain manner” (5), including the choice of
chronological or achronological presentation, point of view, colouring of the actors with
definite character traits,” and locations that are given specific characteristics (see 8).
This is different from the layer of the text because the story can be transmitted using
different signs and thus a different medium - language, image, sound, or a combination

of these etc. - changes the reader’s perception (see ibid.)

In oder to show the full significance of Bal’s differentiation, I want to exemplify
this with Fraulein Else. As mentioned before, this text combines two different media:
written word and written piano directions. Additionally, there are different styles of
writing and indications of direct speech. What has not been discussed yet is another
element of how the interior monologue is visualised: The story’s style of writing is

[ 3

visually accessible through its unusual punctuation ( -“or ‘...”). Another issue is
Schnitzler’s use of ‘incorrect’ grammatical spelling in his attempt to depict colloquial

language.® All these elements are part of the text.

The story, however, is the description of everything Else experiences, her
feelings and thoughts and her dialogues with others. The characters in the story are
exactly how Else describes and characterises them. In this way, the depiction of Cissy,
for instance, is ambiguous. Throughout the narrative, Else seems to oscillate between

esteem and mockery: “Warum sagt Cissy >Dinner<?® Dumme Affektation.” (327);

" The ,actor is in the fabula what the ‘character’ is in the story.

8 He sometimes does use grammatically ,correct’ abbreviations (e.g. wdr’ for ‘wire’), and sometimes
grammatically ‘incorrect’” forms (e.g. War).

® Here another element on the level of the text designates differences in pronunciation.
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“Hat sie was an unter dem Schlafrock, wenn sie zu ihm kommt? Es ist schwer, wenn
man in solchen Dingen nicht gelibt ist. Soll ich sie um Rat fragen, die Cissy?* (356).
My use of the word ‘seems* already shows how troublesome it can be to clearly
distinguish story and fabula, and it is essential to observe this closely. Here, the very
style of narration makes this differentiation extremely delicate because Else never
clearly defines her opinion of Cissy — of course not: the text, i.e. the narrating medium,
is that of an experiencing self in the present moment and there is no reason why Else
should clarify her meaning to herself. In this narrative style it is easier to first distinguish
story and fabula on a broader scale: The story consists of a young girl, Else, who is on
holidays with her aunt in a hotel with several other guests she knows. One day, she
receives a letter from her mother, telling her about an unfortunate event that has fallen
upon their family. Her father has illegally gambled with ward money and has to go to
prison if he cannot pay his debt. Therefore, Else’s mother asks her daughter for help,
saying she should persuade Dorsday, an old acquaintance of her father, to send her
father the needed amount. Else tries to do so, but Dorsday wants something in return:
to contemplate her nakedness for a quarter of an hour. Else does not want to do this and,
after a very long process of decision-making, finally disrobes in public. She does this
because she wants to cheat Dorsday without actually denying his request and thereby
still forcing him to give her father the money. She falls into a state in which she can
still hear and later on also see everything around her, but she cannot move. Once she is
brought to her bedroom and everyone is in the hallway, she is able to move again and
drinks a glass of veronal that she had put on the side of her bed before publicly

displaying her naked body. She then drifts off, loses consciousness. This is the story.

Now, the fabula is constructed according to my own interpretation of this story.

In order to argue that the fabula I have fashioned this way makes sense, | need to analyse
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the texts closely and scrutinise whether certain details | detect are actually part of the
story that is being narrated. In my case, the fabula runs like this: A young girl, Else, is
being asked by her naive mother to help out her father who is an irresponsible criminal
who gambled with ward money. Else realises (and correctly so) that her father has
foreseen what kind of service Dorsday would ask of her in return for the money and
that her father is trying to abuse her daughterly feelings for him. Else rebels against this
injustice but eventually has to accept that without the support of a financially stable
male subject she has no place in this society. But rather than simply accepting this social
condition and conforming to its conventions, she decides to defy every social rule that
has been imposed on her: she denies Dorsday the pleasure of seeing her alone and she
refuses to acquiesce to her father’s will that he might profit from her sacrifice without
making sure the world knows that there has been a sacrifice. When she realises that the
world will construct her as an hysteric instead of seeing the injustice done and
recognising her sacrifice, she panics and drinks veronal in an attempt at suicide.'® Thee
distinction between text, story and fabula will be a very helpful tool for discussing (un-

reliability.

There have been quite a few discussions about (un-)reliability and its meaning
for literary analysis and a recent collection of essays also addressed the issue in
connection with doctor-patient relationships, politics and journalism: Unreliability and
Trutsworthiness: Intermedial and Interdisciplinary Perspectives (2015). As Vera
Ninning explains in the first chapter of this volume, cognitive narratology has argued

that the concept of untrustworthiness is “used in order to reconcile and explain text-

10« [Scheible] has clearly shown, the repeated exact amount of Veronal cited in the text can only serve
the purpose of pointing to the fact that this amount of the popular sleeping pill is not enough to lead even
to the danger of death, i.e., Else stages a suicide attempt, but will most certainly wake up after the end of
the novella.” (Schmid-Bortenschlager, 515).
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internal as well as -external discrepancies” (8). Of course, in most cases, if the narrator
is unreliable that is because he/she/it was written as such. Ninning also argues that
different designations of unreliability can point out what the difference between
‘normal’ and ‘abnormal’ consists of in a specific culture (see 14). In the context of
Else’s explicit classification as ‘hysteric’ by society (Cissy says: “Ein hysterischer

Anfall wird behauptet.” [Schnitzler, 378]) this is crucial, since

“how unreliable narrators are dealt with allows one to recognise what is unreliable but tolerable
and just within the limits of the acceptable, what is considered as scandalous and criticised, and
what is mad or deceitful to such an extent that it is deemed necessary to send the narrators to
closed psychiatric wards or commit them to prison.” (Niinning, 14; my italics).

First of all, Cissy’s phrasing ‘wird behauptet’ makes quite clear that she is of another
opinion (without even quoting her explicitly saying this). That Cissy does believe that
Else has had a hysterical seizure is thus part of the story. The interpreter could argue
that Else only imagines this, after all one could argue that she is in a traumatic shock
and thus the probability of her account of reality being unreliable has been increased.
But this is not what | want to contend. Instead, it will be useful to consider this inherent
connection that Nunning makes between analysed unreliability and patterns of social
exclusion. Assigning unreliability positions the character as an outsider in society and
since the style of interior monologue does suggest at least a questionable realibility it is
essential to understand how and why this designation of unreliability comes about. The
following discussion of (un-)reliability in doctor/patient relations, the differentiation
between focalizor/narrator and some attempts to deal with narrative texts that are
ambiguous concerning (un-)reliability will help analyse Schnitzler’s novella and, more

importantly, the (un-)reliability of its main character, Else.

25



The volume mentioned above features an article by Jarmila Mildorf titled
“Unreliability in Patient Narratives: From Clinical Assessment to Narrative Practice”.
In this essay she examines the relationship between doctors and their patients and the
problem of basic doctor-patient communication, i.e. how does the doctor know whether
his/her patient is an unreliable source of information? She starts by pointing out why
this question is of importance — even in a doctor/patient relationship where one might
be tempted to suppose that the patient relates his/her problem in a reliable manner.
Mildorf detects several problems that might arise in doctor/patient communications.
Firstly, a doctor might doubt the patient’s narrative because s/he believes that the
patient is only pretending to be sick (see 395). Secondly, she argues that “reliability is
also related to certain codes of conduct and practices that are adequate in a given social
interaction” (396), meaning that the designation of unreliability might derive simply
from a patient behaving in a non-normative way. Thirdly, she says that unreliability is
also “closely connected to the ways in which people wish to present themselves in
conversations” (ibid.). Although these points are all interesting and absolutely valid,
her last argument is especially intriguing: “And finally, unreliability may depend
strongly on what the doctor perceives as ‘unreliable’ in a given situation.” (397), This
point also reflects back to her second observation: It is the doctor’s perception of
‘unusual’ behaviour in the patient that will determine the doctor’s verdict. This, of
course, will depend on the doctor’s assumptions of normative, i.e. ‘normal’ behaviour.
Obviously, this is a very important point in Mildorf’s entire discussion, for she stresses
this several times (see 399, 409) in order to argue that a major problem in the
doctor/patient relationship is that the patient’s narrative is not taken seriously enough
and that the doctors should focus more on how their patients narrate (see e.g. 406). She

adds that doctors need to be aware “of their own biases” (408) that contribute to the
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unreliability of the patient’s narrative.* She clearly wishes to accentuate, however, the
potential danger of too readily adopting a “benevolent image of the patient” (405) which
would lead to an ignorance of the real problems that a patient’s “malingering or
deception [can pose to] doctors and to society” (see ibid.). Interestingly, Mildorf does
connect these issues to literary analysis and narratology, albeit only in a footnote:
“whether a story is perceived as reliable or unreliable, [Christoph] Bode argues,
depends on how readers read the text and on whether they begin to feel suspicious about
what they are told.” (398). This shows firstly, that narrative analysis is always
important, whatever kind of narration might be the focus of examination, and secondly,
that the discussion of (un-)reliability does not need to deal with the style of the narrative
but also with the question why an interpreter designates a certain style of narration or a

specific character as unreliable.

It is very intriguing that through the analysis of (un-)reliability several attempts
have been made to deal with the problem of ambiguity — whether by distinguishing
several kinds of unreliabilities (e.g. irony as narratological tool to undermine the
focalizor’s point of view or by drawing on the Possible-Worlds Theory that states that
conflicting points of view do not mean that one point of view needs to be described as
‘false’. The problematic issue with this theory is that it legitimises every point of view,
and if everything is possible, who gets to decide what reality is? Nevertheless, these
theoretical frameworks can help distinguish different types of unreliability. Robert
Vogt’s attempt to connect the Possible-Worlds Theory to cognitive science in order to

make his theory valuable for interpretation is interesting, because even though

11 Dana Crowley Jack writes in Silencing the Self. Women and Depression about how theories of
depression have often not acknowledged that women experience depression for other reasons than
men do and thus need to be treated differently. She also accentuates that women have often been
taught to not talk about their own needs because they are perceived as invalid (see chapter 1 “Prepare
to Listen”).
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unreliability is something that is ascribed rather than an inherent feature, a false
description, e.g. ascribing someone a specific role, of reality still exists and that needs
to be analysed in its full philosophical depth. Thus, Vogt’s premise firstly, that a reader
is able to differentiate between narrator and focalizor etc. (see 144), and secondly, that
the reader can analyse the narrative and interpret it (see 148) is vital, for it ascribes a
basic ability to analyse to every reader. This distinction between narrator and focalizor
can be paralleled with the reader’s ability to distinguish between text and story and its

importance for defining the (un)-reliability of a fictional character.

The reliability of Else in Schnitzler’s novella is certainly questionable, and not
only due to its composition as interior monologue. The style Schnitzler uses guarantees
the reader a direct, i.e. umediated, migration or insight into Else’s consciousness.
Nevertheless, this warranty only exists on the surface of the narrative text. Once the
reader realises that this professed unmediated migration into the mind of another is in
fact only a textual construction, or a convention of a literary subgenre, the illusion is
disrupted. This reiterates the point Gess made that | quoted above: The highly artificial
construction of a supposedly chaotic unconstructedness. Thus, there are already two
issues that call the reliability of the novella into question — Else, of course, interprets
everything that happens according to her own, very subjective, perception of her own
feelings and likewise interprets the behaviour of others in relation to her personal
apperception of social codes and their meanings. The second issue relates to the
theoretical difference that can be made explicitly between text and story. While the

story is formulated by the focalizor!?, the text, however, is the layer at which Bal situates

12 For Bal, the focalizor is “an aspect of the story [the] narrator tells. It is the represented ‘colouring’ of
the fabula by a specific agent of perception, the holder of the ‘point of view’.” (19).
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the narrator®. This is an absolutely crucial distinction and designates that there is a
narrator that is neither identical with the author (or the implied author), nor identical
with the focalizor (which in this specific case would be Else). In terms of (un-
)reliability, this means that Bal’s distinction brings a valuable point into the discussion.
In describing Else’s narrative as incoherent, one misses the point that Else actually does
not narrate at all. She is the focalizor in this narrative text and is therefore a character
in the story. The textual (linguistic) signs that constitute the text, however, are narrated
by the narrator, an agent that (at least in this sense) technically doesn’t exist on the level
of the story, because it only refers to the text-layer of the narrative. In this case, the
narrator is, due to the chosen style of writing and the chosen point of view, almost
imperceptible. Here, the narrator only appears as a transmitter of signs and can be
detected best by the elements of the text, i.e. the usage of italics, but also through a
discussion of (un-)reliability. This distinction needs to be made because the focalizor
in the story, the experiencing subject, would not need to textually distinguish (i.e. using
italics) between who is speaking. These are signs that are not part of the experiencing
consciousness, thus the need to theoretically distinguish between focalizor and narrator
and the need for or the choice of the narrator to make these differences visible in the
text. An experiencing consciousness is the focalizor, but the depiction of that
consciousness is still a mediation and therefore needs to be ‘narrated’. Therefore, even
in an interior monologue a narrator is required. Apart from that, the discussion of (un-
)reliability can establish that if the narrator weren’t a neutral transmitter of signs then
the conflict between the focalizor’s point of view and the world would not be

undistinguishable, that is, there would be an obvious disparity between the focalizor’s

13 For Barl, the narrator is “that agent which utters the linguistic signs which constitute the text” (18). It
does not correspond to the idea of the ‘implied author’.
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interpretation and the interpretation the reader makes of this narrative according to the

narrator’s influence.

Having seen the full extent of political, medical and literary implications of (un-
)reliability, I want to address the above discussed ‘incoherence’ interpreters have seen
in Else’s ‘narrative,” because arguing that her perception of reality is incoherent
undermines her as a reliable source of information. As | have outlined already, she does
not narrate in an incoherent manner. Furthermore, she actually does not narrate at all,
but is the focalizing character in the story. In this context it is of great importance that
Schnitzler chose to depict Else’s situation in the form of an interior monologue. One
would suppose that this narrative style would incline all readers towards an
interpretation that is in favour of Else’s rationality and sensibility but contrarily to this
conjecture there have been various interpretations that have argued either for the
incoherence of Else’s thoughts, and accordingly for her unreasonableness or else for
her being brave by defying the world and losing her mind due to the disturbing
experience that her defiance exposes her to. Interestingly, even differentiated (feminist)
readings describe the scene leading to Else’s disrobing as an “increasing delirium” (see
Elizabeth Goodstein, 220), or her disrobing as an artistic expression of her
exhibitionism (see Kelly Comfort, 202-204) and it needs to be noted that while
Goodstein’s phrasing is far from unconnected to a possible designation of Else as ‘going
mad’ or as being a ‘hysteric,” Comfort’s analysis does not differentiate between Else’s
desire of being seen by a man she desires and the circumstances that force her to
publicly disrobe. These designations inherently undermine Else’s point of view as valid

and thus can be aligned with other issues of ‘victim-blaming’.

In the next section | want to cross-analyse Schnitzler’s narrative with two other

texts and thereby show how the differentiation between narrator and focalizor can be a
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tool for determining (un-)reliability. I will include a discussion of the feminist reception
of Freud’s Bruchstiicke einer Hysterie-Analyse (1905), and a short excursus that
contrasts Else as narrator/focalizor with Edouard Dujardin’s narrator/focalizor Daniel
in Les Lauriers sont coupés (1887). This will showcase how unreliability can be
implemented on the level of the text (i.e. the narrator) in order to undermine the
focalizor. These discussions will portray the analytical importance of properly
distinguishing between (socially) ascribed unreliability (see Vera Niinning above) and
real unreliability in doctor/patient narratives (see Mildorf above). This will shed light
on many important questions4, which I will outline first, drawing on Spivak, Foucault

and Beckett:

2.2.  What matter who’s speaking?

2.2.1. Theory First: Spivak, Foucault & Beckett
In a literary text there are always multiple voices at work, however, if one wants to
answer the question of whose voices those voices are, one must inevitably take a look
at the figure of the author. Although I do not argue that the author should be interpreted
as an independent, sovereign Subject who is the sole creator of the literary universe, the
figure of the author should not be disposed of too lightly. I view the author as a subject
immersed in life, culture, education, personal belief, biological predisposition, etc. who
will not act independently of any of these influences. Despite this, it would be wrong
to completely negate the agency of the author, since the author is still the one who

actively decides what sort of story to write and whether to include social, political or

14 Who is ascribing unreliability to whom? Who is speaking for whom? What does it matter who’s
speaking? And whose voice is it anyway? (see introduction).
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ethical questions in her writings. This agency will often involve a personal ethics that
drives the author to such a choice. In the following I will consider Gayatri Chakravorty
Spivak’s question Can the Subaltern speak?, with a focus on her criticism of
eurocentrism in Foucualt and Deleuze and her differentiation between representation
[vertreten] and re-presentation [darstellen]. Since writing a story inevitably involves
some sort of representation Spivak’s critique draws attention to the political importance
of nuanced re-presentation and will make visible the power dynamics that are inherent

in representational politics.

Her canonical essay was first published in 1988 and has since been revised for
her book A Critique of Postcolonial Reason (1999) and revisited again in 2010 in her
article “In Response. Looking Back, Looking Forward.”*® As she accounts in the last,
the driving force was not only the question of ‘Can the subaltern speak?,” but also “who
hears the subaltern?” (229). Another point of importance in Spivak’s analysis is the idea
of reading or seeing “death as text” (235). In her response she emphasises her personal
role, her own involvement as educator, as teacher on the one hand and as an intellectual
listener/reader of the subaltern. She argues that in order to challenge the designations
of subalternity, there needs to be a crisis in the subaltern’s conception of herself, i.e.
there needs be a challenge to the status quo of the subaltern. This crack in the ideology
that makes the subaltern reject their own conditions as ‘natural’ can happen in different
ways. One is the task of the educator who listenes to the subaltern and shares a space
with them, enabling the educator to teach the subaltern to perceive themselves

differently, to question their own condition as ‘natural’ — “If this teaching is not

151 quote all three texts from the same book: Can the Subaltern speak? Reflections on the History of an
Idea, that emerged after a conference at Columbia University. The first version is printed as appendix
(pp. 237-291); the version from A Critique of Postcolonial Reason constitues ‘Part One’ (pp. 21-78), and
In Response ‘Part Five’ (pp. 227-236) of this vo