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Abstract

This thesis project seeks to reconcile the literary criticism of Marxist critic and advocate
of literary realism Georg Lukacs with the writing of postmodern author Thomas Pynchon in
order to validate the continued relevance of Lukacsian aesthetics. Chapter 1 argues that Lukéacs’
The Historical Noveis not only a valid lens with which to analyze Pyoamnd s own hi st or i
novel,Mason & Dixon but that such analysis will yield valuable insight. Chapter 2 illustrates
the aesthetic transition from the historical drama to the historical novel by using Lukécs’ ideas to
explicateT he Cour i eahts oTrnagqédylrama found Wiiet hin th
Crying of Lot 49 Chapter 3 applies Lukacs’ ideas on the “world-h i st ori cal o0 fi gur e
Amedi ocredo hero of t Mason&Digoa £hapter A assettsdaidasana | nov
& Dixon enalbes contemprary readers to experience tiwevel as what Lukacs calls a
Aprehi st or y.dhistclaptdr &se illystraswetire prehistory dflason & Dixon
anticipates PynchWdm@s nerynfiind toi ¢ Hinaley,dhds ahgpteio f Wa't
demonstrates how Pynchon avoids the pitfall of modernizatidason & Dixon which Lukéacs
defines as the dressing up of contemporary crises and psgghio a historicaketting Chapter
5 ties together the work of the previous four chaptedsoffers conclusions on both what

Pynchon teaches us about Lukacs, as well as what Lukacs helps us to learn about Pynchon.
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CHAPTER 1 - Why Pynchon and Lukacs?

Soviet Premier Nikita dther2@ BanyCorgressen fiSecr et
February2%, 1956 ushered in an ideological crisis
t horough unmasking of Stalindés prodigious cri
of the 1930s and 40s forced many to remsrstheir attitudes toward Soviet styled Marxism
Leninism. Despite the disclosure of the inde
intellectuals in the West, such as formeaw Massesditor Mike Gold, remained faithful
adherents to orthoddMarxismL e ni ni s m. This shattering of th
revolutionary paragon, however, caused a large number of others on the political Left to rethink
traditional Marxist principles. As a result, the late 1950s and early 60s gave hisetofi Ne w
Left.o The New Left committed itself to a mor
while distancing itself from the heashanded and authoritarian brand of socialism which
pervaded the Second World. In the course of establishing thiscdighe intellectuals and
ideals of the Old Left, especially among those with direct ties to Stalin, greatly fell out of favor.

One such intellectual was Georg Lukacs. Lukéacs lived and worked in Moscow at the time
Stalinbs cr i me sousgapea.cHiseaeatisidnboeeimain inmoscdvein the presence
of the purges is interpreted by many as Lukacs’ tacit if not fearful approval for what was

happening around him. Aside from the damage that the long shadow of Stalin wreaked on

Lukacs’ reputation, his aesthetic theories soon became regarded by many as outmoded and ill
equipped to explain and account for art in th8 @6ntury. In Lukécs’ case, a close association
with an evil dictator while espousing seemingly arcane notions dfetest sluld likely

consign himo irrelevance. In the introduction to Lukacs® The Historical Novelcontemporary
1



Marxist literary critic Fredric Jameson summarizes these dual objections to the man: “Lukacs
incarnates anoralizingapproach to literary and cuitl texts that has become repugnant to many
of us; and he is at the same time irredeemably tainted by his association with Stalinism...” (5).

In my estimation, the emotional gravity of the latter weighs much more heavily on contemporary
opinions of Lukacs from within the New Left than do any perceived limitations to his aesthetics.
As such, I believe Lukécs’ work deserves a fresh look and must be judged exclusively on its own
merits and explanatory power, unburdened by whatever moral culpability (hopessiéty
damning) Lukécs owns for Stalin’s purges. This analysis will demonstrate that not only are
heretofore marginalized Lukéacsian aesthetic lenses appropriate for apprehending contemporary
fiction, but that real, positive knowledge is attainableuph their use. To test this thesis, this
project will employ specific Lukécsian lenses to evaluate the important historical fiction of

postmodern writer Thomas Pynchon.

Thomas Pynchon has earned a reputation amongiten#ics as one of the most
important postmodern American authors to emerge in the years following World War 1I.
Pynchon gained notoriety in publishing seven critically acclaimed novels in addition to a variety
of articles and essays over a 45 yearerar®@emarkably, his acclaim continues to thrive despite
the fact that he leads) almost entirely reclusive existence. Though his career is approaching
half a century in I ength, the publicds intera
periadic publication of his novels, an occasab essay, and two recazgmeo appearances on
The SimpsonsHis reclusiveness is neither random nor unjustified. Book critic Arthur Salm

humorously notes of Pynchon that:



the man simply chooses not to be a pufijare, an attitude that resonates on a
frequency so out of phase with that of the prevailing culture that if Pynchon and
Paris Hilton were ever to meét the circumstances, | admit, are beyond
imaginingd the resulting matter/antimatter explosion woudgherize everything

from here to Tau Ceti IV.

For Pynchon, a public persona is not only antithetical to his personal worldview, but also as a
hindrance to his creativity. In all likelihood, Pynchon views an active engagement with his fame
as threateningpthis ability to roam freely and anonymously in the world he seeks to capture in

his characteristic fractured postmodernist style.

Given Pynchondés unique style, it follows t
about as poorly with his wiitg as fame does with the man. Lukécsian aesthetics would, upon
initial inspection, seem to be this type of poor fit. Naturally, one could surmise a host of
problems that would surface when pairing a literary critic (who is an avowed advocate of
realism with a postmodern author (who consistently conceals notions of typicality in a hazy
pastiche of postmodern camouflage). Consider the disparate depictions of certain Enlightenment
ideals offered by Pynchon and one of Lukécs’ favorite early 19"-centuryrealist writers as
evidence for this seeming-fitd one @At ypi cal 6 and one fAanything
Waverley for example, embodies the preggalitarian values of the Enlightenment. Scott
conveys this important Enlightenmesria theme througa remarkably fair and even handed
treatment of his characters across spectrums
progressive sensibilities are evident -in Sir

economic spheres populated bydsets, peasants, merchants, and even princes. Pynchon, on the



other hand, less subtly embraces Enlightenment attitudes in his 199 Ma®a#l & Dixon

Like Scott, Pynchon depends on character depictions withson & Dixonto illustrate

Enlightenment &lues. A sense of typicality is abandoned, however, when Pynchon conveys the
promise of the Enlightenment through the erud
English Dogo articulates the great worpthasi bi | it
this historical moment offers in barking, “‘Tis the Age of Reason, rrrf?” (22). In this small

example it is clear that the aesthetic attributes of a talking dog represent a firm challenge to

Lukécsian notions of typicality. In light of this clallenge, what makes Pynchon a suitable

contemporary author on which to test Lukacsian aesthetics? The impetus behind this pairing, as

it turns out, is their mutual interest in historical fiction.

Despite the aforementioned appearance of a decidbiditorical talking dog, critics
uni ver sal |y cMasai&®ironto b pant of the mséoscal novel genre. Exactly
60 years before P yWasorh8oDixonsGeork BuRads publehkddlaes e o f
Historical Novel. In it, Lukacs dedicates his most expansive piece of literary criticism to this
same genre. To test the contemporary utility of Lukacsian aesthetics, this project Wileuse
Historical Novelas the primary body of theory from which to analiyf@son & Dixon This
common interesdf Pynclon and Lukécs in historical fiction, while providing an initial spark to
investigate the feasibility of the project, is not however sufficient to see it through to conclusion.
First, Pynchondés interest in hisspostmadama!| f i ct i
writer. Fredric Jameson notes with irony that a postmodern artist may owe his interest in history
not to personal curiosifyout rathetoa e st het i ¢ necessity: A[ postmod
have nowhere to turn but to the past: theadtion of dead styles, speech through all the masks

and voices stored up in the i malg Postsnodgrnismy s e u m
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Or The Cultural Logic of Late CapitaligmAdditionally, Lukécs’ understanding of and hostility
towardModernism (and by logical extensigmsinodernists such as Pynchon) must be properly
accounted for. Accordingly, it is to a reconciliation of Lukécs’ aesthetics and Pynchon’s work

that | will dedicate the first chaptef this thesis project.

Throughout his career Georg Lukécs established himself as a staunch defender of literary
real i sm. This defense, as well as his-critic
real i s mpoyerfullgarticnlatad in his essays, “Realism in the Balance” and “The
Ideology of Modernism.” Given both Lukécs’ affinity for realism and hostility toward
modernism, it is not unreasonable to conclude that Lukécs would be summarily dismissive of
Pyc honods post mo d¥Tohe fai, ehshostiliey beiween Ifuldias and the
Modernist movement csiboth ways, even among Marxists. For example, Patricia Waugh
recall s German playwright and commi bft ed Mar xi
Lukacsian realismo which Brecht described as
with nothing but durable characters from Ant.
(Waugh, 148). There is also, of course, fellow Marxist critic ErnstiBlatotakes Lukacs’

narrow view of worthy artistic enterprises to task for its rejection of Expressionism:

[Lukéacs] resolutely rejects any attempt on the part of artists to shatter any image
of the world, even that of capitalism. Any art which strives to@kiereal

fissures in surface inteelations and to discover the new in their crevices,

! For the purpos of discussion |, perhaps unjystsimplify postmodernism by referring to it as a
Afor métalaends naticul t which Freddcdamesoracompellingly argiles i a
conception which allows for the presence and coexistence of a rangey diifferent, yet
subor di na PetmbderaigmuQr €he Gultyral Logic of Late Capitaligin. This
simplification should not invalidate ndiscussion nor angonclusiors which are subsequently
derived
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appears in his eyes merely as a willful act of destruction. He thereby equates
experiment in demolition with a condition of decadenées(hetics and Politics

22)

Il n PynMaboo&DB»n Lady Leptonds description of he

that embody the type aft that Bloch accuses Lukacs of rejecting:

Il ndeed, O0tis but an ephemer al Sur face,
ambi guously below the wai stdécolletdgé | above
producing an effect, do you mark, of someone trying terasto her natural

undrapb6bd State, out of a Chrysalis spun
Web, kept from emer gi @&pgerhapsthemtoflyeawayt r ue w

0 by the gravity of her gown. (419)

Pynchonds pr ose i kyandhreasnlikp quality thag is entblansatidadss mo
&Dixon6s postmodern styl e. The reader does not
bodice via concrete, realistic description, b
flowing, yet fragnented details. Despite ostensible antagonism between Lukécsian realism and,

in this example, Pynchon’s postmodern form, a close reading of Lukacs’ books and essays reveal

that Lukacsian critical theory is not utterly incompatible with portions of Pyhen’s work.

Indeed, Hegelian dialecticsd the exploration of and search for the unity between apparent

oppositesd are central to Lukacs’ critical outlook. JamesonoOslrheiHstoricad duct i on
Novelnotes that “Lukacs’ book remains therefore a vital lesson for us in the dialectical unity of a

criticism which, engaging the historical specificity of the past, never loses sight of its

commi t ments and responsibilities in our own p
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arguesThe Historical Novesynthesizes temporal elements of past and present, this project seeks
to reconcile the literary opposition of Lukacsian aesthetics and Pynchon’s postmodern formd a
Hegelian dialectical enterprise of which Lukacs (despite his somewhat ironic position as the
subject of one dialectical pole under consideration) would likely approve. A fruitful place to
begin this exploration is on Lukacs’ end, specifically, in his arguments on literary style and

technique.

In “The Ideology of Modernism,” Georg Lukacs condemns modernist writers and critics
for placing an unjustified premium on literary form and technique. Indeed, Lukdacs cautions that
Afan exclusive emphasis on formal matters can
of an ar t i s tuRassismodthe lore Mdrx3strtig to suggedt that a subject must be

viewed in a totality which considers its content as well as its historical, social, political, and

economic contexts. Trotsky famousl ythedecl ar ed
Soci al Function of Literatureo that AThe meth
insufficient. o Al t hough a distinction exists

in performingcritical analysiswhereas Lukacs is concerned with form as diterary technique

their argumentshare an important premis€or both Lukacs and Trotsky, the consideration of

form is fine, so long as it is not to the exclusion of the other aforementioned contexts. Lukacs
articulates these ideas inime when formal innovation came to dominate literatured Pound’s
imagist movement, Hemingway’s sparse prose, and Joyce’s “stream of consciousness” and come

to mind. Lukécs contrasts Joyce with Thomas Mann, as both writers employ the formal
innovation ofinterior monologue. He does this to differentiate Mann, for whom form assists in

the achievement of a particular artistic end, from Joyce, for whomigdire artistic end:



[WI]ith Joyce the strearnf-consciousness technique is no mere stylistic dewice; i
is itself the formative principle governing the narrative pattern and the
presentation of character. Technique here is something absolute; it is part and
parcel of the aesthetic ambition informibtysses With Thomas Mann, on the
other hand, the monagjue interior is simply a technical device, allowing the

author to explore aspects of Goetheos

available. (AThe I deol ogy of Moderni sm,

This analysis conveys the opinion that formal literary or artistic inrmva&are not, in of

themselvesgnathema to Lukacs. Instead, Lukécs voices his concern that inordinate emphasis on

these techniques, as seen in modernists, can become fetishes. So long as such innovations serve

a greater purpose than themselves (such as helping characters aprelsridlt historical,

and economiauances of their realities), Lukacs offers his approval. That Lukacs is amenable to

f or mal

i nnovation under these circumstances

writing through these theories, and therebfiieve the dialectical synthesis necessary to pair this

realist critic and a postmodern writer.

This opening depends on the following: Pynchon’s fractured postmodern style must be

subordinate to and in service of themes and values Lukacs deems important, and not simply

developed for its own sake. Proving this requires us to penetrate the thick cloud of hazy pastiche

on the exterior of Pynchon’s work to find what Lukacs calls “a deeper probing of the real world. 0

(Aesthetics anébolitics, 37). Thuswe have discovered our first necessary precondition to

applying the ideas of Gerog Lukacs to Thomas Pynchon. We must demonstrate

work contains an underlying essence of reality beneath his fractured postmodern form; without

c



it, our dialect ¢ a | pairing could conceivably suffer th

hypothetical Thomas Pynchon/Paris Hilton meeting.

Lukécs’ concern with the literary and artistic elements in Modernism extends beyond his
guestions regardingpismo v e nyerantiut on form and technique. Indeed, Lukacs is quite
straightforward in articulating his overarching concern with the Modernist movement, something
apparent in his decision to name his most influential essay, “The Ideology of Modernism.” To
Lukaécs, the “why” of Modernismd its purpose, motivation, etc.0 constitutes its “ideology” and
is just as important as the “what” is to understanding the movement. In short, he characterizes
Modernism as an artistic response to what, in Lukacs’ estimation, are tfle alienating effects of the
post-1848 era of monopoly capitalism. While Lukacs sympathizes with this alienation insofar as
it registers the loss of progressive impetus within bourgeois culture, the manner in which that
feeling is rendered in Modernismdits resulting message give him pause. Lukacs notes that
for modernist writers, fAManéis by nature sol.i
with other human beings. o6 The historically sp

timeless human condition. This is in sharp contrast to the great realist literary characters of

hi story such as, #AAchilles and Werther, Oedip
whose Aindividual existenceécanhistorical be di sting
environment. 0 He sees the main strength of t

significance [and] their specific individuality cannot be separated from the context in which they
were createdo (AThe I-3®8.dlkaxsghys scosfliterdtheedse r ni sm, 0 3
providing a cognitive window through which to apprehend important social, economic, and

historical realities, and finds that Realist literature provides this view with the highest degree of

effectiveness. Rather than prowig insight into a particular historical and social environment,

9



modernist literature tends to wall these things off. Accordingly, the story of Modérnism
i ndeed, idiss fome od fogryedgati on. It is a Anegat.
red ity, 0 and ultimatel y, fALukiesexplanghawamodarnisof art o

typically approaches the first:

The negation of history takes two different forms in modernist literature. First,

the hero is strictly confined within the limits of his own experience. There is not

for himd and apparentiypot for his creat@ any preexistent reality beyond his

own self, acting upon him or being acted upon by him. Second, the hero himself

i's without personal history. He i s fAth
unfathomably. He does not develop throughtaot with the world; he neither

forms nor is formed by it. The only Ad

revelation of the human condition. (397)

Lukacs’ explanation reveals what he sees as the grave flaws of the types of characters who
populate modernist fiction. To him, they atastoric,asocial, and ultimatelgreal. They
display a sense of perverse individuality unnaturally detached fretoryiand their fellow

human beings.

This conclusion brings us to our second precondition for a successful application of
Lukécs to Pynchon. The veil of Pynchon’s fractured form notwithstanding, Lukécsian aesthetics
demand that his charactemistmaintain some identifiable connection with history, society, and
each other. I argue that Pynchon does indeed establish these social-historical connections which
Lukacs deems critical throughout Mason & Dixon Subsequent analysis will verify these
connectbns as Pynchon immerses his characters in the genuine historical crises of the time:

10



Slavery in South Africa and North America; the deepening fissures of the institution of

colonialism and its alienating effects; complex and often hostile relations aiiheN

Americans; the inexorable approach of the Ame
Jeremiah Dixon cannot retreat from the series of great crises that history sets before them, and

instead must confront them together one by one.

Negation, ag.ukacsargues, can weaken or even completely
sociathi st ori cal connections as well as its wunder
form meansviason & Dixonwill inevitably contain some instances of negation which would
ostensibly affect these areas. These cases of negation appear to take the form of andchronism
the invention of pizza, Dixonbs trip to the e
or the appearance of a mechanical duddditionally, theahistoricc ampooni ng of fAwor
historicali n d i v iike GeprgesVdashington and Benjamin Franklin also constitutes a form of
negation® Although these instances of negation provide somewhat of a goofy-loeatff
mellowing to the otherwise incrediblyréeus historical crises of Mason and Dixon’s time, they
are clearly subordinate to these crises. As such, they in no way constitute a broader “ideology”
that Lukacs would summarily reject. Subordinate that these instances of negation may be, their
presea e in a postmodern writerds repertoire must
defer to Fredric Jameson to help articulate why these instances of negation are not only expected

for literature produced after 1848 but also inevitable.

2 This apparent negation is accompanigdhe charge of modernizationd a historical novelist placing contemporary

items, problems, psychology, etc in the clothes of historyd a technique Lukéacs rejected. Chapter 4 discusses these

instances in greater detail and demonstrates that what appearst®ly nc honés reference to son
actually has firm grounding in the history of the Enl i
true then is true nowo and c o middson®&®irontsoulpriesent mamens.t r uct i o |
% Chapter 3 discusses in detie unexpected manner in whiBlgnchon presents Washington and Franklin

11



Fredric Jamason provides valuable insight which, while not undercutting the Marxist

aesthetics of Lukacs, offers important clarification to and expansion of his ideas. Jameson

expresses some reservations about tbeseal methods in his chapter devoted to Lukacs in

Marxismand Form

Lukacs sets himself the task of exploring the conditions of possibility of precisely
those works which have been abl e

historicity, in short, of accounting theoretically for the extigte of what he will

call the great realists, of Goethe and Scott, Balzac, Keller, Tolstoy. That he will

shift, more questionablyfrom description to prescription and attack modern

writers in the name of some a priori model of realism does not invatidate

t o

starting point, where the word merely designates the empirical existence of a

concrete body of works to be explorétidol,emphasis addéd

While he contends that Lukacs’ ideas on the modernist movement are open to question, Jameson

remains careful to stipulate Lukéacs’ important theoretical contributions to aesthetic appraisals of

realist writers. It is no secret that Lukacs, like any othefaithful adherent to Marx, commands a

formidable understanding of history. Jameson’s criticism of Lukacs’ approach to Modernism,

however, emerges from what | judge to be his superior understanding of the historical nature of

modernist and postmoderngilture.

Jameson i s able to draw extensively

to develop a corresponding periodization of art, literature, and culture at large. He recalls from

Mandel that,

12
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[T]here have been three fundamental momentapitalism, each one marking a

dialectical expansion over the previous stage. These are market capitalism, the
monopoly stage or the stage of imperialism, and our own, wrongly called

postindustrial, but what might better be termed multinational, aldhete
Capitalism] éAt any rate, it will also h
periodization of the stages of realism, modernism, and postmodernism is both
inspired and confir med HRostmotkanismOethedbs tr i p

Cultural Logic ofLate Capitalism35-36)

These periods, according to Mandel, lasted roughly from-18d8, 18481960s, and the 1960s

until the present. Jameson sees not only a general alignment with each cultural mode of

production he pairs with its respective counterperiod in the history of capitalism, but in each

case the latter’s direct shaping of the former. Lukécs of course understood the profound artistic

changes which marked the 100 plus years following the middle of thEdtury. His error, as
Jamesomlemonstrates, is assuming these changes somehow constitute the voluntary expression

of a particular ideology rooted innegattoh ence, t he central thesis o0

Moderni sm. 0O

In contrast to Lukacs’ thesis, Jameson asserts that the ideolagyTihe Ideology of
Modernism" isn't an ideology after all, but rather constitutes a necessary and inevitable outcome

of a particular historical moment. He says,

This is perhaps the moment to comment on the rejection of modern art and of
modernismingenarl whi ch i s implicit in this 1id
diagnosis and judgment: yet the whole dimension of judgment rests on an

13



ambiguity, forit presupposes that the modernist writer has some personal choice
in the matter, and that his fate is not seal@dHim by the logic of his moment in

history. (Marxism and Form198,emphasis addéd

The very tile of Lukacs’ “The Ideology of Modernism, 6 (especially the word
suggests that for him, Modernism contains strong undertones of a specific social or political

agenda; that there must be some underlying political or ideological motivation dvhietithe

production of modernist art. Contrary to Lukacs’ suggestion, these instances of negation present

in Modernism are not, however, things that modermiststedto say. Rather, as Jameson

asserts, they are things that tieyglto say. Modernisirike realism before and postmodernism

after, is a necessary and inevitable outcome of a particular historical moment. This fact is why

Jameson finds Lukacs6ddogmatic embrace of realistm beproblematic outside of its assigned

economic and cultural medf production. In contrast to Modernist art,

For the realistic mode of presentation, the possibility of narration itself, is present
only in those moments of history in which human life can be apprehended in
terms of concrete, individual confrontaticansd dramas, in which some basic
general truth of life can be told through the vehicle of the individual story, the
individual plot. Yet such moments have become relatively rare in modern times.

(Marxism and Form200,emphasis addégd

Jameson suggests tisggnificant opportunities for aspiring realist writers have all but evaporated
not on account of any specific artistic limitation, but because of the fractured and contradictory
times in which we live. One might be tempted om Itlasis of this analysie conclude

prematurelythat Lukacsian aesthetics are irrelevant for any non-realist work produced after

14



1848. What Jameson and other Marxist critics identify as limitations to Lukacs, however, do not

consign him to irrelevance. Tim Dayton notes that,

Inasense, Lukics’aest heti cs appear arrested at t
schema, whein content and form are seamlessly joined in a perfect adequacy to

one another [and that] Lukécs’ historical schema posits an unsupportable

homogeneity within historical epochs, ratliem unevenness and disparity.

These two points combine to explain to a great extent the conceptual limitations

that make Lukéacs unable to treat modernist and/or avantgarde art in a complete

fashion. (Dayton, fAPrel®l)ems of Mar xi st

A's | @Gam Daytenrand Jameson would agree, “unable to treat modernist and/or avant-garde
art in a complete fashion” is a distant cry from rendering Lukécsian aesthetics explanatorily
powerless in approaching art and literature produced in the era of Moderdideyand. The
efforts of a critic applying Lukacs to art outside the box of realist fiction can and does yield

positive knowledge, so long as the critic understands the limitations to this particular lens.

| think an apt analogy to describe the ptagive decline in the still significant
explanatory yield of a Lukacsian approach to art produced after around 1848 occurs in
geography (perhaps even more apt given Mason
Consider the Mercator projection of plane e ar t h . This particular maj
constancy of linear scale in all directions around any point, thus making intersections of
latitudinal and longitudinal lines rendered with perfect 90 degree angles on a flatfgbegaer.
The piojection shows its limitations the distortion of large objects as the Natid South
poles are approach@dhis accounts fothe abnormally large depictions of Greenland and

15



Antarctica These distortions do not, however, unilaterally deplete all ¥aduethe map.

Greenland and Antarctica remain readily identifiable, awkward distortions and all. The same can

be said of Lukacs’” work when used to understand literature written after 1848. Despite the
progressive increase in difficulty in applying histhetics to artists the further we get

diachronically from 1848 (and well beyond when Modernism gives way to its Postmodern

successor), these accompanying problems do not make calling on Lukécs’ ideas a fruitless

exercise. Jameson himself maintaing th&acs’ continued relevance is assured (his chapter in
Marxism and Fornis, after all, entitled “The Case for Georg Lukacs0). Accordingly, the

optimal approach involves an even appreciation of both the still-useful explanatory power of

Georg Lukacs aswell as thetheoretical gaps exposed by Marxist literary successors in Jameson,

et al.

The previous analysis suggests that the theory of Georg Lukécs and the work of Thomas
Pynchon are not inherently and irrecably antagonistic to one another. To prove the
suitability of applying Lukéacs to Pynchon in order to yield positive knowledge, the text oMason
& Dixon must demonstrate the following: 1) The novel must contain an underlying essence of
realitybenedt i t s pastiche post mode mustmairdaintsgme 2 ) Pync
tangible and identifiable connections with history, society, and each other, and 3) This
underlying reality and these soeclabtorical connections must be strong enough to ofiisgt
instances of negation in his work which would constitute the broader tyjpé&ology” to
which Lukacs would be stubbornly opposed. Additionally, this analysis should also suggest that
a glovelike fit of Mason & Dixonto the concepts and principles Lukacs outlines in The
Historical Novelis neither expected nor possible.etlxénts of distortion are certain to emerge.

Indeed, this seems particularly inevitable given Lukacs’ aforementioned regard for Sir Walter

16



Scott whom Lukécs identifies as the pioneer of the modern historical novel. A cursory reading

of The Historical N@el supports two ready conclusions: Scott is the standard by which Lukéacs

prefers to judge subsequent historical novels, and this standard is accordingly one that few

authors in the historic fiction genre are able or even inclined to attain. ThusHd?ythrough

Mason & Dixon fails to achieve in totality the standard of the historical novel set by Lukacs via

the works of Scott, then he’ll have good company: Lukdcs identifies other authors of realist

historical fiction such as Allesandro Manzahimes Fenimore Cooper, Alexander Pushkin, and

Leo Tolstoy who, despite inarguable and lasting contributions to the historical fiction genre, still

fail to fully embody the principles used with such efficacy by Scott. For example Lukacs writes

of Manzonit hat A[ d] espite all the human and histor
depth which their author bestows upon them, M
hi storically typical heights whlilghoftimar Kk t he s
failings of Manzoni and these other great authors to follow lockstep behind Scott, we can thus

confidently apply Lukacs’ criticism of the historical novel to a writer like Pynchon withoutthe

fear that inevitable misalignments betweepeats of Lukacs’ theory and some elements of

Mason & Dixonwill render the effort null. Accordingly, this project will faithfully analyze not

only the areas of the historical novel where Lukacs’ theories and Pynchon’s work agree, but also

where they dierge.
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CHAPTER 2 - The Historical DramaandTh e Couri er 6s T

In charting the development of the historical novel, Georg Lukécs gives careful attention
to its important predecessor, the historical drama. Lukacs’ critical discussion concentrates on the
interwoven relationship between these two subsets of the historical fictiord gEninew the
historical novel and the historical drama each bear important stylistic fingerprints from one
another, and 2)ow theyeachmaintain essential differences in foamd content. Lukacs
explains how the historical drama anticipates the historical novel while, at the same time, the

latter continues to look back on the former:

[The] modern dram@ including that of the Renaissance, even of Shakespeare
has from the outsetertain stylistic tendencies which in the course of development
take it evermore in the direction of the novel. And conversely, the dramatic
element in the modern novel, particularly in Scott and Balzac, though arising
primarily from the concrete histaal and social needs of the time, is nevertheless
by no means uninfluenced artistically by the preceding development of drama.

(90)

This relationship between historical drama and the historical novel, while interesting in its own
right, would appear to lva at best tangential relevance to Pynchon; it seems perhaps limited to

illuminating contrasts between the generic form of the historical drama foriMaswh &

Dixonbs structure as a historical novel (indeed
near entirety of Chapter 3 of this project, w
everyday fimediocre heroodo as its main characte
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Awor | d hndt vasitsgantigal protagonist). Giwehat Lukacs devotes a full

guarter ofThe Historical Noveto offering important analysis of the historical drama, | would be
remiss in failing to fully incorporate these critical insights into this project. Fortunately,
Pynchonds own ghxhpferm of hisorichl drdama pponidesnhis opportunity to

apply Lukacs’ ideas on the subject, albeit outside the context bfason & Dixon

ThomasPynchon explores the dramatic sgdnre of historical fiction in his second
novel, The Crying of Lot 491n Lot 49 Pynchon executes his own miniature historical drama by
way of a fAplay within a playo technigdmee. This
Taming of the ShreandA Mi d s u mme r 0 senahles ghh depidiian efa dacobean
Revengeplay calledT he Co ur i ewitlinghe famewprkdye di pa Maasod6s | ar ¢
Given the important critical observations found in the portiohhef Historical NoveWwhich
explicates the historical drama, aswellas e Co ur i &rs 0 sat dastodPgnehdnys
first, however brief, forays into historical fiction, I propose to deploy Lukdcs’ critical insights
regarding the historical drama to conduct a formal analysistoe Cour i effhiss Tr age d:
analysis will yield several important beitef First, although Chapter 1 devotes significant space
toward arguing the theoretical compatibility between Pynchon and Lukacs, the practical
consequences of this pair are heretofore unseen. Accordingle Cour i eisabs Tr aged
comparatively lowstakes testing ground for Lukacs’ theories; at just 10 pages within what is
already Pynchohhe Gdhuwritasbits smaivadiae dfason &
Dixondbs prodigious si ze. Thec Cod r i ®alovsirrdaniamg&tdiyo n
intriguing possibility that the arc of Pynchon’s writing career partially mimics what Lukacs
identifies as a larger aesthetic transition from the historical drama to the historical novel. Lukacs

argues that the historical dramas of Shakespeare, wapthre the emotions and raw human
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conflict that accompanied the unraveling of feudalism, anticipate the historical novel epitomized
in Scott. Similarly, Pynchon's brief experiment with his (excessively graphic) historical drama in

Lot 49anticipates hiswn historical novel irMason & Dixon

Before examining h e Co ur i elrwdlprovilara@ogeevidw of Lukacs’ core
critical assertions about the historical drama. Lukécs begins by contrasting epic and drama
against the lyric. Unlike the lyriwhich seeks to convey human feelings and emotions, tragedy
and epic fipresent the inner | ife of man only
themselves in deeds and actions, in a visible
furthercontrast, the successful rendering of tragedy and epic depends on the ability of these
artistic forms to capture the totality of life. Totality hasigconnotation, and its artistic
portrayal instinctively seems impossible. Lukacs concedes that “no literary character can contain
the infinite and inexhaustible wealth of feat
Because of this inherent | imitation, he charg
incomplete image to appedellike itself, indeed in a more heightened, intense and alive form
than in objective reality, o a t a%k Insenmdrgscri b
since a rote recording of | ifeds myronmtleed of de
available facts and observations. Once the dramatist selects what he believes to be a
representative sample of historical experiences, he, through his artistic and creative process,
condenses, magnifies and ultimately transforms this infoomanto art. The final product
i mpacts the viewer viscerally with an @& mmedi a
this sense is felt despite the absence of the great majority of objective facts, observations, or
experiences which the artisécessarily ignored during the creative process. These creations

Aowe their deep ef f-makihgimportance imtheerire tuttuzal lifeafn d e p o
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mankind to their ability to arouse this feeling in the recipient. If they have been tmalblso,
they have completely failed92, emphasis added This, Lukacs argues, isther ai sonof ddetr e

epic and tragedy.

In addition to demonstratinghata dramatist must do achieve a sense of totality in his
work, Lukacs also explains howhe accomjsshes it. Of the lifedetails which an artist selects, he
must ensure that t hiepoitantdasveoflifeimadst appearmtaneve s and
immediacy as the unique personal features and connections of concrete human beings and
concretesituains 0 ( 92) . Earlier |1 described the sel
continuous need in his creative process to jettison facts and observations which would dilute the
experience of immediate totality in the recipient. History itself aidbis process, because as
Lukacsnotes, t here are fia very | imited number of me
the feeling of the totality of | if@&seed6&2) . W
drama@ from the far more voluminoushaff of life, is the presence of a great dramatic collision.

Here Lukacs defers to Hegel:

Dramatic action...rests essentially upon colliding actions, and the true unity can
have its basis only itotal movementThe collision, in accordance with whaés

the particular circumstances, characters and aims, should turn out to conform so
very much to the aims and characters, as to cancel out its contradiction. The

solution must then be like the action itselfpate subjective and objectivéd3)

In effect, history does a large part of the work for the dramatist, since important historical
collisions are readily identifiable from more ordinary or mundane momeénigics cites
S h a k e s Kiegd eae®tle archetypical tragic drama which depends upon such a collision

21



which precipitates the disintegration of the
daughters, Gl oucest endd athdrexbreimisyd gpical madements fAext r e
[which] form a completely closed system, the dialects of which exhaust all the possible human

attitudes to the collision” (93-94). The isolation of this closed system is important to Lukacs.

He argues that any athpt to branch off of this system (whether in the form of additional

characters, plot lines etc.) is “impossible...without committing a psychological and moral

tautology” (94). Lukacs opposes this type of tautology since any “superfluous” additions such as

this compromise the immediacy of the experience of totality. He summarizes:

This psychological richness of the contending characters grouped around the
collision, the exhaustive totality with which, complementing one another, they
reflect all the possibii t i es of this collision, produ

the play. (94)

Lukacs does concede that, whi | e Shakespeareb6s plays do cont
exceeds that of his Greek predecessors, this
historical complexity of human relations, [thus] the structure of tHéswol in reality itself

became more involved and manifold” (95). Despite this rise in complexity, Lukacs notes that
Shakespeare takes care to ensure that the res
necessaryo whil e rdramatic eempositiorg[thal] pre fundamienpallyehe o
same as those of ibddditionGrhaviegk powerfyl i@flence on cohtenrtr e

Lukacs asserts the importance history in determining specific forms of drama.

Lukacs acknowledges the impactsociathistorical forces have on specific eras in drama.
He observes that: #Alt is certainly no acciden
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great,worldhi st or i c al changes in human sociewyo (97
coincided with the tragedies written by Sopho
devel oped within At he sgeheRenagsanéeT (97w bukitcsng of tr a
observes that i n -historcal codlision eetween dysi@feudaismeandwhe r | d
birth pangs of the final class society provides the preconditions in suatgetetr and form for

the r esur ge mc WhileHistony guades Soom afdSubject matter for a dramatist, it

also has immeasurable effect on character choices.

Among historically influenced character choices, of particular importaricenshe
dramatist selects as his or her protagonisstadry certainly does a good bit of the work filtering
away situations (and thus candidates) unworthy to take the lead in a drama. Those remaining are
of t en-hAiwarolrd cal 0 i nhinsattaurriec. al Tihred ifwioddal 0 i s
hisor her life, exercised unique power and influence at apex oinahdsubsequent resolution
to, a great historiclebr crliesdrs.i s Rae chall d 5 esthiaktelsé
figure in that, as a man with ostensible material powdriafluence, he futilely attempts to
preserve these power structures when they are under assault from the overwhelming social
historical forces which accompanied the collapse of the feudal mode of production.
Metaphorically, Lear would be better servegrg to hold down a rocket launch with his bare
hands. Hegel summarizes this type of figure:
whose own particular purposes contain the substantial, which is the will of the world spirit. This

content is theitruep o we r € a THe fréaBHuman beings whom Hegel discussesnare,

Lukacs’ opinion, t he opti mal and indeed the only choic
owo-h|l dt ori cal i ndividual 6 has a dramatic char
to be the central f i gu-ihigoridalhfigudes dasonibed by LukaGs4 ) . Th
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often find themselves in recurring types of collisions. ldentifying the nature of these collisions

will assist in making structural conclusions about the historical drama.

The tragic collision, as Lukacs argues, is essential to dramatists conveying the powerful,
immediate sense of totality upon which the success of their art depends. Briefly, he asserts that
via collision, the Adramatic form generalizes
e X p er i98).nTave artistic conventions assist the dramatist in the construction of these
collisions. The first isvhat Lukéacs calls the “parting-of-the-ways in the lives of individuals and
society” (100). This is Lukacs’ way of describing how, in the course of a dramatic collision, the
fworld-historicab figure must make important decisions at certain momentss e&eful to
gualify that Athese decisions are not free in
do not represent human independence in a vacu
given, necessarily prescribed framework ofalinan activity and as a result of the contradictory
basis of all social and hi st olearclleelweightof el op men
Leard6s crown is doubt | e-bigdrical pressweswhicswodld by t he
eventually lead tehe disintegration of the feudal order. These pressures compel Lear to
prematurely relinquish power to his daughters Goneril and Regan, thereby initiating the collision
that ends tragically. Shakespearedsaraccompan
further illustrates the dubious nature of gaining and maintaining what is inherently unstable
power in the late feudal period. This is whakacs means when he says that decisions made by
Awo+sHhli dtorical o figures are not made in an atm

the powerful sociahistorical forces of the age.
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Lukacs describes the second convention typical of great collisions in drama as the
“calling to account” (101). The “calling to account” constitutes a “day of reckoning” in which
the cumulative effect of a series of decisions reaches a climaxd most frequently in a period of

crisis. Lukacs describes this effect in general terms:

Parties have gradually ceased to be real representatives of the class interest in

whose defense they were founded, and have heaped failure upon failure in this
respect without incurring any real cons
social c¢crisis, and a party which yester
and abandoned before the eyes of its previous supporters. History is full of such

facts, and, obviously not only with regard to poél parties in a narrow sense

(101).

Lukacs cites Sophocles’ Oedipusas an example of how the drama’s titular character, in swift

fashion, is called to account for the series of decisions which lead to the drama’s tragic climax.

In summary, Lukécs argues that dramatists use the two chief conventions to express collision:

At he -pfaghewa nwgodo and Acalling to account . 0O Thes:e

somewhereand Lukacs is careful to account for this space.

Lukacs keenly notes that a spatial requirement exists for each of these collisions to fully
mani fest itself. He observes that while AThe
insofar as they lead to these central conflicts, insofar as they are motive forces of these actual
c ol | i thaseofarces ate necessarily struggling over something spatial (107). It is irrelevant
whether these struggles occur on a material or psychologicabptheepoint is that these
struggles, these collisions, originate on and usually take place over soméskared “turf.”
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Lukacs explains: AREvery action, every translation of
common territory between the opponent s, even
enmity. Exploiter and exploited, oppressor appressed may have this territory for their

struggle” (113). Even if space, along with the aforementioned conventions of dramatic

collisions, is satisfactorily employed, a drama’s success still hinges upon the effectiveness of its

public character. Lukacs explains simply that “The dramatic conflict must be experienced by

spectators as something immediate, with no need of special explanation, otherwise it can have no

effect” (129). ToLukacs, a dr amaods mass Jii m@act hiceBamdsd ye ¥ déari n
of Lukacs’ belief in the critical nature of drama’s ability to impart a totalizing experience to a

mass audience, he asserts this necessity has profound influence on dramatic form and content:

The actual, immediate dependence of dramatim fon immediate mass impact

has very deep consequences for its entire structure, for the organization of its
whole content, in sharp contrast to the formal requirements of all large epic works
which lack thisdirect connection with the multitude, this nesitg of immediate

impact upon the multitude. (1381)

Lukacs explains the long historical dormancies of drama as times when historical circumstances

prevented dramatists from conveying a mass public impBecamatic form stands or falls with

the direct public characterons wpecciafsiiont di diits@ pe
|l i fed3@843233 These di sappearances tend to corre
sociathistoricateconomic orders, while the emergence of drama with a strong public character
coincides with periods of change (thmergence of the polis in Greece or the decline of

feudalism/emergence of capitalism in the Renaissance).
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Let us briefly recap the main Lukacsian assertions regarding the historical drama that we
willapplytoT he Cour i e Fistsdramatistgneust yse their artistic prowess to
transform important yet objectively incomplete historical information ansoibjectively
complete experience of immediatedtdty for their audience. Theeffectivenesss artists
depends upoareatinga closed sstem of intense collision; this framewakoids extraneous
plot elements thdtukacs cautions canl e a d thaogifapasdynmoratautology (. 9 4 )
Second, while Lukécs considers this immediate totality of a drama essential regardless of its
period of composition, he acknowledges that the complexity in which dramatic elements interact
and convey this totaltyvare s accor ding period. We will show
drama exceeds that of Shakespeare in the way
exceeds that of Sophocles. These varying degrees of complexity, however, do not invalidate the
fundamendl Lukacsian rules of drama. Third-hi sher hwadfimahifesti vi dual 0
power and influence at a time of crisis is the necessary star of the dbmamatists principally
empl oy two chief conventions thotoriealpriesdi cotdua
Lukécs calls them “the parting-of-theway s 6 and fcalling to account.
convey collisions must occur spatially on a shared or contested form of territory; this territory
need not be physical, as an ideologicahplsuch as class) suffices. Lastly, the drama’s
dependence on public character explains its cyclical emergence and dormancy. An
understanding of these theoretical assertions enables us to move forward with a Lukacsian

analysisof he Courierdés Tragedy

The firstelementof he Co ur i etdview through éhglekdcyian lens of the
historical drama is Pynchon’s selection of historical material. Recall LukacsGobservation that

the dramatist must forsake insignificant details of life or histogneble the magnification and
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intensification of those details which will then facilitate the creation of the essential experience

of totality. On e 0Tsh ei nOweudrii aets diasidedpteatpbesdityo N o f

it Pynchon bites off andrpsents a dizzying chunk of history. Absent a close reading of the text,

the story appears to be torturously convolétéde large number of characters and violent
interactions whiz by the typical r edpdaeed at a
complexity aside, its historical basis is still firmly rooted in the same crisis of feudal decay as
Shakes Hmegdeamihsd ot her historical dramas of the
responsetd he Cour i eandustafoutanyef@k espeareds historica
differ despite their roots in the same historical crisis. These different responses are a
consequence of form; form, as weodve discussed
the period in which an artist lives Accordingly, Shakeonposear e 6s hi
during feudalismbés decl i né wiahawt a sighigcanfiybi r t h pan
di fferent | ook and feel than Pynchondés post mo
Pynchon himself trigto emphasize these contrasts between the fictional authdne& Cour i er 0
Tragedyand Shakespeare. Shortlyafleh e Co ur i eigpérorma@dOedipaeMays

speaks to Randol ph Driblette, who did¥ecwed th

came to talk about the play, 6 he said. 6Let
Li ke horror movies. It isndot | iterature, it
S h ak es preeCryimgodblLot49 60) . Al tslwarnirg Bervesrthe gréatertplote 0

purpose of attempting to dissuade Oedipa from uncovering the mystag/Taf/stero and the
W.A.S.T.E. system, it enables Pynchon to give a quiet nod to the differences between his
postmodern vision of the historical dramand that of his predecessor Shakespeare. A full

accounting and understanding of these differences greatly facilitates the use of Lukéacs’ ideas on
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The Cour i e Whilsthelcon&rasts id fprm between a traditional dramatist like
Shakespeareande post moder ni st PyncThhoen Qo uer ioedrvd so uTsr & ¢
appears to be at best a fragmented and incomplete summary of a Jacobean tragedy), the chief
difference between the two centers on the nature of the conflicts or collisions thatrPyncho

includes for his play to provide the sense of intensity and toialitjics deems critical.

Pynchon designs the ostensible central collisio bfe Co ur i earodnd thréer age dy
characters. On one side of this collision is the Duke of Squamuglia, named Angelo, and his
illegitimate son Pasquele. Together AngeloBr@ls quel e oppose Niccol o, t
to the play Angel o poisoned Ni @thiwdnabléds f at her ,
Angel ods illegitimate son Pasquale, who was g
regent of Faggio. Niccolahe rightful heir to the Faggio Dukedom, is forced to flee from the
murderous intentions of Pasquele. He disguises himself and finds employment as a courier in
Angel ods court. As Pynchon explains, tdt he re
get a crack at the Dukeo (50). This central
convoluted weaving of the playbds countl ess si
Angelo each host one at one point in the play, (53,57)], incesigld, who had been sleeping
with his sister Francesca, plans to consolidate power by having her marry her own son Pasquele
At he Fagagi ansadstiatortpre[Angedo fofcEsd Cardinal who refuses to sanction
this incestuous marriage to perfoentdeplorable mock rite of consecration. After Angelo has the
Cardinal s big toe cut off, he Ais made to ho
(53)], and a large helping of death and destructi&@vé¢ry mode of violent death available to

Reraissance Man, including a lye pit, land mines, a trained falconewitanom'd talons, is

employed. It plays, as Metzger remarked later, like a Road Runner cartoon in blank verse" (58)].
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These numerous fAside col |l i sirdimgdobukiacsaThefil,b,an t wo

andlesst tractive option is that these conflicts
tautol ogydo outside the central collision of A
pl aybés abilieyofoiomedewncyg se@dsiitotality of m

typical reader 6s di f fi clTuhlet yCoiumr iienwodddsslpperttaegleyd ya p
this view. The other approach attributes these complexititshire Cour i etotileeraTr age d
in which Pynchon wrot&he Crying of Lot 49 Recall thalLukacs acknowledges the increased

level of diversity and complexity in Shakespeare’s work compared to his Greek predecessors,

explaining that “the difference between the two is a historical one” (94). If, as Lukacs argues,

the complexity of drama isfanction of history when comparing the drama of the Greeks and
Shakespeare, would not historybés influence re
to the hypercomplex Pynchon? The judgment as to whether Pynchon, Shakespeare, and the
Greeksallshae t he same Aprinciples of dramati c ¢ omg
form, as history has great power to shape the
historical drama must be measured by efecamely howwell he Couagedgr 6 s T

appreciates fAthe necessity of I mmediate i mpac

The public effect of immediate totality conveyedbyh e Cour i edet@mmineIr agedy
the ulti mate success -movelsihynary of a Jadoseanftragedy.mfsnt e d
asserted earlier, the public effecfloh e Co u r i eon thesreader dlg €rgliryg of Lot 49
i's poor. The playdés public effect suffers fr
plot strings. Rather than there being one central amlisi or fAex pl osi ono whi ch
dramatic tension, the reader is subjected to a series of miniature collisions which buzz past him

like machine gun fire. As a result, the reader has little choice but to keep his head down and

30



hope to survive long engh to rejoin Oedipa on her quest. Thus, often lost alongside this sense

of immediacy and totality is the central mysteryfoh e Co ur i e whélsis that Angele d y

and Niccolo both die through the machinations of the Trystero Whi | e tymissep | ay 6 s
riddle and dubious public effect generally constitute a failure of historical drama for the reader of

The Crying of Lot 49we must remember, however, tfiah e Co ur i eirsd sr eTarl al gye day i
within a story.o He nacre ,t hmee pruasyt 6 sn optu bolnil cy cahcecr
The CryingofLot49 but al so for Pynchonodés fictional <ch
in the novel.Recall Lukécs’ observation that “The dramatic conflict must be experienced by

spectators as something immediate, with no need of special explanation, otherwise it can have no
effecto (129). Thi s exper ibgthedieethathasphseed al i t y i

between a drama’s composition and ultimate viewing. Lukacs writes,

We have to experience a happening of long ago as if it is actually taking place in
the present and has direct reference to us. If mere antiquarian interest, mere
curiosty can ruin the effect of a historical novel, then the experience of mere
prehistory will not evoke the immediate and sweeping impact of drama. Thus,
while the essence of a collision must remain historically authentic, historical
drama must bring out tise features in men and their destinies which will make a
spectator, separated by these events by centuries, feelfrandgelct participant

of them. (152)

* As the play reaches its climax, Angelo sends Niccolo (his courier) to his enemy Gennaro with a letter containing a

false offerofp e a c e . Angel o t hen, | e ar n theTgysteaxoi tackdl birh. dhe Brystero,u e i d e n
after killing Niccolo, replaces the original l etter wif
deat h, but al slamg canfeBsiam by Angalol oball Hslcymes closing with the revelation of what
happened to the Lost Guard of Faggio (57).¢0 Gennaro i
having an orgy) and his city.
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Lukacs’ analysis shows that contemporary audiences can experience the tragedy of King
Lear, for exampl e, with the same vVvibrant sense
time. It then follows that Oedipa, despite not being a Jacebeaplagoer herself, can and does
experiencdl he Cour i eas $omething iargeelidte, She approaches Driblette after the
play precisely becausghe feels that visceral sense of immediate totality as she watched the
performance. This powerful connectionweén Oedipa and the play stems from her innate
understanding of the Trystero afich e Co u r i eas &mwehidtaryaogthe tistorical crisis
ofherowntméa cri sis of alienation wroughtdupon in
the sameoneswhome Trysterods W.A.S. T. E>Assfeslt,wen seek.
see a curious dialectic emerge wiTthhe rCeosupre cetr Ots
Tragedyis ineffective in conveying a sense of immediacy and totality to the typmaérefThe
CryingofLot49 it strongly succeeds in providing the
Accordingly, Lukacs’ mandate that a drama requires a strong public character is satisfied, albeit
ontheintanovel | evel. Pynchondés deci sihen to evi ni
Cour i er O0anlyfd hisachagadtgrs watching the play intésaa high level of complexity
in his composition. This complexity emerdes o m Py n ¢ h odestrbea @atobeam t s t o
tragedy within the powerful indigenous social, economic, and historical forces of Late

Capitalism®

*Pynchonds e fhdLekéctian idee of prehistoryavithin the frameworkof he Couri er 6s Tr agec
suggests his own awareness of the overarching relationship between the historical drama and the historical novel.

To the degr e Bdason&dixon Bsyarnistdricalmdels captures this sensemkhistoryto

contemporary readers will be discussed in Chapter 4.

’Recall Jamesonds observation that A[postmodern] produc
imitation of dead styles, speech througltla masks and voices stored up in the imaginary museum of a now global

c ul t u+18&Rostmotlernism, Or The Cultural Logic of Late Capita)isrm light of this,P y n ¢ hdecrsions to

revisit and appropriately adjust the Jacobean revenge play parpigses, (especially within a postmodern novel

that freely samples from history, religion, politics, culture, etc.), are more easily understood.
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The Cour i ewhdedisphying theepdstiche content and form expected from a
drama composed in the historical epoch of Late Capitalism, still ultimately aligngwiiths’
ideas on public character and diverse complexity. Lukécs’ ideas on the nature of collisions in
historical -dfthemagsbOfipadtiingl | ing to account 0)
requirement for these collisions, can be appliethe @ u r i e r 0 sonveEntienglly ithyt
anttc | i mactical |l y. Angel o, Pasquale, and Niccol
when the play arrives at tragic resolution in their deaths. The space in which these collisions
take place is in thgeographic and structural power arenas of the Sqaumuglia and Faggio
Dukedoms. While these Lukacsian tenets are appliedto T h e Cour i ewitldligle Tr agedy

difficulty, hi s i deas on t hehipgtodrieanalo fi n chiev ifidvwalld r e

Py nc hTohned sCo ur i eduallysachievesbgth tthieysatisfiad of Lukacs’
theoretical requirements for the “world-historical” individual to have a leading role in a historical
drama, while at the same time previewing the “world-historical individual’s” role in the
historical novel. Earlier I described Lukacs’i d ea o f-hias tfiavoir ¢ al indi vi dual
in the course of his or her life, exercises unique power and influetioeagex of, and
subsequent resolution to, a great historical crisis. Angelo, Pasquale, and Niccolo all ostensibly
meet thisdefint i on o-hi at dwbchHd individual . o Each ac-
(at least as far as Pynchon goes) to confront the threat to their respective power structures
precipitated by the historical crisis of feudal decay. Pynchon employs @epiot in his
historical drama, however, which arguably anticipates the histowsa Lukacs argues that
whil e in the histhorsitoali cdarl ama dtitve diuvadrol d s t he
protagonist, in the historical novel, he is necessanilynor figure. Lukéacs credits Honore de

Balzac with the following observation:
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[ 1] n the classic histohistbrinoalkl!lindiovi
minor figure, but in most cases he only ever appears when the action is nearing its
climax. His appearance is prepared by a broad picture of the times, which allows

us to perceive, rexperience and understand this specific character of his

significance. (128)

IfweviewT he Cour i easdnsantidipatidrgoétdeyhistoaicnovel and look at it briefly

in terms ofthe Lukacsian historical novel, who thenhistohecaworhdi vi du
this point of view, we cahni setxocrliucdael tihned ipv iadyuasl
Pasquale, and Niccalei nce all are present Thebnyonegitwout t he
meets the qualification of appearing fiwhen th
but a group. The Trystero, in its murder of Niccolo and his betrayal of Angelo, shapes the

climactic resolutionom he Cour i eHedce, wieTdge €Co ur i eigséepashr agedy
preview to the historical novel, only the anonymous membetsedirystero satisfies the

Lukacs/Balzac criteria as a “world-historical individual.” Recall Lukacs writing in general terms

that the Afl owering of drama precedes the gre
dramaéhas fr om t htetendenciessvieich in theecsutseafi developnient thke s

it evermore in the direction of the novel” (90). Based on the aforementioned analysis, I believe

Lukacs’ general thesis of the historical drama paving the way for the historical novel translates to

the specific writing career of Thomas Pynchon.

In conclusion, Pynchon accurately recapitulates Lukacs’ sense of the general relationship
between the historical drama and the historical novel in his own writing career as reflected in the

specific relatioship betweem h e Co ur i eandMasonl& Daxand e wtrikingly
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uncanny parallels demonstrated between these two arcs raise what | believe to be some really
intriguing questions: Did Pynchon plan these parallels on some level or are they merely

coinadental? If these parallels were intentionakvtmuch Lukéacs, (or other thinkers from the

Western or Frankfurt traditions of Marxism) has Pynchon read? To what degree have these
influences permeated not oridason & DixonandThe Crying of Lot 49but his other novels as

well? Unfortunately,themel usi ve Pynchon answerthése questioasvai | abl e
publidy in the foreseeable future, and as such, any conclusion derived regarding the specific
relationship between Pynchon and the Western Sebhowinstherefore speculative in nature.
Givenhowever, Pynchondéds wunrivaled ability to in
subjects into his work (including elements of culture, society, history, politics, literature,

phil osophy, religion, and econograspaf goncepdss wel |
within The Historical Novelit would be foolhardy to rule out the influence of Western Marxists

on his writing. Despite the necessarily inconclusive nature of our aforementioned analysis, the
preponderance of evidence suggeststhatRymn 6s i nfl uence from the W
is more likely than not. This possibility lends new support for this projédth to paraphrase

Jameson, is to make a case Georg Lukacs. As we prepare to evaluate Lukacs’ theoretical
assertions regar-lii sitgomiod &l oif ndihwi dwalrd dver sus
her oo as t heMason &Bixon itdspmrth porderimg tthe non-insignificant

possibility that Pynchon may owe a hidden debt of influence to Lukacs as well as other important

thinkers of the Western Marxist tradition.
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CHAPTER 3 - Embrace Mediocrity and Flout Greatnes® The

Mediocre Heroes ofMason & Dixon

In the last chapter, our discussion of the theory of the historical drama covered Lukacs’
assertion as to what type of charact-er must a
historical indihvisdoalre@abkoThé gliwar tdhe historic
significantly smaller scope. Recall thatwhenviewinge Cour i ethrodghtheTr agedy
Lukacsian lens of the historical novet, he desi ghaseéor iwalt | Tdystedo, vi dual
only emerges ding the climactic resolution of the play’s central collision. If the “world-
historical individual” is eliminated as a candidate to be the main protagonist of a historical novel,
what type of character must fill this role? Georg Lukdacs contends that the only logical choice for
a historical novel’s lead is the “mediocre” or “middle-of-the-road” hero. As such, the first area
for analysis is as follows: If as Lukacs proposes, t h e -ofttheir ddlde® her o i s of ¢
importance to the historical novélow well do the titular characters iason & Dixonfit that
classification? | will argue that the evidence presented wiifsigon & Dixonconsistently and
conclusively demonstrates that the heroic duo exemplify Lukacs’ notion of the “mediocre” hero.

This presentation of Mason and Dixon as “middle-of-the-road” heroes helps satisfy the dual
Lukacsian mandate of having an underlying essence of reality in the novel, as well as having the
characters maintain genuine connections with history, society, ahd#eer. Additionally, |
will address the problem dflason & Dixoris true “world-historical” figuresd Benjamin

Franklin and George Washingtond deviating from Lukacs’ assertion that “world-historical

i ndividual so0 onl y app e bmactidrasolutiong Whillhwewii i st or i c a
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demonstrate that the curious depictions of Washington and Franklin constitute a form of negation

that must be addressed, this negation is of secondary importance. Pynchon primarily introduces
Washington and Franklinfoa |l sel y si gnal a climax in his his
coming. Through this stylistic device, Pynchon demonstrates awareraass iafleed relies on

Lukacs’ theory of the historical novel. Although he does not to follow Lukacs’ formula exactly,
Pynchon clearly uses it to create the type of

critics alike.

To determine the extent that Charlessih and Jeremiah Dixon meet the criteria of the
“middle-of-the-road” hero, it is essential to know what the phrase means to Lukécs. Rather than
give an outright definition of the term, Lukacs believes that the best way to illustrate the concept
of the“middle-of-the-road-hero” is to provide concrete examples of characters from literature
that embody it. The first example given by Lukéacs is Nathaniel Bumppo, the hero of James
Fenimore Cooper’s novels. Lukacs describes Bumppo as an “illiterate, simpleEnglish

huntsman” who seeks a new life in the colonization of America (64). Lukacs describes Bumppo:

a plain man of the people, an Englishmeig] [of puritan outlook[who] is deeply

attracted to the simple, human nobility of the Indians and enteramt
inseparabl e human bond with the survivo
on the whole remains that of a European, but his uncurbed love of freedom, his
attraction to a simple, human life bring him closer to these Indians than to the

European coloizers with whom he belongs in objective social terms. (65)

The commonality and outright plainness of Bumppo singles him dutkifics’ mind as the
ar chetypi-a-thdr ofiandiod dhleer o . He is distinguished b
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class, but rather by his small presence within geopolitical, economic, andhasiddcal forces
vastly larger than himself. Bumppo thugeriences, in an intimate way, these forces which
inexorably portend ever expanding Euro-colonial power and influence in the New World. The
tragedy and irony of Bumppo’s situation is not lost on Lukacs; that is, the freedom that Bumppo
seeks in emigraig from England to America is destroyed by his actions and the actions of

others like him. Lukacs quotes socialist-realist pioneer and Russian/Soviet author Maxim Gorky

in his assessment of Bumppo:

As an explorer of the forrlecsd shentdl gpzeas rr
in them for people who later condemn him as a criminal because he has infringed

their mercenary and, to his sense of freedom, unintelligible laws. All his life he

has unconsciously served the great cause of the geographicasiexpaf

material culture in a country of uncivilized people arfdund himself incapable

of living in the conditions of this culture for which he had struck the first paths.

(65)

Restating Gor ky 0 s Leék&sdelarss tha at“worldhfstoriBal tragedyacould

be portrayed through the destirmysofpea smedilocr
mediocrityis not in itself however, a sufficient foundation for an effective historical novel; an

author mustirst makeappropriate diachronic considerations for the story. Accordingly, Lukacs

lauds Cooper for his deft consideration of the time period in which he sets his characters. Lukéacs
observes that the artistic r easesénmpowergisebiia a tr a

time period Awhere the i mmedi ate economic con
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grow organically out of everyday probl emso (6

characters and historical epoch thus solidifiesdgsity within the historical fiction genre.

Lukécs continues his discussion in acknowledging another author who employs in his
wor k t heftiembddbehero used with great effect i
identifies Alexander Pushkin, writer of the historical novdt e C a paughierand the
novel fragmenThe Negro of Peter the Great building upon the some of the same principles

as Scott and Cooper. Lukécs writes that in his work,

Pushkin also foll ows Saf-theérto aidno ihnetrrooedsu ciin
great hunan conflicts during a historical crisis, and in imposing exceptional tests
and conditions beyond their previous averageness, in order to bring out the true

and humanly genuine qualities in them and in the people. (72)

Lukacs again stresses, in the exarple of Pushkin, how historical circumstances fundamentally

and ultimately decide the destinies of otherwise average characters, while providing additional
evidence that the authordos diachronic conside
historicd fiction. With Lukacs’ ideas about the “middle-of-ther o ad 6 her o i n mind,

able to explore how well they applyhason &Dixod s t i t ul ar her oes.

At first glance the historical figures Charles Mason and Jeremiah Dixon seem to be a
dubious choice to assume tieed roles of historical fiction, which Lukéacs argues best belong to
aver age-ofiheriacddadd e characters. There are indeed
between the pair and the other mediocre heroes which populate the historical novelsantiScot
Cooper. In comparing Pynchon’s Mason and Dixon to Cooper’s Bumppo these differences are

easily seen; among the most apparent are class and education levels. Recall Lukacs’ description
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of Bumppo as an early c¢ ol 8umppoktandsiinlconirasteéor at e, s
Mason and Dixon, who despite lack of conspicuous wealth, are educated (education an obvious
prerequisite to the respective professions of Astronomy and Surveying), well traveled (Great

Britain, Cape Town, Saint Helena, and Bfitcolonies in North America), and somewhat

famous (on account of surveying the Pennsylv&heayland Delaware border which continues

to bear their names). | believe Pynchon understands how these genuine historical considerations

make t he fAMasanlara Je@miatr Dixensgnitially appear to be anything but

Afaverage. O Pynchon, however, takes great pai
fundament adf-they ofardiod calspect s of the two in a way
extraordinary qualit e s . This Adressing downo of Mason a

strongly embracekukacs’ idea that historical novels are optimally populated by average

protagonists. This fact again raises the question first posed near the conclusion of Chapter 2:
Given Pynchondés stout determination trmuchmake h
hasThe Historical Noveinfluenced his artistic decisionsRnowingly or unknowinglyfollowing

Lukacs’ formula, Pynchon continually accentuatesniediocreand unremarkable

characteristics of Masonand Dixon Py nchonoés desiinradypidalandpor tr ay
unassuming lighis apparent fromd h e n o v & hi$ceoosing athe Reverend Wicks

Cherrycoke as .the storyds narrator

Mason and Dixon maintain an iridescent historical gloss which has for centuries
illuminated the minds of reatkeas a result of generations of historydext o k s . Pynchono
savvy selection of Reverend (anachronistically abbreviatet) Réerrycoke as the unofficial
keeper of oral history concerning all matters relating to the surveyors, however, servessts his fi

indication that he intends to grind down the extraordinary (and decided@lyarage) veneer of
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historical stature built up around the two. In doing so, Pynchon makes the real, human qualities
of thetwo accessible to his readers in a way that cotneeal history, learned from the sterile
pages of textbook, cannot. He soonrevealsthat®éve r r ycoke6s pri mary mot

the story is selserving. Pynchon writes that,

[ Cherrycoke] has linger 6d aabethatheQWifest i n
for many years, of Mr. J. Wade LeSpark, a respected Merchant active in Town

Affairs, whilst in his home yet Sultan enough to convey to thé Revt ho & wi t ho
ever so stipulating, that, for as |l ong
remain® too much evidence of Juvenile Rampage at the wrong moment,
however, and Boppo! o6twill be Out the D

Block and Blade. (6)

Barely two pages into the novel Pynchon gives the reader ample reason to gbegsediability

of his narrator. The breakdown of Cherrycoke
intended erosion of the gloss which coated thelreghistorical figures of Mason and Dixon.

Essentially, Cherrycoke must tailor his nawatin order to produce a palatable story for his
nephews Pliny and Pitt, as well as for the re
of the narrative consists of relating the adventures of Mason and Dixon from an average,

everyman perspectivéjus making them more accessible to both his family and to the reader.

This intended accessibility is apparent 1in Ch

Dixon is a couple of inches taller, sloping more than towering, wearing a red coat
of military cut, with bocade and silver buttons, and a matching red tbhreer ner 6 d
Hat with some gaudy NorfRoad Cockade stuck in it. He will be the first to
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catch the average Eye, often causing future strangers to remember them as Dixon
and Mason. But the Uniform accords hwiteither his Quaker Profession, nor his
present Bearing, a civilian Slouchgrownlog i ded, too often obs

Devotees of the Taproom. (16)

In the first part of the description Pynchon gives the reader an impressive sense of Dixon not

unlike what they would imagine from history books. He is quick, however, to qualify this

il lustration by stating that this appearance
sensibilities, poor posture, and penchant for drinking beer among commonjag\etis.

Pynchon thus demonstrates that the reality of Dixon’s nature cannot be apprehended simply

through considering visual clues alone. In situations such as Dixon’s, Lukécs provides insight as

to why evaluating appearance is an inadequate medii$ytapprehend reality. In his essay

“Realism in the Balance,” Lukéacs writes that, fithe crux of the matter i
dialectical unity of appearance and essence. What matters is that the slice of life shaped and
depicted by the adt and reexperienced by the reader should reveal the relations between
appearance and essence without the need for a
that, in just a few sentences, Pynchon stunningly achieves this dialectical unity with Dhen.

arresting yet illusory appearance of Dixon derived from history books is supplanted by a true

ever yman, wotf-thesreo afidndi dedsiseence i s deciddreedsence at od

well suited for the role of hero in Pynchonos

Pynchon takes also takes care to humani ze
si mi | arofthemiocadloe | i ght . Mason | aments the pass

throughout the novel yet struggles to present an appearance which diministe®tismness of
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this pain. A moment dur i ngThe Seahorpevealsthe v oy age

inner grief with which Mason wrestles:

[The Captain] find[s] Mason busy at the same Arts, morose and silent,-beetle
backdd agai nst tlhllelay¥ndnight of I8 Eebrparyntiee Vi gi
second Anniversary of his Wi fe Rebekaho
Drink,d8 with no one upon the Ship, including Capt. Grant, willing to approach

too nearg till the final eight Bells, when Mason reaches &droaf and a Bottle

and becomes upon the instant convivial as anyone has ever seen him. (52)

Masonds shipmates would doubtlessly recogni ze
be at best, fleeting, and at worst, an outright false cover afifés and essential melancholy.

Pynchon insists on imbuing Mason with this type of core sadness in order to affirm his humanity
and, perhaps mor e -of-therooratdaon tcloymmohniasl ifiinyi.d dllen s u
dialectical unity of essence angpgearance proves relatively easy to identify in Mason (as

mentioned the other characters would have little problem making this resolution), it is no way

less powerful than the less obvious dialectical resolution required of Dixon. In an observation

that @plies neatly to both Mason and Dixon, Lukacs writes that the “middle-of-ther o ad 0 her o e s
Airelative | ack of contour to their personalii't
to take up major, decisive, oseled positions, their contact withch of the contending hostile

camps etc. make them specially suited, to express adequately, in their own destinies, the complex

ramification of events in a novel” (128). Lukéacs would thus agree that the essences of both

Masondés painfek,satoggl wi wht Di konds carefree

freef | owi ng beer, together pr ovi-ateer Pyardoh acrm atrhae t
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he needs to build his historical novel. Additionally, the dialectical unity of essence and
appeaance in Mason and Dixon allows us to fully apprehend the reality of their characters.
Lukécs demands that good historical fiction maintains an underlying reality; Pynchon provides it

to us by way of this dialectical unity of essence and appearancenmaim characters.

Beyond conveying the average and ordinary natuMasion & Dixod s t i t ul ar cha
through offering glimpses into their personalities, Pynchon reinforces their everyday status with
carefully calculated and well placed vignettéshe two en route to their culminating survey of
the Pennsylvania/Maryland/Delaware borders. These-tgiaging revelations facilitate the
erosion of any remaining surplus historical s
fruitless flirtationswih t he t own coquette at the hanging o
of a horoscope from astronomy mentor Nevil Maskeylyne @39 ) , t he pairaods obs
high stakes gambling by Soldiers on the Wi nd
(315), and Dixonbs partaki B gnadlocdorecactiponaEd | vy t he
risen loafKetjap, leftover cheese, and pickled anchovies §{23%). Mason himself reflects on

his current station in life and his undistinguished origins.ntdees to Dixon,

Someday, someone will ask, How did a ba
Astronomer Royal ? -Suveyar@etto be hiS8exandlanthe L a n d
mostcovetedStagy azi ng Assignment of the Century
|l ooksé? mélhy @haare we being uséd, by Fc

Invisible College? (73)

Mason demonstratesawareness of just how ordinary he and Dixon are. Further, he astutely
understands that there are forces at work shaping his destiny that are mecthkm he. Later
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in the novel, while completing his survey work in America, Mason recognizes the pressure of

these forces:

AWhaml doing this?0 Mason i ngubammes al oud
that is an intriguing Question. I mean, Isupposedul d say i todés for

to Advance our Knowledge @,0 7 Berhe,gar d t h aeactngfo, stahyosu 6 |
Di xon. AJust what Fr idetntdo (Carees agpo ihreg ei tsé

(642)

Lukacs would quickly recognize that these same geopolitical, economic and worltistorical

forces which initiated the tragic alienation
in the form of a passive and reactive posture of Mason. Indedw, edriclusion oMason &

Dixonn the two heroes find themselves in a situa
observation that Bumppo Afound himself incapa
whi ch he had st The cokespoidiag afienatian bf Mpsart ahdsDixaon is

strikingly similar. When the time arrives for their retirement, Pynchon explains a restlessness
that can only be attributed to this disaffect
British enough anymore, nor quite American, for either side of the Ocean. They are content to
reside like Ferrymen or Bridgeeepers, ever in a Ubiquity of Flow, before asatess Spectacle

of Tr arE3). ThHe socighistorical connections of Mason abikon are thus clearly

present for both characters, as each suffers considerably on their account. There is further

evidence that each man is unsuited and indeed repulsed by the world he helped bring into being,

as both men unknowingly created a line thelped to geographically institutionalize slavery.

Dixon laments,

45



Didndét we take the Kingds money, as her
waited upon us, and we neither one objected, as little as we have here, in certain
houses south of the Lirge, Where does it end? No matter where in it we go, shall

we find all the World Tyrants and Slaves? America is the one place we should

nothave found them. (693)

The collision of Mason and Dixon with the institution of slaweryhich in Chapter 4 | argue

constitutes Pynchondés constructiondief a prehi
wrought with tragic undertones. Accordingly,
fully applies to Py-htchoodscher besixendijfrdvalso i wMa b

for each as fithe destiny of a mediocre man of

Both the personalities and exploits of Charles Mason and Jeremiah Dixon demonstrate
their suit a-bfitheri dayd @ shukiecsnpostiddtds ghat since the adventures of a
A mi dofithee oado hero constitute the bul k of a his

figure will necessarily be relegated to a minor role. He explains this phenomenon:

The great historicdigure, as a minor character, is able to live himself out to the
full as a human being, to display freely all his splendid and petty human qualities.
However, his place in the action is such that he can only act and express himself
in situations of histacal importance. He achieves here a maitled and full
expression of his personality, but only insofar as it is linked with the big events of

history. (45)

The great historical figure must thus, accordingukacs, only emerge during certain key

moments of the narrative. hhiss ormncaht i odalblild
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exposure therefore avoids his placement in typical or mundane situations which inevitably dulls

his great historical luste Lukacs cites Otto Ludwig’s praise of Scott’s Rob Roy as illustrating

the i1ideal pl acement of a great historical fig
can appear all the more significant, because we do not follow his life stégpbyve see him

only at moments when hesgynificant he surprises us by his omnipresence, he reveals himself
only in the most interesting attitudes. 0 The
which is primarily addressed through the §w&f the dominant middling characters, becomes
crystallized through short and sporadic yet unfailingly intense appearances of these great

historical figures (128). Recdllukacs crediting Honoré de Balzac for observing that the brief

appearances of a historically significant figure, “...allows us to perceive, re-experience and

understand the specific character of his significance.” While Lukacs’ idea of the “middle-of-the-

roado hero applies de nMasos & Dixarphis yulesacandernm@thev i nc i n
Awo-+sHhli dtorical individual , 0 while explicating

apply quite as seamlessly.

S e v er a thistérisabimdividual® a p p e ar Madonr &oDixgnhThay tnclude
famed astronomer Nevil Maskel yne, fAeminent Ph
Commander in Chief of the Continental Army and eventual first President of the United States
George Washington (266As towering figures of the American Revolution, the characters of
Franklin and Washington atrhd smoosrti crad aMbasohdy vii ddeuna
& Dixon and will thus together occupy the majority of my discussion on the subject. Lukéacs’
mandate that the great historical figure appear in brief and sporadic episodes throughout the
historical novel applies well to both Franklin and Washington. Mason and Dixon first encounter

Franklin in the back al |l eys. Thdlitléedioud saod nbsp hi a A
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