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literature imitates nature will also have to be abandoned.” Broich’s postmodern statement ca

applied to The Good Soldier, as in the area of intertextuality it is more a reflection of

fictionality than reality and as such cannot be accepted as simply a reflection on the real

world. "¢ Good Soldier not so much imitates nature as it does other literary texts, thereby

foregrounding its own textuality and fictionality.

There are references in The Good Soldier to Ford’s earlier novels. Cassell recognizes that the

anecdote about Uncle Hurlbird’s trip around the world and philanthropic gesture of hand

out oranges (Ford, 1988:24) to everyone is the repetition of a scene in Ford’s An English Girl

in which “another aging American, a Mr. Huston, also travels on board ships with a carload of
oranges to give to people in out-of-the-way places” (Cassell, 1961:151). Cassell (1961 33)
also recognizes the repetition of a simile used by Dowell in Ford’s The New E  ty-

jumpty, which involves what happens when a man finds his consummate passion, “he will
travel over no more horizons; he will never again set the knapsack over his shoulders; he will
retire from those scenes. He will have gone out of the business” (also in The Good ,

1988:109). This again emphasizes the fictionality of The Good Soldier and its interconnected

relationship with other fictional texts.

Witkowsky (1998:291) refers to “the handful of scenes and character types” in The Good
Soldier that are reminiscent of “Cranford, Elizabeth Gaskell’s enormously popular novel of
1853” (Witkowsky, 1998:291). Witkowsky goes on to state that The Good Soldier is a
“novelistic parody” (Witkowsky, 1998:291) of Cranford. The presence of parody is fu er

evidence of intertextuality as it uses the names, places or descriptions of another text for
comic effect. Dowell compares Florence’s home in Stamford to Cranford and states that the
inhabitants there “are even more old-fashioned than even the inhabitants of Cranford,
England, could have been” (Ford, 1988:12). In this case one fictional text invok

the intertextual play of texts is foregrounded.

Bauman describes Derrida’s notion of intertextuality as “an endless conversation between the
of i ing at, or I ng halted
1994:13¢  This applies to The ~*~~d Soldier and Cranford, where a conversation between the

texts takes place through one’s parody of the other, but neither text is in a stronger position.

The Good Soldier itself can be parodied and form part of other texts, which in fact happens in

the following two examples.
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Allen (2000:214) quotes Genette who defines hypertextuality as “any relationship uniting a
text B (... the hypertext) to an earlier text A (...the hypotext) upon which it is grafted in a

manner that is not that of commentary”. Up to this point in the discussion, The Good Soldier

as hypertext has been considered, as all the above examples concern traces of ot r texts

within The Good Soldier. It is now appropriate to consider examples where other «ts ar

traces of ™~ Good Soldier, thereby making it a hypotext.

Miller (1999) recognizes the influence of The Good Soldier on Graham Greene’s The Heart

of the Matter (1948) and goes on to mention the parallels between the two stor ;, most
specifically regarding the similarities between the characters and how all the characters in  he
Good Soldier have equivalencies in Greene’s novel. A study such as Miller’s indicates the

place of The Good Soldier in the greater scope of intertextuality, as the text not only

incorporates other texts, but is itself incorporated into a succeeding fictional text.

Brookes focuses on the intertextuality between The Good Soldier and Barnes’ Flaubert’s

Parrot. He discusses the similarities and differences between the two and states that the story

of the narrator of Flaubert’s Parrot is the story of John Dowell (Brookes, 1999:46). Through

his study Brookes demonstrates that there are no original texts and that the p1  ess of

intertextuality is an ongoing and never-ending occurrence.

At this point it is appropriate to note that the occurrence of elements of The Good Soldier in

Flaubert’s Parrot is significant in the context of Postmodernism as a watertight | ‘rary

compartment and sequential literary period. Flaubert’s Parrot is a Postmodern novel and the

fact that it contains influences from a text belonging to an earlier movement serves to
challenge the notion that literary periods are chronological and closed. In this case, a
Postmodern text published in 1984 highlights intertextuality through its textual 1 ition to
another text, while at the same time foregrounding the dynamic, rather t 1 cal

by evidencing elements of a text published in !

This section elucidated the fact that The Good Soldier is web-like in its interconnectedness

with other fictional texts. It was discovered that Dowell’s narrative is composed of a variety
of other texts that are juxtaposed throughout the narrative. Reference was made to comments
on Postmoderr 1, hich acknowledge the interrelated nature of texts th | the concept of

intertextuality.
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Postmodern fiction has self-reflexivity as one of its defining qualities (Kotze, 1998:220) : d
ording to Grabe, Postmodern texts are “usually distinguished by their self-conscious
reflections on the art of story-telling or the artifice of writing” (Gribe, 1989:145). It is evident

that The Good Soldier demonstrates this Postmodem trait due to the narrator’s references to

himself and his role in constructing the narrative.

Commenting on Postmodern fiction, Mepham states that Kundera’s The Unbearable

Lightness of Being is “‘postmodernist’ and ‘antirealist’ in having a fictional author w -

reflexively muses on how he comes to create his characters, and who intervenes with
commentary on the action in ironic mood” (Mepham, 1991:155). This comment could
arguably be applied to Dowell, who also muses . out his role in creating the characters and

who openly reflects about his narrative.

Dowell’s self-reflexive comments pervade the novel and have been noted by commentators
such as Nigro (1992:387) and McCarthy (1997:134). Skinner makes a comment particularly
appropriate in this regard when he states that “the novel’s drastic shifts in ch:

claborate self-consciousness...are of a range and scope rarefy, encountered outside
postmodernist fiction” (Skinner, 1989:288). Dowell is chronically self-reflexive and as such
resembles the narrators in Postmodern fiction who constan / draw attention to their own

presence. The narrator of The French Lieutenant’s Woman, for example, states: “I do not

know. This story I am telling is all imagination. These characters I create never existed
outside my own mind.” (Fowles, 1987:85.) Dow« similarly ‘does not know’ and even
though he does not state that his characters are created from his imagination, he makes ¢
reader aware of his role in their creation through the many references to his narratological

presence7.

Skinner’s comment is also significant in the light of the study’s emphasis on the anti-
chronological nature of Postmodernism and the problem with literary periodization. Skinner’s

it ackt 7ledges the congruency betv :n _ oc <ol and Postmodern : f-

7 The narrator of French Lieutenant’s Woman has been identified as the author, John Fowles, and it is evident

that Fowles intrudes into the world of his novel and that his intrusion foregrounds the fictionality of the textual

world. This may differ from The Good Soldier, which does not exhibit intrusion from Ford. Nevertheless, this

study aims to demonstrate that Dowell’s intrusion into his narrative world has the same effect on the reader of

foregrounding the fictionality of the world of the text.
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am at any rate, trying to get you to see what sort of life it was I led with Florence and what
rence was like.” (Ford, 1988: 20.) The reader is aware that the sequ 1ig of ev

the unfolding of the plot depend on a narrator who foregrounds his role in text prod tion

through referring to his act of plot construction. Dowell’s apologetic and uncertain comments

about his narrative foreground his role in text production.

The narrator of Lost in the Funhouse demonstrates a similar acknowledgement of his role in

the construction of the plot. At one point he states: “All the preceding except the last few
sentences is exposition that should’ve been done ea er or interspersed with the present action
instead of lumped together. No reader would put up with so much with such prolixity.”
(Barth, 1972:97.) Barth’s narrator also states: “We should be much farther along than we are;
something has gone wrong; not much of this preliminary rambling seems relevant.” (Barth,
1972:83.) These comments draw the reader’s attention to the construction of the narrative and
to the presence of a narrator who determines what is told, and when, in the narrative. From

these comments it is evident that the narrator of Lost in the Funhouse is as self-conscious as

Dowell and that the s« conscious comments of these narrators result in the same effect of

foregrounding the fictionality of the text.

Dowell’s direct references to his role in constructing the narrative cannot be overlooked by
the reader who is faced by the narrator’s self-conscious role in creating the text. In this he is
like the meta-fictionists who, according to Lambeth, “force the reader’s awareness of the
production of the text” (Lambeth, 1990:82). Dowell may not be as forceful as the meta-
fictionists, but the result of Dowell’s many self-conscious comments is to foregroun g

production of the text.

Dowell is instrumental in determining what the reader knows about the characte

attitudes the reader forms based on the information he provides. Dowell’s role in constructing

character is foregrounded when he states: “But, looking over what I have written, I see that I
Ty v - F v Ty VT

come to think of it she was out of my sight most of the time” (Ford, 1988:84) and “I have

given you the wrong impression if I have not made you see that Leonora was a woman of a
strong, cold conscience, like all English Catho :s” (Ford, 1988:59). With remarks sur  as
these the narrator draws attention to how he has constructed « aracter only to deconstruct the

image he has just formed in the mind of the reader.
























132

subject becomes site rather than point of origin, and a site, moreover, on which unrelated
mpers come and go (and sometimes fight) rather than one united by an all-powerful scout-

master” (Hawthorne, 1 13:18).

Hawthorne’s comment provides an introduction to the poststructuralist notion of ¢
in which the subject is foregrounded as lacking in fixed origin and as a meeting | ice of
presences that are not stable or fixed. Hawthorne’s comment demonstrates the

poststructuralist rejection and deconstruction of centres and its anti-logocentric sta:

It is evident that the tion of the decentring of the subject is a point of interest within

Postmodernism and this section aims to discuss this decentering in The Good Soldier, which

involves discussing how Dowell is just as centreless as Shusterman’s self (above) through
Dowell’s traits of inconsistency, lack of depth and motive as well lack of
knowledge about him. The traits that contribute to Dowell’s centrelessness are traits
identifiable in Postmodern fiction (according to Graff and Bertens below) and attention will
be paid to the similarities between the characters of The (*~~- “oldier and those within

Postmodern texts.

Graff states that “in Postmodern fiction, character, like external reality, is something ‘about
which nothing is known’, lacking in plausible motive or discoverable depth” (Graff, 1979:53)
and the following discussion aims to reveal that this comment is appropriate in describing
John Dowell in The Good Soldier.

Through the course of the narrative it becomes obvious that Dowell is a character about whom
little, if anything is known, as his past and family life remain a mystery and he seems )
simply drift through his world, not having enough substance to anchor himself down. _ >well
states: “I carried about with me, indeed - as if it were the only thing that invisibly anchored
me to any spot upon the globe - the title deeds of my farm” (Ford, 1988:12) and these ti

deeds seem the only thing that link Dowell to a comprehensive past.

The other characters do not seem to share Dowell’s elusive ast, as the reader is informed
about Nancy’s Catholic education and Leonora’s ¢ ltered upbringing with her six sisters.
Information is also supplied regarding Edward’s parents as well as Flor. ce’s uncle and two

aunts, the Misses Hurlbirds. No such information is sup; e regarding Dowell and the only
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Dowell is obsessed with dates and provides sometimes seemingly irrelevant information on
dates and time-spans. Dowell narrates that Edward’s liaison with Dolciquita was in 1895
(Ford, 1988:57), nine years before the start of Edward’s affair with Florence.  week after
Maisie’s death Leonora realizes that Edward and Florence are lovers (Ford, 1988:1 |), and a
week after Edward’s funeral Dowell learns that his wife had been Edward’s mistress (Ford,
1988:100). Dowell goes to fetch Nancy after she has been in India for a year and he begins
writing his last chapter eighteen months after the close of his previous chapter (Ford,
1988:210). Edward is twenty-seven at time of Kilsyte case (Ford, 1988: 145) and Dowell is
forty-five when he considers asking the twenty-two year old Nancy to marry him ‘ord,
1988:115).

evi ¢ mention of dates and ages is intentional and it invites the reader ton ¢
connections between years, events and ages. This invitation however, results in the reader
discovering incongruities between these supposedly accurate and correct d :s. An
investigation into the time frames and dates within the text reveals that the text’s notion of

time is not compatible with that of the reader’s world.

The first indication that the novel’s notion of time is not congruent to the reader’s conc 1s
the use of the 4 August as a pivotal date in the novel. Florence was borm on 4 ugust 1874;
starts her trip around the world on 4 August 1899 and starts her affair with Jimmy on
August 1900. She marries Dowell on 4 August 1901 (Ford, 1988:75); meets Edward on 4
August 1904 and commits suicide on 4 August 1913. The 4 August is also the day . iisie dies
(Ford, 1988:75) and the Dowells and Ashburnhams take their trip to M- and Leonora realizes
that an affair between Florence and Edward is imminent (Ford, 1988:47).

The sheer prevalence of this day, the 4 August, draws attention to it and ev  the most
unobservant reader recognizes this date through its mere repetition. For the reader it is ighly

iny pivotal events in the novel could cent row is dz that this
could even be considered as merely coincidental. Dowell narrates these events without any
change in tone and casually acknowledges “the curious coincidence of dates” (Ford, 1988:75).
The reader, however, does not find this recurrence as easily dismissible and as a result, the

first seeds of disbelief are sown.
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Commenting on the prevalence of 4 August as well as other incredulous occurrenc The

0od Soldier, Poole states: “There are so many unlikelihoods in this narrative that the effect
is actually one of quasi-believability. The reader simply cannot believe that he is being told so
many incompatible, inconsequential or sheerly unlikely things all at once, so he is forced to
suspend disbelief and read on.” (Poole, 1990:416.) 1t is significant to discuss at what point the
reader can no longer suspend disbelief and is forced to acknowledge that “the saddest story”
(Ford, 1988:11) is the result of Dowell’s imagination and is not at all a credible reflection on
the real world.

Skinner recognizes the 4 August as a “fatidic date” (Skinner, 1989:291) and that this date and
“the resulting achronicity seem almost an anticipatory flash ¢ magical realism, undermining
the ontology of The Good Soldier and again pushing it towards the status of narratological cas
limite” (Skinner, 1989:291). The Good Soldier presents a credible and imaginable world, as

the characters are identifiable and the plot and events are realistic. It is therc__re unsettling for
the reader to discover incongruities between the world of the text and his own |d,

specifically regarding the improbable use of 4 August.

Skinner’s comment is  ificant as it links The Good Soldier to texts such as Marquez’s One

Hundred Years of Solitude in which unbelievable or irrational events occur in an otherwise

authentic world. In the case of The Good Soldier it is time that is alien in the seem gly

realist world of the Dowells and Ashburnhams. Skinner does not go so The
Good Solider foregro 1ds its fictionality through its idiosyncratic use of time, but his
comment acknowledges that the text’s ontology is questionable and that it

traces of what would later become prevalent within Postmo rmn fiction. This study aims to
elaborate on Skinner’s comment and consider how the ontology of the text is foregrounded

through the use of time as a narratological device.

Skinner’s comment that The Good Soldier bears traces of what would later be labeled as

magical realism in South American Postmodern fiction, is significant in the light of notions of
li a periodization. According to the division of literary movements on the basis of
chronology, Postmodernism commences in the 750’s and is a clearly demarcated literary
period. Skinner’s co :nt demonstrates that the traits of Postmodernisi are not confin  to
the movement, but can reasonably be identified in texts preceding Postmodernism as a literary

movement.



The following examples are further evidence of the existence of an alien time-scheme in an
otherwise seemingly realistic and believable novel. The result of this is to foreground the

fictionality of The Good Soldier and the existence of a world that is foreign to the reader.

The ensuing examples concern two contradictory, but equally proven time-schemes
concerning the year the Dowells and Ashburmhams first encounter each other. - 11 states
that he and Florence met Edward and Leonora at Naheim for the first time on the evening of 4
August 1904 in the dinning-room of the Hotel Excelsior (Ford, 1988:28-29). Of the day the
Dowells and the Ashburnhams met, Dowell states: “It was a very hot summer, in August,
1904; and Florence had already been taking the baths for a month.” (Ford, 1988:26.) He
supports this date when he states: “Oh, yes...that conversation took place on = 4% of
August, __ _3. I remember saying to her that, on that day, exactly nine years before, 1 had
made their acquaintance, so that it had seemed quite appropriate...” (Ford, 1988:92, emphasis
added). Through these comments Dowell firmly establishes the date of their first meeting on
the evening of 4™ August 1904.

Dowell, however, equally firmly establishes the year 1903 as the time when Florence already
knew Edward. He states: “And, by the time she was sick of Jimmy - which : n in e
year 1903 - she had taken on Edward Ashburnham.” (Ford, 1988:86.) This statement is made
with confidence in its accuracy and the reference to the date is even inserted within the
sentence to stand apart and to be recognized as an intentional inclusion and ; correct. The
result of this clearly purposeful insertion is to foreground its contradiction to the previous
example’s equally purposeful and seemingly accurate date. The reader at this inl egins to

the realism of the plot and seeks for evidence to support one date at the exclusion of

the other.

It soon becomes evident that neither of these statements can be excluded as incorre  through

i« ¢ novel offers. Dowell proceeds to comment on how Edward a 2nce
removed Jimmy as a threat to their romance when he states: “I never quite knew, either, how
she and Edward got rid of Jimmy. I fancy that fat and disreputable raven must have had his
six golden front teeth knocked down his throat by Edward one morning whilst I had gone out
to buy some flowers in the Rue de la Paix, leaving Florence and the flat in charge of those
two.” (Ford, 1988:86.) This comment supports the notion that Ed' and Florence were

already in love in 1903 because Jimmy hangs around for two years after Dowell and
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Florence’s marriage and since they got married in 1901, Jimmy would have broken ties with

1 in 1903, implicitly through Edward’s influence.

But, consulting his diaries, Dowell states that Edward first came to their flat in Paris during
December 1904 (Ford, 1988:93). This is after they had met in Nauheim and the affair between
Florence and Edward had started. This piece of information supports the initial time frame in
which the Dowells and Ashburnhams meet in August 1904. It is therefore evident that neither

time frame option can : discredited, as both are plausible and probable.

Dowell makes a statément that fits both these time-schemes, while at the same time
contradicting them. Trying to recall when they took their expedition to M-, Dowell stz : “I
can’t remember whether it was in our first year - the first year of us four at Nauheim, because
of course, it would have been the fourth year of Florence and myself - but it must have een
in the first or second year.” (Ford, 1988:40.) In keeping with the Dowells and Ashburi ms
meeting in 1903, it would have been in the second year of their friendship that ~ :y

M- and in keeping with them meeting in 1904, it w« ld have been in their first year of
friendship. This statement therefore literally accounts for the two time-schemes by providing
the options of first and second year of friendship, both of which are quite plausible. I t in
either case it is still not the fourth year of their marriage, as they got married in 1901 and in
neither 1903 nor 1904 would they have been married for four years, but only in 1 5. "___is
example accounts for both of the time frames, while at the same time adding further

confusion,

In this case there are two contradictory, but equally proven time-schemes covering e
Dowells and Ashburnham’s first meeting. Ileither time frame is favoured over the other and
as a result both exist side by side in the narrative. The reader is left with f ng
knowledge that two time frames exist to account for one event and that both are incompatible,
while at the same time equally undeniable. The result of these parallel time-schemes is to
heighten the sense of disbelief caused by the convergence of events on 4 August. The reader
1s now faced with evidence of two different examples of time-scheme discrepancies and

cannot help but conclude that time in the world of The Good Soldier differs from the real

world of the reader. : notion of time in Dowell’s narrative separates his world from the
reader’s world as it foregrounds a world that can exist with contradictory chronologies as well

as an unbelievable converging of events on the date of 4 August. The reader’s ¢ >elief in the
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functions differently to the world of the reader and in which the notion of time is alien to that
of the reader. As a result the reader experiences discomfort through engaging with this
unrealistic world and is reminded that this is a fictional world, created through the mind of an

imaginative author.

All the inconsistencies and contradictions in the time-scheme of The ' od , |dier, if

considered accurate, distort the reader’s practice of suspending disbelief and of accepting the
world of the text as a portrayal of reality. If these contradictions are deemed to be mistakes on
the part of the narrator, then they can be overlooked and their effect ignored. For the purposes
of this discussion it is therefore necessary to demonstrate that these time discrepancies are not

mistakes on the part of the narrator, but are accurate inclusions’.

From the text it is evident that Dowell is obsessed with time, he is “punctilious” (Poole,
1990:401) and “never so happy as when he is establishing, to his own satisfaction, the exact
day or year of the event he is concerned to “place’” (Poole, 1990:401). Dowell highlights is
own punctuality and attention to time in the following examples. He states: “I have been
exceedingly impatient at missing trains. The Belgian State Railway has a trick of letting the
French trains miss their connections at Brussels. That has always infuriat 1 ~
1988:48.) Dowell keeps a diary, a literal record of dates covering his past a  he can say
accurately that he has known the Ashburnhams for “nine years and six months, :ss four
“ord, 1988:14). Dowell counts his footsteps and with preciseness can state: “I know

the exact distances. From the Hotel Regina you took one hundred and eighty-seven paces,
then, turning sharp, left-handed, four hundred and twenty took you straight d¢ n to the

un.” (Ford, 1988:27.) Dowell knows that Edward was thirty-three when they met and
Leonora was thirty-one, while Florence was thirty and Dowell was thirty-six (Ford, 1988:1:
and deems it necessary to add that at the time of writing his story Florence would be thirty-
nine, Edward forty-two, Leonora forty and himself forty-five (Ford, 1988:12).

Through the narrative it is highlighted and emphasized that Dowell is obsessed with time and
that he is accurate in his recording of dates. It is therefore highly improbable that Dowell is

® This study departs with the intention of overlooking the author and his role in the novel. For this reason the
time-s¢ 1€ ar is explained and accounted for not simply ¢ dence ‘Ford

as an unobservant and careless author.
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erroneous in his recording of 4 August 1904 as the date on which so many contrac ory
events occurred. Many of the most important events in the novel are said to have occurred on
this date and it is therefore impossible that Dowell, so tune in to time, could be mistaken
about when he met his beloved Edward and when they found poor sweet Maisie dead. It is
therefore evident that Dowell’s dating must be considered as correct. This results in an
awareness and acknov ‘:dgement that the time-scheme in the novel differs from that of the
reader. The world of Dowell’s narrative is one in which muiltiple events can occur on one day,
the 4™ of August; two dates (1903 and 1904) can exist for one event (meeting between
Dowells and Ashburnhams) and one date (4 August 1904) can exists for two events (meeting

of Maisie and death of Maisie after a months acquaintance).

Acknowledging the incongruities between the text’s time-scheme and the real world, prevents

the reader from concluding his engagement with The Good Soldier with any certainty and

comfort about the stability and coherency of things in the world. The following comment y
Covino indicates that within Postmodernism it is acknowledged that the world is uncertain
and incoherent and as a result much Postmodern fiction does not hold out a false hope of
comfort and understanding. Covino states: “The epistemological crisis of this century - the
failure of objectivity, Cartesian rationality, and detachment to account for our complicated
perception of a world in flux where matters are never settled- has called into question writing
that tries to maintain unity, coherence, and certainty, writing that Edward Said has called
preservative rather then investigative.” (Covino, 1986:217-218.) T _ T 3
the preservation of notions of unity and certainty in the real world thrdugh the reader’s

experience of the fictional world as uncertain and incoherent.

This section has aimed to discuss the use of time as a narratological technique in The Good
Soldier. It was discovered that the use of chronological sequencing in the novel fo

the fictional and created nature of the text. This is achieved through the inclusion of time
frames that contradict the reader’s knowledge of time. This involves all the major events of
the novel occurrir~ on the same date (4 Ar~ist), two time lines existi~~ for the most
important event in the novel (the meeting of Dowell, Florence, Edward and Leonora) and the

convergence of two events on one date, 4™ August 1904.

In a text strewn with dates and narrated by the time-conscious ™ owell, these chronological

deviations cannot be considered the result of a mere lapse of concentration 1t part of the
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CHAPTER 5- CONCLUSION

This study has aimed to scrutinize The Good Soldier for traces of a Postmodern epistemology

and a Postmodern use of narratological devices. The motivation for the study was borne{ m

a realization that certain elements in The Good Soldier may bear congruencies with certain

traits in Postmodern fiction. This realization, gained after a reading of the text, ; ecen
pursued in this study in order to determine the truth of such a contention. The study hast en
the stance of an inquiry into this issue and has not attempted to force a Postmodern reading
onto the text, or attempted to argue unflinchingly for the truth of the thesis statement.  here

necessary the provisions in the argument have been acknowledged. This study therefore has

not aimed to argue that The Good Soldier is a Postmodern text, but has sought to explore the
possibility that The Good Soldier may bear traces of what could plausibly be identified as

elements of Postmodernism.

Chapter 2 aimed to provide an introduction to the concepts of epistemology and narrat: >gi

devices before engaging in a discussion of The Good Soldier. This orientation enal :d the text

to be approached with an understanding of both Modern and Postmodern epistemology as
well as an introduction to the difference between a Modern and Postmodern employment of

narratological devices.

2.2 revealed that the Modernist period incorporated certain Enlightenment approaches
to epistemology and believed that man was capable of partial, if not total knowledge of
himself and the world. Postmodern theories on knowledge however, acknowledged the
indeterminacy of man’s knowledge and no longer nurtured the comforting i 1sion th man
was capable of knowing and understanding the world. These views were demonstrated in the
literature of the time with Modern fiction still attempting to make sense of the hidden recesses
of an’s psyche, while Postmodern fiction embraced the indet:  inacy of the ©  ‘1d and the

¢ know and even to represent reality in fiction.

Section 2.3 elucidated the issue of narratology and the employment of narratological devices
in Modern and Postmodern fiction. Where Modern fiction utilized the devices of narrative in
order to portray the inner workings of the individual’s mind, Postmodern fiction employed
narratologi * devit  to foreground the fictionality and textuality of t  text. In this way the

devices of character and narrative, in particular, were used in both Modern and Postmodern
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Th 1 the course of the study and through a scrutiny of The Good Soldier the opportunity

for further study has been made apparent. One area that is seductively appealing is the issue of

feminism in The Good Soldier. Not only are the characters strikingly accommodating in a

discussion of the binary oppositions between male and female (Dowell’s seer s
ambivalence), but also the narrative itself can be discussed as feminist in its digres: )ns,

circular ending and lack of centre. A feminist reading of The Good ©~ldier and a discovery of

feminism in the text serve to continue a discussion of Postmodernism in The G
feminism is part of a Postmodern approach to literature and is a point of departure in lite) y
theory. From a prelin 1ary investigation this would seem to provide for a fruitful : d

interesting study.
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