DEVIANT FOCALISATION IN VIRGIL'S AENEID

My subject is point of view in the Aeneid. 1 want to make some theoretical
tints about that concept, and to discuss some examples. In writing this paper,
rwever, 1 have come to realise that underneath there lies an attempt to come to
rms with the work on Virgil of two of my elders, betters, and friends, Oliver
me and Gian Biagio Conte, to whom this piece is offered with affection. But |
all not try to conceal the Oedipal nature of these encounters. As will be seen,
erc is also an clement of prolepsis: 1 want to forestall a particular linc of
terpretation about the Aeneid which I scnse is about to make its appearance.

It my title I use the term ‘focalisation’ rather than ‘point of view". The term is
enette’s, later taken up especially by Mieke Bal.! I usc it for three reasons. First,
selieve the reason that led Genette to coin it was a valid one, and perhaps the
1igle most important proposition in his narratology. Genette criticised tradi-
nal accounts of point of view for confusing two distinct questions: ‘who
reaks?’, and ‘who sees?’. In relation to any textual feature, the answers to these
iestions may be different. For the first phenomenon, we have the term ‘voice’,
id it is helpful to have a separate term for the second; that is, focalisation.

My second and third reasons for using the term are more practical. First, we
in easily form the agent-noun ‘focaliser’ to give us a partner for ‘narrator’ in a
ay that we cannot do with *point of view’; and second, the term is clearly and
cidly defined by Mieke Bal in her Narratology, is a standard one in that
scipline, and has become familiar to classicists through Irene de Jong’s excellent
arrators and focalizers: the presentation of the story in the lliad.> 1 do not want
'y usc of the term, however, to signal either a pretence to greater theoretical
nowledge than 1 possess or an acceptance of all the propositions of Dutch
arratology, in particular the tripartite version of the basic story/narrative
ivision that Bal proposcs, with fabula the basic level of plot, story the
resentation of events from a point of view, and text the verbal expression. The
roblems involved in the distinction, basic to narratology, between ‘what
appened’ and ‘the way I tell it’ are well-known. but if we are going to have any
nite number of levels we might as well stick to two.?

By deviant focalisation, 1 mean instances where in normal language we should
spect focaliser and narrator to coincide but they do not. There is no general rule
f ordinary language which requires the coincidence of narrator and focaliser,
nd there are a host of familiar devices which allow a point of view to be
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‘embedded’.* But | am concerned not with these explicit devices but with what
de Jong terms ‘implicit embedded focalisation’, where there are no explicit signals
in the text.* I prefer the more tendentious ‘deviant’ to stress that there is a sense in
which these instances ‘break the rules’. My usage is anything but neutral, and
raises many questions. Before turning to these, however, let me give a couple of
examples so that it is clear what I am about. My first is taken from de Jong, the
second from Callimachus’ Hyvmn to Demeter.

I take the Homeric example from de Jong’s discussion of the occurrence of
evaluative and affective words outside direct speech, in which she tries to refine
Jasper Griflin’s analysis of the phenomenon.t Discussing Iliad 23. 252-3, she

notes with Griffin that the lines contain a unique occurrence of the word 1311114
outside direct speech:

kAaiovteg & Etaporo évnéog dotéa Agukd
aileyov

The epic narrator speaks the word évnéoc but de Jong sees the focaliser rather as
Patroclus’ companions: ‘the unique presence outside direct speech of &viig may
be explained as duc to implicit embedded focalisation by Patroclus’ com-
panions’.” Thus the problem of the presence of the word is solved. This role of
deviant focalization in providing a [vsis of a familiar type to literary problemata is
something to which I want to return. But let me procced to my second example.

At Hymn to Demeter 94-5 we are told of how everyone wept for Erysichthon’s
plight:

KAaie pév & panp, Papd 8 Eotevov al 80’ adehgeai
O paotog tOv Enmve kai al §éxa noAldaxt SdAar.

Hopkinson® has an excellent note on the metonymy of paotdg: following
McKay,® he observes that ‘Here the nurse is identified with the breast which she
beats in her grief’, which is clearly correct. He understandably passes over in
silence McKay’s second point, which stems from the latter’s view of Erysichthon
as conceived as a giant: ‘for the wet-nurse who must satisfy a young giant’s thirst
HaoTdg must represent a very substantial part of the whole, and so warrant
special mention’.'® This is wrong, but can perhaps serve to prevent us from too
easily explaining away the metonymy. I suggest that the lexical choice & pactog
10v Enove is determined by the focalisation. The narrator speaks, but Erysich-
thon is the focaliser at this point. This is a complex example, because the phrase
represents Erysichthon’s point of view at two moments. As a child he saw the

Nurse as a breast, but now too we catch him looking at her in his hunger in the
same way.
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want to use this example to make two points. First. if this interpretation is
rect, we do not solve a problem and thus make the text more simple, but rather
iplicate it by introducing another possibility which we have awkwardly to
ommodate into our reading. Again, I will return to this. Second, my detection
feviant focalisation here may not be shared by everyone. 1 do not want to
de this possibility, but to use it to emphasise that this will inevitably often be
case with implicit embedded focalisation. Because it is not explicitly signalled,
:ther we choose to suppose its presence in a particular instance will be a matter
nterpretative choice.

am already insinuating theory, so let me come out of the closet completely.
2 first point that I wish to make stems from my question-begging use of the
m “deviant’. This might imply that focalisation shifts of the kind that [ am
cussing are a special feature of literary language, one of the ways in which it
siates from normal language. This is not, of course, true. It is a common
wctice for people to use words which involve them ‘sceing the world through the
s of others as well as from their own point of view’, to quote a modern
guist," and for such shifts of focalisation to occur without explicit signals in
+ discourse. Consider, for example, the following pairs of sentences:

(1) (Offensive male) Why are you reading that feminist rubbish?
(2) (Feminist) 1 like this feminist rubbish.

(I") (Feminist) Why are you reading that feminist rubbish?

(2') (Reforming male) I like this feminist rubbish (now).

« [ocalisation shift in these instances can be signalled by various linguistic and
tra-linguistic bracketing devices, but it need not be. If it is not, the shift still
curs: our feminist does not believe that what she is reading is rubbish, nor does
> reforming male. This is, as I say, a familiar phenomenon, and indeed some
guists use the concept of empathy implied here to explain a number of features
discourse.'? But their work can also, 1 hope, justify my use of deviant. We are
nscious in these examples of something funny going on, not of an illicit use of
1guage but of a figured one - the figure in question, of course, usually being
my. There is what the discourse analyst Susumu Kuno called “The speech-act
rticipant empathy hierarchy’, one of whose dicta is that ‘it is easiest for the
caker to empathise with himself (i.e. to express his own point of view)’.! There
always a push to make people mean what they say, and instances where they do
it are at least a little bit ‘deviant’ (not to say devious).

If the focalisation shift in my examples is not explicitly signalled at the time,
w do we know that it takes place? The answer takes us into pragmatics: from
e context of utterance, and ultimately from our knowledge of the beliefs of the
irticipants in the dialogue. This raises a problem for literary texts, because it is
ecisely the pragmatics of those texts — what is to count as pragmatics for them -
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which is theoretically controversial and in practice difficult to define. At the very
least, an answer to the question ‘Who sees? for an expression in a literary text
may depend on our interpretation of the whole of that text. This is certainly true
of the Aeneid as we shall see. But this difficulty is arguably essential to the
function of implicit embedded focalisation in literary lexts, to generate ambiguity
and uncertainty. That s certainly the function that is regularly assigned to the
equivalent device at the level of voice, free indirect discourse (FID). Many of the
discussions of point of view in the Aeneid do not distinguish clearly between
deviant focalisation and free indirect discourse, and the distinction is obviously
not astrong one. I would reserve the label of FID for more extended instances of
assumed point of view in proximity to a reference to thought or speech, but there
are obviously borderline cases and the one may pass into the other. One of the

standard examples of FID in the Aeneid, for instance, is 9.399-401, giving Nisus’
reactions to the capture of Euryalus:

quid faciat? qua ui iuuenem, quibus audeat armis
eripere? an sese medios moriturus in enses
inferat et pulchram properet per uulnera mortem?

Although this is clearly FID, the way in which pulchram represents Nisus’
focalisation is exactly the same as in many examples of what I should call deviant
focalisation, and it is pointless to make too rigid a distinction. The important
pointis that the functions are similar. Are we sure that Virgil is not saying Nisus’
death will be pulchra? This is a point to which I shall again return, but I should
:cldd that I am not going to say much about FID partly because it has been treated
in Virgil by Alessandro Perutelli," but more importantly because Andrew Laird
1s currently working on the whole topic of speech presentation in Latin,

But if the role of deviant focalisation, like that of FID, in creating ambiguity
suggests again a specifically literary function, let me again make the point that
this is bound up with general phenomena of language. In answering the question
‘who sees?", it is easy to assume that the answer is determined by the conscious
wishes of the participants. But language is notoriously not our own, and the
expressions someone uses may come from others, and represent the point of view
of others even when they appear to be freely chosen. The point is made by Moshe

Ron of an extended passage of FID in a pulp novel, which is itself worth quoting
in extenso:!s

My final example comes from an underground classic entitled Posh. Beula
Montezuma, a suburban Californix housewife, has spent the day preparing for
her husband, Tony, a very special cake which, she hopes, will erect their
hitherto inadequate relationship on a wholly new basis.

———_—--—“____—
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[1] ‘Dinner is ready, all piping hot,’ she sang. [2] How her husband loved
chicken i la king for dinner, especially when garnished with a peppery
watercress salad. [3] What a change from hamburgers and French fries. (4]
And when the meal was crowned with a light, savory angel food specialty cake,
for him it was a total experience, a repast to be remembered.

[5] *You look a bit out of sorts,” he told his wife. ‘Apprehensive or
something’ (<S. >Gatos < Posh (New York)>, 1971: 21).

Sentences [2)-[4] are in FID, and they are framed in this excerpt by two other
sentences which ‘quote’ the two characters’ words in Direct Discourse. The so-
called expressive elements in [2) would here be attributed to her, based on the
transition from she in (1] to her husband in 2] (focusing on his relevance to her;
although her hushand is the subject of the sentence, she is still the topic of
discourse). But what shall be said of (3]? As reconstructed by an overanxious
MR <(Mimctic Reader)> this might read: ‘she exclaimed inwardly, as she
thought her husband would exclaim (were he able to verbalise his feelings
on the subject): “What a change from hamburgers and French fries!"”
Considered as a representation of his mental state (3] naturally follows after
(2. So would [4] after [3). But when the analysis gets to [5], where he is the
focus (both the subject and the topic of the parenthetical *he told his wife’ —
rather than **her husband told her’), it can backtrack through the sequence
using the same transitions to eliminate the implicated higher-instance clauses
of which she was the postulated subject, substituting for them higher-instance
clauses where he would be the subject. A third, distinctly- less appealing,
possibility would be to attribute the enthusiasm for this menu to an effaced
narrator. There seems to be no formal ground for deciding between these
readings.

I would, nevertheless, having had the benefit of reading this edifying work in
its entirety, tend to judge the first hypothesis to be correct. (2]-[4] are her FID.
My grounds for saying so are entirely empirical. ‘All piping hot’ (in DD),
‘chicken a la [sic] king’, ‘garnished with’, a peppery watercress salad’, ‘what a
change from hamburger and French fries’, ‘crowned with’, ‘a light, savory
angel food specialty cake’, ‘for him’, ‘a total experience’, ‘a rcpast to be
remembered’ ~ what are all these? Who produced these utterances? Don't they
all sound sort of familiar? This patchwork of clichés from women’s magazines,
soap opera and advertising can only point to the enterprising young wife (the
husband will have turned out in the end to be a propagator of clichés rather
than a mere consumer). This pastiche is in fact the consciousness (if that is
what you want to call it) of Beula Montezuma. But the contents of this
person’s mind are clearly not her own. Where are the origina! I's of these E's,
the original SELFs of these sentiments?
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One way of looking at the way that cultural hegemony is imposed through
language is to think of enforced focalisation shifts, People are forced to use
expressions which do not ‘really’ represent their point of view because no others
are available to them. This may seem a phenomenon irrelevant to literary texts,
but of course it is not. One aspect of it in literary texts is generic pressure: words
come laden with generic associations which may force focalisation shifts. It is
precisely from this viewpoint that Gian Biagio Conte approached the Aeneid in
his Saggio;'¢ again, I must defer discussion for the moment, but would stress at
this point the simple fact that deviant focalisation is bound up with ideology.
Nothing could be more political than the question of whose point of view
language embodies. .

But first to some examples. | begin with a paradigmatic one, the standard one
in many modern discussions. At 4.28] we are told of Aeneas’ reaction to
Mercury’s mission to him: ardet abire Juga, dulcisque relinquere terras. Dulcis
represents the focalisation of Aeneas, ‘sweet to him’, not necessarily of the

narrator Virgil. The note in Servius is unfortunately corrupt, but seems to reflect
on this:

r?_‘ulcesque relinguere terras deest ‘quamquam’, per quod intellegi uult Aenean
amo '

Although he found them sweet, Aeneas was ablaze to leave the land; the
focalisation shift captures his hesitation and yet deliberation. Narrator Virgil,
focaliser Aeneas. For some more interesting examples, I want to turn to Virgil’s
use of the word superbus, recently helpfully surveyed by Alfonso Traina in the
Enciclopedia Virgiliana." It is well known that superbus in Latin differs from
English ‘proud’ in being overwhelmingly pejorative, especially when applied to
people; the tiro in Latin prose composition soon comes to appreciate the
difficulty of translating such Roman-sounding phrases as ‘patriotic pride’. This is
true also of Virgil’s usage on the whole, but there are a number of occasions
where it is not obviously true. There is a celebrated example at the beginning of

Book 1 (19-22), where we are told what Juno had heard was to be the future of
Rome:

progeniem sed enim Troiano a sanguine duci
audierat Tyrias olim quae uerteret arces;

hinc populum late regem belloque superbum
uenturum excidio Libyae; sic uoluere Parcas.

Seeing the problem of superbum, Servius glosses the word as eminentem,
gloriosum, and is followed in this by Traina; what Roman would not have agreed
with this description, he asks. It is more plausible with Jackson Knight'* and

e —
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ithers to see here deviant focalisation: this represents the point of v1ewbnot ggtll;s
1arrator but of Juno, the way she sees the futu.re .rolt'a of Rome.h.'Supe"r Es sliSh [
epresent the focalisation of the narrator even in indirect speec h, als ltnn r;\guce '5'
‘ould not report somcone’s statement ‘I'll get that arrogant ¢ ai\a a \ unlgss
vith the words ‘He said that he would get thaE arrogant charllatanI uccl:gsonI s
| amn prepared to focalise ‘arrogant char.lata.n fnyself. Or. rfll lchr,t 'C(::, enizg o
so with a figured shift of focalisation,. asin Vl.rgll. That.thls is what is happ
confirmed by a nore remarkable shift later in 1.25-8:

necdum etiam causae irarum saeuique dolores
exciderant animo; manet alta mente repostum
iudicium Paridis spretaeque iniuria formae

ct genus inuisum et rapti Ganymedis honores.

27-8 are a curiously unbalanced pair of lines. Three reasons are gﬂered for J'u.no.s
hatred of the Trojans, spread over four cola: iudicium Paridis, spret:ze tz)mluna
' ] ] learly belong
inui Ganymedis honores. The first two ¢
Jormae, genus inuisum, rapti ;  clearly belong
t of Paris; the last clearly refe
cther, and represent the Judgemen e la > th
:t))%iuction of Ganymede. But to what does genus inuisum refer? To Juplter.s
arentage of Dardanus, we are told;' but the phrase is curiously Obll.ql.le for this,
gnd we are left with the first and third members of a tricolon conta:jn.mg'p-r(;)p:lr
i ini ne but referring to a named individual.
names with the centre one not containing o i med in he
t from the reader’s mind when
Dardanus cannot be completely absen pehen s/he
inui. lly it cannot be the whole story.
encounters genus inuisum, but equa t b ¢ story. The answer
2 for whom genus inuisum was simply _
was seen by James Henry, ; : y y an emotions
i i ted by Juno in her anger: ‘the Judgemen ‘ s
expression of hatred inser . . pe iiod o1 oo
¢ de’. The irruption of the unspe
hate them, and the rape of Ganyme e irrupti he unspectied ef geni
inuisum * ’ duces in mimetic oratio obliqua the way
inuisum ‘And the hateful race’ repro . fiqua the way Jno
i ind. This is perhaps a matter of voice r r
herself put the matter in her mind ps ar ice rathet thar
isati i ticulated in this way, but the intr
focalisation, since her thoughts were ar Lin this fusi
i i iant focalisation in belloque superbum.
Juno’s point of view parallels the devia i
Othcf examples are less clear. At the opening of Book 3,2 Aeneas reflects
bitterly on the destruction of Troy:

postquam res Asiae Priamique ?uertere gentem
immeritam uisum superis, cecidltqug super‘bum
Hium et omnis humo fumat Neptunia Troia,
diuersa exsilia et desertas quaerere terras
auguriis agimur diuum ...

Superbum Ilium, as Traina notes, recalls the use by their enemies of th? msult:t;i
phrase Tpieg dneppiakot in the lliad® and is the source of Dante’s supe
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{lion, but Traina denies that it can have any pejorative associations in Aeneas’
mouth and immediately after inmeritam. It is true that the Homeric adjective is
an ambivalent parallel since it was standard scholiastic doctrine that Oneppialog
could itself be used both positively and negatively,” but it is difficult to keep from
one’s mind especially Menelaus® vaunt in fliad 13 which accused the Trojans of
defying Zeus and the gods.? The phrase would be at home in the topos of the fall
of empires and cities, for which Troy was a paradigm:? ‘where is now the pride of
Ilium?* This time the focaliser could well be the narrating author, intruding into
his character’s narration; but we can also take this as representing the focalisation
of the gods, and thus bitterly ironic in Aeneas’ mouth, Troy seemed so superbus
to them that they destroyed it. This makes sense of the link between superis and
superbum, accentuated in the humo Jumat of the following line: the gods thought
Troy was getting uppity, and put it in its place. Line 2 is thus framed by two

evaluative adjectives representing different focalizations of the gens immerita,
superbum [lion.

The opening lines of Book 3 r

ecall the earlier epitaph for Priam that Aeneas
had offered in 2.554-7:

haec finis Priami fatorum, hic exitus illum

sorte tulit Troiam incensam et prolapsa uidentem
Pergama, tot quondam populis terrisque superbum
regnatorem Asiae. iacet ingens litore truncus,
auulsumque umeris caput et sine nomine corpus.

These lines are discussed in a forthcoming article by Angus Bowie,?” and so I must
be especially brief. He has developed Servius’ observation that the description of

the dead Priam recalls Pompey,” pointing out that the phrase tor quondam
populis terrisque superbum | regnatorem Asiae is especially reminiscent of contem-
porary views of Pompey. Again, we

may detect the presence of generic contami-
nation, this time from the topos of the ‘grandi trapassati’, most familiar from
the end of Lucretius Book 3:

inde alii multi reges rerumque potentes
occiderunt, magnis qui gentibus imperitarunt (1027-8).

The topos can be used neutrally,
there is often a suggestion of
observing that some Greek exa
examples with superbus.3 But w
to forget in Aeneas’ long narra
this narrative amnesia is inesca
uisum, “The comment comes fro

as merely a reminder that all men must die,® but .
fatal justice in pride brought low: it is worth
mples use the word oepvédg, though I have no
ho focalises superbum regnatorem Asiae? It is easy
tion that he speaks, not Vergil the narrator, and
pable: when Austin comments on 2.427 dis aliter
m Virgil’s private world of thought, to move each

M
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in his own private way’, the elision of the (.iis'tinction bf:twcen l/]\en;:es tz\l:idl

:'/:iar:iclri:]mllfortunatc but invited by the text. But 1;\/;5 not obv:]cl)tulil)):ltghet;ere hat
i .32 Moreover,
My th‘c narrl}[ordi‘:l(:)lélzl(iti:)ar:“ h‘)cr::,n;ssszzibe“zotes-“ —we suddenly flash forwartg
makod "“"ﬂll“’; ach — the way that the story resumes at 559 f:ncourages us
. P"l}m i t']e Ae(ncas" at me tum primum saeuus circumstetit horror. We are
e e ShmbdS thz whoie movement of the narrative 19 see tl‘1e'reﬂect|on t0t(1i
C“Fouf“gm ’ : athetic pause in Aencas’ narrative to Dldo: This is accentuate :
. TS : Su: lines have special point addressed to Dido at the Iu()iu'{nto:e
lljiy ttl::t:nﬁ:;:z:n[q‘l‘:et faid on for the Trojans.® The union of past, present, and lutu
as .

COU‘: "0} l;eng]tcl:‘:r X\ltrcgrltll‘;rt‘ the description of Priam.‘s death by Ag?romache in
ErImT;e ,llismlromacha which was Cicero’s favourite piece of poetry:

o pater, o patria, o Priami domus
sacptum altisono cardine templ}un.
uidi ego te adstante ope barbarica
tectis caelatis laqueatis, B

auro ebore instructam regilice.

haec omnia uidi inflammari,
Priamo ui uitam cuitari, .
louis aram sanguine turpari.

describe the
As Servius notes,* these lines had already bcep recalled at l.72:rttohe e
S cting hall, and at 2.241-2 in the narration of the gn:(riy o e bt
g‘:g?uandgthey .later lie behind the dcscriptlc;n on thf ;:;e,q,:o,,i;u S8 of that
’ : barbarica, uariis .
stern potentate Antony: ope bart lisqr amis. e
?u}uin:zi?;:i(:n ‘r)aises a question of focalisation whll:h is nz;;z;?cl: ol
» i it i 1 to take ope
i i t is natura .
onc in Virgil. In 8.685, 1 . b
pr?zcr::ive though that may be weakencd by the allusion tohl:rls'::r:the rat o e
:')e-', Iisati(;n in Ennius? Andromache speaks, b.ut.h‘ow cans e her in et
Fro. s ‘barbarian’? This problem and the Vlrgl.han one c‘(;. A
;lr;(o){h"clr imitation of the Ennian passage, the opening of the Priam ep

1 37
our cpitaph for him closes:

uidi ipse furentem
caede Neoptolemum geminosque in' limine Atrl(lz:sz;ras
uidi Hecubam centumque nurus Prmml'lm'quisp
sanguine foedantem qQuos ipse sacrz.lucmtol[it:n .
quinquaginta illi thatami, s‘;‘)es tanta nelg ,
barbarico postes auro spoliisque superbi.
procubucre; tenent Danai qua deficit ignis.

o
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This is another narrative dislocation,
Priam’s death: the framing could not be
Austin reassure us that barbarico here is
Jocelyn on the Ennius fragment, but I
Again, we might note how the two wor
focalise frame the line, this time reinforc
line is clearly preparatory to 505 pr

in that it anticipates the description of
stronger. Commentators from Servius to
natural in the mouth of a Trojan, as does

remain unconvinced by the parallels.
ds in Aeneid 2.504 which are difficult to
ing each other: barbarico . . . superbi. The

ocubuere, the pride before the fall, an
implication Cicero noted in Ennius.® But I think that in both we are also tempted

lo sec a sarcastic assumption of the Greek point of view: ‘so-called’ barbarico,
superbi ‘in their eyes’. If we see 2.504 in this way, then that must colour superbum
regnatorem in 2.556: ‘what some may see as’ superbum,

You may not be happy with this: I confess that I am not myself, because I am
conscious that it tames the text too much. What [ do insist on though is that it is
wrong mercly to say that superbus is used neutrally, with Traina. It is of the
essence of words like superbus that they cannot be used neutrally, and saying
what they ‘mean’ always involves the critic’s idcology as well as that of the author
and his original audiences. It is of course true that superbus used of things is much
less obviously pejorative than when used of people,® precisely because of the
moral evasion that the transfer of focalisation embodies, but even in these cases
we should not allow ourselves to be desensitised. The final example of the word
that I want to discuss can serve to remind us again of how much may hang on

these questions. It is in the description of Augustus on the Palatine in the shield
ekphrasis at 8.720-3:

ipse sedens niueo candentis limine Phoebi

dona recognoscit populorum aptatque superbis
postibus.

D. Gillis*" had here noted the parallel to the descri
Joribusque adfixa superbis [ ora uirum
‘odious implications’; Traina%
at all, as contrastive. He does

superbis the use is pejorative,

which activates the negative ¢
in superbus’.

ption of Cacus’ cave at 8.196-7
tristi pendebant pallida tabo and had seen
prefers to sce the connection, if it is to be admitted
not deny that at Georgics 2.461, JSoribus domus alta
but insists that ‘it is the referent or the context alone
onnotation which is certainly original and prevalent

This is not absurd. There is certainly a difference between the dona ...
populorum that Augustus affixes and the ora uirum of Cacus.

offer a more powerful weapon to those who wish to defus
Augustanism here. It is possible to see the use of superbus as representing the
focalisation of the wictae . .. gentes. The scene is partly seen through their eyes:
that is part of the function of nineo candentis limine Phoebi, though the spectator
is also of course Aeneas. And $0, even if we admit a pejorative sense to superbus,

4 And we can now
¢ any hint of anti-
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this need not worry us here, because we can see it as deviant focalisation. No
problem.

This time 1 hope more strongly that you are not convinced. Can we so easily
remove all feelings of unease with the three-card focalisation switch? But before
pursuing this question, let me offer one further, more extended example of
problematic focalisation. This is the description in Book 6 of Dido’s reaction to
Aencas’ speech in the underworld (467-76):

talibus Acneas ardentem et torua tuentem
lenibat dictis animum lacrimasque ciebat.

illa solo fixos oculos auersa tenebat

nec magis incepto uultum sermone mouetur
quam si dura silex aut stet Marpesia cautes.
tandem corripuit sese atque inimica refugit

in nemus umbriferum, coniunx ubi pristinus illi
respondet curis aequatque Sychaeus amorem.
nec minus Aeneas casu percussus iniquo
prosequitur lacrimis longe et miseratur euntem.

The most celebrated problem in these lines is the very Virgilian one of whose tears
are referred to in 468. Aeneas ‘was softening the mind of Dido with his words and
summoning tears’. As often with ambiguities, the problem is not that we have
insufficient contextual information to determine the problem but that there is
overdetermination. Aeneas has already wept at 455 demisit lacrimas and we
should naturally take the parallel lenibat and ciebat as both affecting Dido. But
the sense of ciebat favours rather Aeneas, because, as Austin puts it, ‘ciere in such
phrases is normally used of the emotions of the subject, not of an emotion stirred
by another person’, though the rule is not as clear as Austin suggests.* Yet if we
take the tears as Aeneas’, while the first imperfect is ‘obviously conative’ (Austin),
ciebat cannot be, and we have an inconcinnity between the two verbs.

Austin offers an interpretation which is brilliant, though it presupposes a
technique whose novelty he conceals. He wishes to see these lines as reporting
what happencd during Aeneas’ speech, rather than after it:

Virgil is in fact restating the situation as Aeneas was speaking: this line looks
back to 455, with lenibat here corresponding to dulci adfatus amore there,
demisit lacrimas there picked up in lacrimas ciebat here, a chiastic arrange-
ment. Similarly, what follows describes Dido’s reaction to the opening of
Aeneas’ speech (incepto sermone 470), then her convulsive movement (472) at
the point where Aeneas cries siste gradum (465).

There is a familiar linearisation problem? with having to describe the reactions to
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a speaker’s words after s/he has finished. The solution adopted here of describing

lines: that is, the reader naturall

X’zzlrialher tha.n l;‘)Iatc)ing the line contemporaneous with 465-6. I do not mean that
nis not right, but that he is not obviousiy ri .

, y right. At any rate the simi —

.?lt represents a pause at the level of narration, if not at t{) ory Wi
:?]ee(rjeesstcsr::c;.for ll;eDn.l(;)ment is the variety of ways in which the reader can focalise

ton of Dido’s reaction. The simile recall i

! . ! : . calls two passages in particular.

he first is 1.589-93, Venus adornment of Aeneas as he first appears fo Dido, a

moment Austin, with perha i
, ps an unfortunate choj ‘ i
moment, of pregnant import’: e of words, cals a e

' namque ipsa decoram
caesariem nato genetrix lumenque iuuentae
purpureum et laetos oculis adflarat honores:
quale manus addunt ebori decus, aut ubi flavo
argentum Pariusue lapis circumdatur auro.

t

it n-effect on Penelope;* Pari lapis is Virgil’
addition to Homer’s mentj i " s Dido's nar WA
agento ention of silver. The second passage is Dido’s harsh words

nec tibi diua parens generis nec Dardanus auctor
perfide, sed duris genuit te cautibus horrens ,
Caucasus Hyrcanaeque admorunt ubera tigres.

nam quid dissimulo aut quae me ad maiora reseruo?
num fletu ingemuit nostro? num lumina flexit? '
num lacrimas uictus dedit aut miseratus amantem est?

Dido accuses Aeneas of being born
cautibus; the models are fliad 16.35
64.154 sola sub rupe leaena,
notes,*® the passage in Book
moved: ‘The rigidity of which
justice, illustrates in 6.471, wh
cautes.’

But these comparisons of others to rock
for obvious reasons, to be found in chara
feeling. There is certain|
the comparison as repr

of il Caucaso gelato, amongst duris . ..
(Patroclus to Achilles) and especially Catullus
though the Caucasus is Promethean.#” As Pease
6'reverses that in 4, with Dido this time un-
Dido he:re accuses Aeneas she herself, by poetic
ere she is compared to dura silex and Marpesia

s or the offspring of rocks are usually,
in cter speech, because they are born of
y dra'mauc trony here, but this fact invites us also to see
esenting the more-or-less conscious irony of one of the
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waracters. But which? The problem is that we can make cither Aeneas or Dido
e focaliser here. First, Aeneas as focaliser. He can sec that she is angry - the
ansference in forua tuentem . . . animum throws emphasis on the way she looked
» him. He tries to win her over, and perhaps is beginning to succeed, although
1c gives cvery appearance of avoiding his gaze: as Heuze® remarks, c'est une
ttitude d’hostilité; mais quis sait si Didon ne se prémunit pas elle-méme a son tour
antre des sentiments auxquels elle ne vent pas céder?’ ‘Qui sait?’, indeed; there is
ope there for Aeneas, and more hope too in incepto sermone. 1f he says more,
cerhaps she could be persuaded. But she pulls herself together and walks off as if
he were his enemy, inimica; and as she does so his eyes tearfully follow her. Her
‘host had appeared to him white and shining like the moon or Parian marble; but
vow she has gone and left him to the shades.

But perhaps it is Dido who is the focaliser here. It is, after all, her animus which
s ardens and rorua tuens, not her eyes. She watches Acneas’ attempt to persuade
rer, and the tears he summons up; but she hersell avoids his gaze, and this time
she can play the Theseus, like dura silex or the raw marble on the Parian hillside
sefore it is fashioned into an image.® These thoughts possess her for a while; but
1t length she pulls herself away, and as with Aeneas over Priam’s death, the
tandem corripuit sese makes it clear that what has passed before are her thoughts.
She chooses to be inimica, to leave him and go back coniunx ubi pristinus illi |
respondet curis aequatque Sychacus amorem. Her cares, her love; only with the
next lines do we switch focalisation back to Aecneas.

My point is an obvious one. In respect of focalisation, this passage, and in
particular the simile in 4701, is a duck rabbit.’! The narrator speaks; but we can
make the focaliser either Dido or Aeneas. We can choose to see it [rom the man’s
point of view or the woman'’s. Or, of course, we can deny that there is any deviant
focalisation and make the narrator the focaliser after all, describing both of his
characters from the outside but then sympathetically intervening in 471. It is this
aspect of the reader’s choice that I want to turn to for my final reflections on
Virgilian focalisation in the light of my examples. The topic 1 have been
discussing is of course not a new one for Virgilian studies. The protos heuretes is
conventionally and with much justice made Richard Heinze,’? with his famous
account of Virgilian Subjektivitit and Empfindung, though Gianpiero Rosati and
Caterina Lazzarini have been able to show that the notion of a switch in
focalisation can be found already in Servius.®® Heinze's concept of Empfindung
was refined by Otis in the third chapter of his 1964 Vergil: a study in civilised
poetry’* into the familiar terms of ‘sympathy’ and ‘empathy’, the poet’s interven-
tion in the narrative and his identification with his characters. In so far as Anglo-

American critics talk of point of view in classical texts, it is Otis’ terms that they
use, above all ‘empathy’. Much more significant than the Anglo-American usage,
however, has been the reception of Otis’ work in Italy. In fact, the book occupies
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a surprisingly central role in the ideological debates of the last 25 years within

Italian Lati ies; di
palia hl;ait'n;sl;xdles, (‘lls'cussed by La Penna in the first issue of the campaignin
g/t di Archeologia in 1967, it was then eleven years later central to Conle’i

Saggio d'interpretazion "Enei i
zione dell’Eneide which was icle i i
Materiali e discussioni, and later be e oL 1 el inthe first pabitel

seri arti i
Perzieﬁg'sirllclle§ by' puplls of l‘.a Penna and Conte, most notably Alessandro
Pl ’,”0::[;1 r{n;;latmg in Marzia Bonfante's large-scale study of 1985, Punto di
aelia narrazione nell’Eneide.5” This i )i
o . / : Is not the work of Otis’ b
i Viewbl:;r;ﬂects also the mlen.se mterest in narratology, and specifically in pgi(:'nl:
ol vi o,namelsetl:: eve.rywhere in Ialian criticism of the last 25 years.*® But what
n i{z’()[ogic;[ i:n;;:,k; is to sFehlhe way that the Italian scholars straightway saw
rtance of these m i iti
2 postc? atters. These are questions of politics as well
In hi i i i
cOSidettsoasrill;ctl)e ?l' I967: pc-)lefn‘lcally entitled ‘Sul cosidetto stile soggettivo, e sul
0 Combim’n] tcl) ismo di .Vlrglllo » La Penna rightly pointed to the unhelpl{llness
Saoin g rle very d.lﬁ"erenl phenomena of ‘sympathy’ and ‘empathy’ into a
oregmpmht)cl)l‘;so 'SUb"';th;V;SWIe“ but more importantly he also saw the account
as misguided. He was particularl i impli
o 45 misguic was y concerned with the implications
o il‘v:o;E implications Otis himself acknowledged - for the indegendence g::
Coni,]e(e] ara(cltc;:rs. We end. up Yvith all Virgil, and no characters, with a
Suplet ogsn r.(ll‘m'auc work in which ‘rather than a dramatic action wé have an
ergil’s intense lyricism’.% He argued th i isati
e lyric . gued that variant focalisation should
e :rr:llcllt:; as z: more(ci)bjeclwe procedure: ‘To situate oneself from the point of
racter, and to look with his eyes i i
pew ol a \ yes, or rather his sentiments, upon
Rosau" S?E:Sctcsl,tll:mds;z;]pe 15 a procedure of objectification.’® So too Gianprero
ed that: “The intervention of Vergil i interi i
| ! : gil into the interior of his ch
15 not authorial violence on th i o, ot an
' e psychology of his poeti i
o lolel ' ) poetic creation, not an
ovet W:l'mtg or sgbslltullon of his own emotional reaction for theirs, but rather the
Y to register and reproduce the character’s own state of mind.’®! A similar

point is made by Irene de Jo '
s made ng when she sums up what she sees as the main point

M . . .
or);!:lh:s:;:::: :jhe presentation of the story in the fliad is not objective, neutral
oes not mean that | suggest to describe i impl ’
: _ . . € It now simply by the
E,pc‘[)oin[f' ol:lhesc .qu.allﬁcallons, viz. as subjective, engaged and emc?ti):)n:l In
best,o wcd":, ' lhatlh “|||S' t;esl characterized as multiple. Despite the uniformity
on the lliadic text by the unity of metr

¢ (both narrator-text and

: - . : an
haracter-text are composed in dactylic hexameters), the formulas and the

’
p
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hat is, although there are instances where we cannot help but see the na.rrrato:lz::
«caliser making an evaluative intervention, usual!y we do not have rlo |l.wed "
-epared to admit variation in focalisation. By seeing an elemen.t as o}(\:a |scr ny
ne of the characters rather than the narrator, we can absolve him or her of any
" i mmitment. . .
»CBLO%IOC:L‘CSOView of the Iliad is in fact more ?or.nplic‘:ated, as is the V|::ver(;{
irgilian focalisation that Conte adopted. He d}Sllt}gUls.lled betw<.:en'da gl e
pic code basic to the mode and an epic norm which m‘scnbed. certain i e? t(:gt !
alues into the individual epic poem; not as an ‘extrahlerar_y mhenu'mce., Illl 'a()3
he backbone of epic language as it has become consolldat.cc.i hlcsit?rncaa r):e.w
)riginal poets challenge this norm,.though they cannot e.scaperlt, anlatig[rl 2 new
ind of poetry to be able to present itself as a lhorou;hgomg reformu tion of the
vorld, language must be torn away from rouu.ne ?onno}:llons and must
eacquire a multiplicity of meanings’, thus recapturing ‘the wi e-rangi g o
setence” of the code’. For Conte, the works of }.{on‘ler anfi Ednmu_s <:mr<:liew 2
ingie point of view; in particular, in RPman epic, A unifie d{).omta(:ld ew is
:nsured by the poet’s identification of l.umself w.nh truth, tra l1110:1,xt o mora-
ity’.# Virgil reintroduces multiple points of view so that the el sttty
yolycentric, and thus shatters the pretence of the epic norm to natura uthor b).,
All those figures — the victims of history — whose viewpoints were sug?ca" oy
‘he epic norm are suddenly brought into t}'\e poem. But even more ra:1 Zt han
La Penna, Conte sees these as not subjective lnterventhns by the Zzneid »
independent points of view; more radicall'y, bec':ause !u: deme(:is that t elhem s
really dramatic. In drama we expect mulupl.e v1ewp01{1ls, an 'ar:rsnge them inte
patterns of conflict; but in the Aeneid this dramatlc- conﬂlc'l oes N o&
‘Rather than real conflict, there is diversity. Ev?ry point of v1e“./r|s ; ci:d r of
independent perception. Overall reality appearsl;lr;rzh:r,:zr;e;;gea; (l)i nrles ;er: cdina
irror. It exists as many times over as : . .
cr?:fsdr[:pird survey is inevitably crude, tfut not I hope m.|slea.d;‘ng. Co"l:,es[:lc?
been accused of making Homer anddE(rilqlus }:0(1)' rs:)r(l)(r)l:)hg;c‘;(\:/rl‘t( Osro(;r;ejzJ " o[;
certainly some modifications are nee led in the lig ’ o of e o on
Homer. But this is not a major objection: what matters is how the ep . "
ived in Rome, not how it could or should have been, and t e way il
::?c;\efﬁ:: neoterics and the elegists use opposition to Homer and Enn!:lls }::; tv}:::
politicisation of Callimacheanism sng(gestsbsh;lt C:(:\::rw:i naorte ur/;omr:ﬁ ;r his view
the role that tradition played ar Rome. or ,
g:acticc whereby poets retrospectively l;n;al!(e theerper:gc;:Zi(;rys}l‘zsss :(;)ir:tzl(;:); lz:tns3
onolithic to enable their own rebellion, as . ‘ \ .
?I?:en:s a tendency in the history of z:( work’s' r::cept;c:lr:i rI;(‘)(rs Zb;igerzsl;mg;lut](; Ll;:
mecan’ which it is one of criticism’s tasks to resist: on . ve 2 o use
vid and Lucan of the Aeneid itself. What is more significant is .
;gaeg;:o:i)::a?c:)dnsciousness explicit in the way that Conte formulates the question
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of point of view. The epic norm has the ‘reality of appearances’;
the only way to write. Merely to show that there are other possib
act. Once we see that cultural norms are not natural but histori
Wwe can set about changing them. This is not the whole story fo
limits to the multiplicity of viewpoints in the Aeneid and
‘sympathy’ as a way of welding the fragments once more togeth
the epic genre. But the mirror thus reconstituted is inevitably a
to the smooth and perfect mirror with w
all to see.

The reason why I have para
connected with the proleptic
suggested with the two exam
focalisation can be used either
the incorporation of a charact
and thus defuse any challenge
the opening simile of Aencid B
the vehicle of that simile is mo
continues:

it seems natural,
ilities is a radical
cally determined,
r Conte, who sets
sees Virgil using
er and thus saving
i very different one
hich we began. The joints are there, for

phrased La Penna and Conte at such length is
purpose that I mentioned at the beginning. As |
ples with which I began, the concept of deviant
to solve problems or to create them. One can stress
er’s point of view as a neutral, objective procedure
to the reader. Consider the following discussion of
ook 12 by Oliver Lyne.® He points out that latro in
st naturally identified in the tenor with Aeneas, and

If it is hard to think of anybody else to identify with the ‘latro’, then there is
another and important point to be taken. A voice distinct from the partisan
opinion of the characters (Amata etc) in direct speech is confirming these
characters’ view of Aeneas. They saw him as a *praedo’, this voice terms him a
‘latro’, ‘praedo’s’ partner in crime. Whose voice is it? We might choose to talk
of characters’ feelings affecting the narrative style here,” and see, say,
views as obtruding. On the other hand, it is hard to dissociate the v
utters ‘latro’ from the narrator’s, hard to dissociate it in fact from

Turnus’
oice that
Vergil’s,

If we make the lion/Turnus the focaliser of latro,
ourselves worrying about the judgement embo
Rice-Davies defence: Turnus would think that,
focalisation may easily be used to remove from
Harvardy-Ballioly critics like Lyne detect in th
attempts will be made to do this. But Conte’s
do this, the ideological challenge of the work ¢
whom we ascribe these viewpoints, they are th
the option of looking at the world that way.

exist is an ideological act: even an ‘obje
Augustan order.

One might without malice detect in both Lyne and less obviously Conte an
element of Romanticism in their images of Virgil. Their critical approaches are
recuperative, and the Virgils they produce have elements of their own ideological

as Lyne points out, we can stop
died in it. We have the Mandy
wouldn’t he? That is, variation in
the poem all those elements which
€ poem; and 1 have no doubt that
approach suggests that even if we
annot be evaded. Whoever it is to
ere, in the text, and the reader has
Merely to allow these viewpoints to
ctively’ dialogic Aeneid challenges
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ositions implicit in them. Those who believe that critics can avoid this
ontamination will attack them for this: but they should try a little self-analysis
irst. A more cogent version of this criticism can be made from a New Historicist
iewpoint. To praise the Aeneid for its resistance to power can be seen as a way of
inderestimating that power, and thus reinforcing it. The issue is a ditticult one for
nortals to decide, but ultimately it seems to me that the strongest imperative is to
sreserve the challenge of the Aeneid.” At any point we can choose to see deviant
focalisation: but we can also identify with that suppressed view, or choose to
make the narrator the focaliser. As | said at the beginning in justifying my use of
the term ‘deviant’, there is always a push to unite focaliser and narrator. It is
obviously impossible to distinguish between the narrator representing a char-
acter’s point of view and sympathising with it. We can go through the Aeneid
using switches of focalisation to remove all moral challenge from the work, or we
can go through creating problems rather than solving them, making things more
complex rather than less, confusing rather than clarifying. My own preference for
the latter procedure will be clear: and also, unfortunately perhaps, its psychologi-
cal roots.™ ‘

JESUS COLLEGE, OXFORD DON FOWLER
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