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ALES TICHY

REMARKS ON THE FLOW OF TIME IN THE
NOVELS OF HENRY FIELDING

I

The reader of any of the three novels written by Henry Fielding
(Joseph Andrews, Tom Jones, Amelia) frequently comes across allusions
to the time at which the incidents of the story take place. He is often ex-
plicitly acquainted with the hour at which the characters enter or leave
the scene of action, usually with the part of the day, and sometimes with
the day of the week, but rarely with the month or season of the year,
exceptionally with the date or the month, and never with the year in
which the action in the novels commenced, developed and concluded.
These references to time are supplemented by passages that establish the
sequence of events by indicating the number of hours or days which have
elapsed since some incident described in the previous paragraph or chapter.
Onp the basis of this information the reader is usually able to reconstruct
the succession of days in the novel and to measure, with striking accuracy,
the periods of time which intervened between any two occurrences in
the book.

The first attempt to analyze Fielding’s attention to the flow of time,
which is so conspicuously manifested in his novels, was undertaken
by Frederick S. Dickson in the study “The Chronology of Tom Jones”.t
Dickson elaborated a detailed time-scheme of the adventures of Tom
Jones on the journey from Allworthy’s house via Upton to London and
during his stay there up to his marriage with Sophia Western, and assigned
definite dates to all the days described in Tom Jones, books VII to XVIII.
Starting from the author’s allusions to the progress of the Jacobite Rebell-
ion? and from his remarks on the full moon, which rose at five o’clock
on the evening of Jones and Partridge’s departure from Gloucester,? he
fixed the date of the latter event on November 29, 1745, and taking into
account the duration of each book indicated in its heading, identified the
dates of all preceding and following incidents in Tom-Jones, books VII
to XVIII, in the period between November 24 (Tom’s expulsion from the
house of his foster-father) to December 29 (Tom’s marriage with Sophia
Western) of that year. In his article he emphasized the existence of a
carefully prepared time-scheme in the novel, and the air of reality that
the author endeavoured to impart to his work by meticulously checking
the movement of celestial bodies in the autumn months of 1745.
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The chief merit of Dickson’s analysis lies in the attention which it
drew to the prominent role of the time element in the structure of Fiel-
ding’s works. Since the publication of the article, literary critics have
offered various interpretations, according to their general conception of
Fielding's art, of the principle which they found behind the intricate
time-plan of Tom Jones. They chiefly followed the ideas of Wilbur
L. Cross, who stressed the author’s realism of detail due to his assumed
role of a “historian”, and the influence of drama on his technlque of novel-
writing.4 Another view, formulated most comprehensively in the work
of Ethel M. Thornbury,5 explains the time-plan, among other aspects of
Fielding as novelist, by his indebtedness to the theory of epic poetry,
a part of the Renaissance theory of art prevailing, chiefly through the
works of Boileau, Le Bossu and other French critics, in English literary
criticism at the time of Fielding’s life. According to these two conceptions
the flow of time in Tom Jones was reduced either to a continuity substituted
for the dramatic unity of time (Haage®) or to an epic unity of time derived
by the critics of the Italian Renaissance analogically to the corresponding
dramatic unity (Thornbury?).

In order that we may appreciate the respective merits of these argu-
ments, ascertain the basic trends inherent in Fielding’s handling of time
and assess their importance for the “new province of writing” which the
author proclaimed to open with his novels, we must first obtain a broader
view of Fielding’s practice than the analysis of only one novel can afford.

Especially revealing in this respect is the author’s treatment of time
in Joseph Andrews and in Amelia. As in the latter part of Tom Jones,
the period of time occupied by incidents in these two novels may be
arranged into an uninterrupted succession of days, which begins with the
first serious conflict, is maintained throughout the complicated story in
spite of differences in the structure of the three works, and comes to an
end with the resolution of the plot in the final discovery. The sequence
is founded on the alternation of day and night in the heroes’ lives, in
a few instances on the indication of the number of days which are inter-
posed between two consecutive actions, or, still less often, on the regular
distribution of Sundays among the days of the week.

In Joseph Andrews, after four prep/)aratory chapters which form a concise
history of,the life of the principal character, the action begins with the death of
Sir Thomas Booby (in book I, chapter 5). On the seventh day after this, Joseph was
summoned to the widow of his deceased master, preserved his chastity in spite of
her two attempts to seduce him, wrote two letters to his sister Pamela and, finally,
was dismissed from Lady iaooby’s service (chapters 5 to 10 of the first book). At
2 o’clock in the morning of the eighth day he was robbed of all his property by
highwaymen, brought to the inn of the Tow-wouses and met by Abraham Adams
(chapters 11 to 14). In his company he spent the ninth day and the following three
days, recovering from his wounds (up to the end of book I).

On the thirteenth day Joseph and Adams departed for the parish of Booby Hall;
Parson Adams met Mrs. Slipslop, heard the first part of the story of Leonora, was
smeared with hog’s blood, lost his way, delivered Fanny from the hands of her
ravisher and defended her and himself in court (book II, chapters 2—12). At 1 a. m.
on the fourteenth day the two heroes were reunited at an alehouse where Joseph
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and Mrs. Slipslop had taken refuge from a violent storm, and after an interlude with
Parson Trulliber set out on their further journey  {(chapters 13—16). Having been
deceived by the promises of a practical joker, they spent the following night at an
alehouse not two miles away, and on the fifteenth day continued their walk (in
book III) up to the house of Mr. Wilson and spent a considerable portion of the
ensuing night listening to the tale of their host’s life (chapters 2—3). The sixteenth
day was full of adventures, beginning with the killing of Wilson’s little dog before
the departure of the travellers, culminating in their fight with the hounds and in
Adams’s involuntary bath, and ending with the discussion of Adams with a Catholic
priest at the New Inn (chapters 4—8). The action on the following day, the seventeenth
in succession since Sir Thomas’s death, opened with the abduction of Fanny and her
subsequent rescue by the attendants of Peter Pounce, and closed with the conclusion
of the journey (at the beginning of the fourth book).

The travellers arrived in their parish simultaneously with the coach of Lady
Booby. On Sunday, the eighteenth day, after the banns of marriage between Joseph
and Fanny had been published for the first time, Lady. Booby ordered her lawyer
to have the young couple removed from the parish (chapters 1—3). On the following
day she frequently changed her mind, but on Tuesday, having heard the second
publication of the banns, was glad to receive the news of the detention of the lovers
and of their appearance before the. justice of the peace. In the afternoon, however,
after Mr. Booby, her nephew and the husband of Pamela, had arrived at her house
and saved the couple from being committed to jail, she had to swallow her anger
and listen to Mr. Booby’s encomium on Fanny’s beauty (chapters 4—6).

The following day, the twenty-first in succession, was again crowded with
events: Joseph repudiated the remonstrances of his brother-in-law against his planned
marriage with Fanny, defended his sweetheart against the advances of an impertinent
servant of Beau Didapper, listened to the sermon of Parson Adams on Providence
and to the unfinished history of Leonard and Paul, protected Fanny from the insolent
behaviour of Beau Didapper, learned from the pedlar’s account that he was brother
to Fanny, and was summoned with the whole company to Lady Booby to inform her
of that discovery (chapters 7—13). After the adventures in the small hours of the
twenty-second day the story reached its turning-point when Mrs. Andrews recognized
Fanny as her own child and Mr. Wilson met with his son Joseph (chapters 14—15).
On the same day the company proceeded to Mr. Booby’s house. A coach was
dispatched on the twenty-third day and returned with Mrs, Wilson on the next
evening. On Sunday, the twenty-fifth day, the banns between Joseph and Fanny
were published for the third time, and their marriage was celebrated on the twenty-
sixth day after the death of Sir Thomas Booby (in chapter 16).

As in Tom Jones and Amelia, the last few paragraphs of Joseph Andrews,
written in the present tense, provide a glimpse into the future of the main characters.

The time-reckoning in the final chapter of Joseph Andrews is based
on the unchanging rotation of the seven days of the week, i. e. on the
assumption that Saturday (the day of Mrs. Wilson’s arrival) falls on the
sixth day after the preceding Sunday. It is a violation of the author’s
practice in the rest of the novel, according to which the sequence of days
is maintained by an uninterrupted succession of events or by explicit
statements on the duration of pauses. As in the other two novels, as soon
as the author disentangles the plot, he hurries through the remaining
scenes up to the final picture of virtue rewarded without conforming to
the rules which he observed for the action proper.

57



In comparison with the smooth flow of Joseph Andrews the time-
scheme of Amelig is more intricate.

The history begins with the appearance of Captain Booth before Justice
Thrasher on the morning of April 1st (chapter 2). Having been found guilty of
violence, the hero of the book spent the remainder of the day and the subsequent
twenty-four hours in prison, chiefly in the company of his fellow-prisoner Robinson
(chapters 3—5). On the third day he was invited to visit Miss Matthews, another
inhabitant of the prison-house, heard the story of her life, gave her a detailed account
of his own adventures, and spent the following night in her room (up to book IV,
chapter 1). A week had elapsed before Amelia arrived and took her husband home
(chapter 2). The next morning (which fell on the eleventh day, if the amount of time
allotted by the author to Booth's stay with his mistress is taken literally) the hero
began to recover from the pangs of remorse that had resulted from his unfaithfulness.
Two or three days had passed before two letters, one from Miss Matthews and the
other from Dr. Harrison, again disturbed his peace of mind (chapter 3). After the
visit of Colonel James on the same day (the fourteenth or fifteenth since the im-
prisonment of Booth) the hero decided to visit his former mistress on the next Sunday,
the only day of the week on which he could walk outside the verge of the court
without danger of being arrested by the agents of Dr. Harrison's lawyer. However,
two days after the first letter, he received another communication from her and
solicited the assistance of Colonel James in this affair. The next morning the colonel
acquainted him with the success of his mission to Miss Matthews, but the following
day he unexpectedly declined to speak with him. Booth again determined to wait
till the following Sunday (chapters 4—5). He could not have arrived at this decision
earlier than Friday, because no Sunday had intervened between his last resolution
of the same kind and the day of the colonel’s perplexing behaviour. For this reason,
only one day had elapsed without any adventure before Booth called at the colonel’s
house, most probably on the twentieth or twenty-first day following his apprehension
by the night watchmen. !

In order to avoid the cumbersome introduction of two numbers for each day,
a new sequence may be conveniently begun at this date. One afternoon, which
occurred on Tuesday at the latest, Amelia received a note from Mrs. James and paid
her an unsuccessful visit. She fell ill the next morning, but had sufficiently recovered
to welcome Mrs. James on the tenth day, i. e. on the thirteenth ‘day of the new series
(chapter 6). The next evening Booth and Amelia renewed their old friendship with
Sergeant Atkinson (chapter 7). On Sunday, the fifteenth day, Colonel James refused
to see the young captain and on the following day sent him an unfriendly letter
(chapter 8). On Wednesday Amelia went to the oratorio, on Thursday she became
aquainted with Mrs. Bennet and on Saturday she was introduced by Mrs. Ellison to
the company of the noble lord (at the end of book IV).

On Sunday, the twenty-second day of the new sequence, Booth was again refused
entrance to James’s house (book V, chapter 1). He spent part of the following week
looking after his sick child (in chapter 2 of the first edition) and on the next Sunday
called on the mighty lord and drank tea with Mrs. Ellison and Mrs. Bennet (chapter 2).
Mrs. Bennet and the lord visited him the following day, the thirtieth in the new
sequence (chapter 3). Sergeant Atkinson spent the next three days in the house in
order to protect Booth against the agents of Murphy, Dr. Harrison’s lawyer, who was
reported to watch for Booth even within the protected area (chapter 4). On the thirty~
fourth day, after the immediate danger had been averted, the captain fought a duel
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with Colonel Bath outside the verge of the court, but was lucky enough not to meet
any member of Murphy’s gang (chapters 5 and 6). The next day he spoke privately
with Sergeant Atkinson, met Colonel James at the house of Colonel Bath, and since
he feared to leave his asylum, invited him to dinner at his lodgings (up to book VI,
chapter 1). On the thirty-sixth day he again called on Colonel Bath, was informed
of the visit of a mysterious stranger to their apartments and disapproved of Amelia’s
going to a masquerade at Ranelagh (chapters 2—6). On the following day Mrs. Bennet
displayed her scholarly talent before the captain and his wife, and Atkinson
acquainted Booth with further threats voiced by Dr. Harrison’s lawyer (chapters 7
and 8). .

The thirty-eighth day was marked by the first crisis in the novel. Amelia
received a mysterious warning letter, had the true character of the noble lord
displayed before her in the history of Mrs. Bennet, discovered the secret of Atkinson's
marriage, was frightened by the news of her husband’s arrest, and obtained Colonel
James’s promise of assistance (up to the end of chapter 7 of the eighth book). On
the following day she was warned of James’s base design on her virtue and welcomed
Dr. Harrison, who subsequently released the unfortunate captain from prison (up to
the end of book IX, chapter 2).

The next few days form an anticlimax to the preceding events. On the fortieth
day Colonel James entertained his brother-in-law, the Booths and Dr. Harrison to
dinner (chapter 2), the following day Amelia acquainted the old doctor with her
apprehension concerning the colonel (chapters 4—5), after a night scene at the
Atkinsons she failed to see him on the next morning, but immediately made amends
for her forgetfulness, and spent the evening in the presence of her husband,
Dr. Harrison and his two friends at Vauxhall (chapters 6—9). The following morning
Dr. Harrison visited Amelia on her urgent request and was informed of her reluctance
1o accept James’s invitation to a masquerade (up to the end of chapter 1 in the tenth
book). The masquerade took place in a day or two, i. e. on the forty-fourth or forty-
fifth day (chapters 2—3). The next day Dr. Harrison left London for a week (actually
he returned back on the fifth- day), and Booth, playing cards with Captain Trent,
contracted a debt of fifty pounds (chapters 4—5). On the following day Trent relieved
him of his uneasiness by indefinitely postponing the day on which the money should
be repaid (chapters 6—7). Amelia quarelled with Mrs. Atkinson and on the next
morning moved with her husband to another lodging (chapter 8).

Everything is now prepared for the grand finale. On the following day, the
forty-eighth or forty-ninth in succession, Trent reminded the captain of his debt and
asked for its immediate settlement (in the third chapter of the eleventh book), and
Amelia, in order to comply with this request, sold almost all her belongings. The
forty-ninth (or fiftieth) day opened with the bribing of the influential man (in
chapter 5) and concluded, after many adventures, with the third and final arrest of
Captain Booth (at the end of the eleventh book). The events of the following day
resolved the plot of Amelia (up to the end of book XII, chapter 7), but the heroine
had not received the news of her wealth before the fifty-first (or fifty-second) day.
The following day Booth, his wife and Dr. Harrison dined with Colonel and Mrs.
James, and Amelia wrote a letter to her dishonest sister. About a week afterwards
the whole company moved to Amelia’s home in the country.

The dinner at the house of Colonel James, which marks the end of the action
in Amelia, took place at the earliest between the seventy-first and seventy-third day
described in the book, i. e. on some day between June 10 and June 12. The dating
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of Amelia to the period between April 1, 1733, and May 1733, established by F. Homes:
Dudden,? should be modified in this sense.

The time-plans of Joseph Andrews and Amelia are founded on the
numerous references to time in Fielding’s narration. Information about the
flow of time supplied by the characters inside the story is extremely rare
and at great variance with the time-schemes derived from the author’s
remarks. In Joseph Andrews the young hero writes in his first letter to
Pamela, on the seventh day after Sir Thomas’s death, that his “worthy
master Sir Thomas died about four days ago”,? curiously forgetting the
exact number of days and making a very poor guess instead. Lady Booby
is more definite in her dating, even if less correct, in her conversation
with Mrs. Slipslop after the arrival of Mr. Booby and Pamela. She remarks
on the twentieth day since her husband’s departure from this world:
“Since his death, thou knowest, though it is almost six weeks (it wants
but a day) ago, I have not admitted one visitor, till this fool my nephew
arrived.”!0 Since Fielding certainly did not intend to characterize the per-
sons who uttered the above-mentioned statements as particularly oblivious
or absent-minded, he himself must have been at fault in his references
to time.

Other oversights in Fielding’s time-schemes or in the correspondence
between the dating of his incidents and historical events, enumerated in
ithe comprehensive biography of F. H. Dudden, are the change of the end
of June into the November days of the Jacobite Rebellion within three
weeksl! and anachronisms such as Garrick’s stay in London before
Christmas 1745,12 masquerades at Ranelagh before its opening in 174213
the existence of the Universal Register Office in the early thirties of the
eighteenth century,4 and the allusion to Dr. R[anby], who “had the first
character in his profession, and was sergeant-surgeon to the king”% in
the young days of the Man of the Hill, who was eighty-nine in the year
1745,

There is also a glaring disproportion in the time which elapsed between
the death of Mr. Booby’s mother and his marriage in Richardson’s Pamela
and in Fielding’s Joseph Andrews. According to Samuel Richardson, Pamela
wrote almost thirty letters adressed to her parents in that time and kept
a diary for more than seven weeks before her nuptials. Joseph Andrews
received Pamela’s letter announcing the death of her mistress before he
acquainted her with a similar misfortune in their house, but as both he
and Pamela were indefatigable letter-writers, he could not have waited
for the news and could not have postponed his answer for a long time.
Nevertheless, when he met his supposed sister on the twentieth day after
Sir Thomas’s death (or, according to Lady Booby, on the forty-first day),
she was already married.

Fielding’s errors in the allusions to the flow of time conclusively
demonstrate the non-existence of any comprehensive time-plan premeditated
by the author in advance, together with the plot of his novels. Most of
them are due to the fact that Fielding was not much interested in the
exact number of days which he described, but at the same time was not
satisfied with only an approximate correlation of the time of various
occurrences. He took great care to connect each incident with the rest
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of the story through specified time links, combining all events of the
action proper into an unbroken chain, so that he developed the action
of his novels on a virtual day-by-day basis with a few short pauses inserted
in the progress of the story. The principal and most conspicuous feature
of the succession of days in his novels is its uninterruptedness (the absence
of gaps in the series of connecting links and the absence of undefined
or long intervals between two oonsecutive incidents) rather than its exact
duration. _ )

In the first part of Tom Jones the author introduced the material
antecedent to the main story (the love of Tom and Sophia) in a narrative
disrupted in time, but he endeavoured to compensate for this irregularity
by forging the time link between the incidents of each book in its heading.
As he considered the headings as fairly adequate bridges between the time
of insufficiently connected incidents, he substituted them for the connecting
links supplied otherwise in his narration even in some chapters of the
latter part of the novel. Of all his five works divided into books (the three
novels, Jonathan Wild and The Journey from this World to the Next) he
adopted this device only in Tom Jones because — Jonathan Wild being
a “biography”, not a “history” — he apparently saw no reason for its
application to narratives in which he preserved the continuity of time by
regular means.

The uninterrupted flow of time in Fielding’s novels, a pattern imposed
by the author on his material as a constructional principle, does not reflect
any definite historical succession of days characterized by means of out-
standing events and dates. Fielding is a historian of manners rather than
of occurrences in the past, writing about contemporary men and women
in contemporary circumstances and introducing historical persons and
events largely for the purpose of social and personal criticism. In his
anachronisms, Garrick appears in order to receive high praise for his art,
Dr. Ranby, for his professional dexterity and good nature, the Universal
Register Office is advertised for material reasons, and the immorality of
the masquerades at Ranelagh is severely censured. As the author in-
advertently revealed by his frequent references in Amelia to the Universal
Register Office, a family enterprise whose date of establishment he was
well aware of, he paid no scrupulous attention to the dating involved in
the historical allusions of his novels. He did not even apparently realize
that the succession of days or years described in his books might be iden-
tified with an exactly defined period in the past on.the basis of his own
remarks. Even if he had consulted an almanac for the hour at which the
full moon rose in the late autumn weeks of the Jacobite Rebellion in Tom
Jones (the assumption on which Dickson founded his chronology), he
certainly ignored the exact date of the event.

Fielding’s disregard for the niceties of dating combined with the
existence of the continuous flow of time in his novels produced further
incompatibilities, in addition to the above-mentioned anachronisms,
between the chronology of his works and of historical events. We become
aware of them as soon as we apply the unequivocal allusions to history
to time in the novels and attempt to reconstruct the dates for the days
described in them. The action of Joseph Andrews, dated from this stand-
point, took place before the publication of the book on February 22, 1742,
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and after the unsuccessful battle of Cartagena (in the first half of
April in the preceding year), which was hinted at in the conversation
of Parson Adams with the sportsman in the seventh chapter of the second
book.16 Another clue for the dating of the novel is the text of the deposition
of James Scout and Thomas Trotter accusing Joseph Andrews of felony
committed on a Sabbath-day in October. These allusions fix the action,
at least partly, to October 1741. Sundays in that month fell on the 4th,
11th, 18th, and 25th day and the two festivals observed by the Church of
England, the feast of St. Luke and that of St. Simon and St. Jude, occurred
on Sunday, October 18th, and Wednesday, October 28th, respectively. In
the novel, however, the holiday in October, on which the banns betwegn
Joseph and Fanny were published for the second time, occured on Tuesday.
Similarly, Fielding did not apparently realize that the plot of Amelia is
implicitly assigned to the year 1733 and that April 1st, 1733, the beginning
of the action in the novel, actually fell on Sunday. These discrepancies
again point to the idea that the principal conclusion to be derived from
Dickson’s analysis of Tom Jones is the existence of a continuous flow of
time, measurable in days, rather than the scrupulous historicity of the
time-setting.

The most convincing argument for this conclusion is Fielding’s utter
disregard of the division-of the week into seven days, with different daily
routine on Sundays. All the days of the week are of the same importance
for the author, unless some action has to take place on a Sunday, such as
the publishing of banns in Joseph Andrews or Booth's walks outside the
verge of the court in Amelia. In such a case, Sundays are superimposed
on the normal day-by-day progress, on the continuous sequence of days,
and parts of the week are only .briefly mentioned or even completely
omitted in order that the author may be able to proceed with his action
without unnecessary digression.?

In Joseph Andrews Sundays are required only for the publication of
the banns of marriage between Joseph and Fanny. The banns are published
for the first time on the earliest day possible (the eighteenth day since
the death of Sir Thomas, one day after the travellers’ arrival at the parish),
which is thus turned into a Sunday. Since the author lacks sufficient store
of incidents for a whole fortnight, a holiday is conveniently inserted on
Tuesday, the twentieth day, and the banns are published for the second
time. The only two days explicitly mentioned after the resolution of the
plot on Thursday are the following Sunday (the day of the third publication
of the banns) and Monday (the wedding day). Other Sundays.in the novel
would occur on the fourth and eleventh day, which fall within the pauses
in action and are not described.

Frederick S. Dickson himself drew attention to the absence of Sundays
(and according to his dating, of Christmas) in the lives of the heroes of
Tom Jones. As Sundays are not needed for the action, they are left out of
account, W. C. Cross!® arrived at a similar conclusion, when he admitted
that correspodence with reality was in this case discarded in order that
the continuity of action, uninterrupted by a day of rest, might be preserved.

The best example of Fielding’s treatment of Sundays can be found
in Amelia. Sundays appear in the narrative after Booth’s dismissal from
prison, when his confinement within the verge of the court for six days
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in a week acquires importance for further development of the story and
especially for its first major crisis, provoked by the hero’s arrest outside
the protected area. The first Sunday was introduced in the novel in
order that Booth might visit Colonel James, who lived outside the verge
of the court, and acquaint him with his affair with Miss Matthews. The
next two Sundays described in the book, in a fortnight’s time and after
three weeks, were inserted in the novel because Booth had to be refused
entrance into the colonel’s house and transfer his hopes to the friendship
with the noble lord. Booth’s visit to the lord, who lived in the part of
the town prohibited to the hero on six days of the week, was the reason
of the introduction of another Sunday. As no further visits of people
outside the verge of the court were required, Sundays disappeared from
the novel after this incident. On the thirty-fifth day after the first Sunday
in the novel, Booth called on Colonel Bath within the protected area and
in the afternoon walked in the Park, as if he had forgotten which day of
the week it was. The following Sundays (which should have occurred on
the forty-second and forty-ninth day after the first Sunday, i. e. on the
forty-third and the fiftieth day of the sequence) were also described as
week-days, because after the release of the hero from the bailiff’s house
they had lost their function in the story.

Another interesting proof of the superimposition of Sundays on the
regular progress of the narrative is a minor oversight on the part of the
author. Fielding, anticipating Booth’s freedom after the arrival of Dr. Har-
rison, dropped Sundays from his narrative so early that at the time of
Booth’s second imprisonment he depicted Colonel James inviting the
captain and Amelia to dinner on a day on which Booth was confined to
the verge of the court. Preparing a new menace to Amelia, which should
absorb the readers’ attention after the exposure of the Ellison intrigue and
alter the éclaircissament with Dr. Harrison, the author did not realize
that he had not yet brought to an end that part of his novel in which
Sundays were needed as the only days of Booth’s visits to the new villain
of the piece.

We tried to demonstrate that Fielding’s numerous references to time
cannot be reduced to his tendency towards closest possible correspondence
between the time in the novels and in reality, a correspondence which
Dickson-sought in Tom Jones and expressed in his dating. The distribution
of the action in Joseph Andrews and Amelia over an uninterrupted sequence
of days, analogous to the time-plan in the latter part of Tom Jones, and
the constant care devoted by the author to time as one of the links between
incidents of his novels suggest the idea that the continuous chain of days,
along which the story is developed even if it runs along one line only or
deals with matters extraneous to the main plot of the book, is a principlé
inherent in Fielding’s conception of the ‘“history” (i. e. the novel) as a
literary kind. In order that we may ascertain the sources of this principle,
we shall first devote our attention to the similarities and differences
between Fielding’s handling of time in his novels and dramas.
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II

The uninterrupted flow of time, linking the incidents of Fielding’s
novels, differs in several aspects from the condensation of the plot of his
dramatic works within a period of twenty-four or thirty-six hours. The
duration of his dramatic action is implied in the nature of events represent-
ed on the stage and in sporadic allusions to the length of pauses, and the
story is advanced in time chiefly by intervals inserted between some of
the scenes and acts. In his novels, on the other hand, the author extends
the action to weeks and even months and combines the incidents by their
explicit and exact time setting. Whenever he changes the scene of his
narrative and dismisses all the characters in the chapter from the focus
of his attention, he ushers in the new hero or heroes either at the very
instant at which the previous scene closed, or at a specified time before
that moment, producing a scene parallel in time with one already described.
Owing to the presence of a narrator in the novel, broadly contemporaneous
events at two or more different places need not be represented as successive
in time, but if they are described as such, they always immediately follow
one another without any intervening period.

Another conspicuous feature of Fielding’s novels, essentially different
from his handling of time in plays, is the development of the story through
numerous regressions that explain scenes or ‘allusions already described
or inserted in the preceding paragraphs or chapters. This is a special case,
affecting the flow of time, of a general tendency towards the delineation
of character and the presentation of action through a series of contrasting
stages which are gradually revealed before the reader. The novelist
abandons the dramatic formula of building new incidents on the basis
of antecedent action for a network of surprising occurrences, by which the
reader’s interest is directed to what has actually happened and why it has
happened rather than to future events. In his novels, chiefly of the later
period, the author withholds' many substantial facts from the reader to
reveal them in a sudden discovery frequently underlining the critical obser-
vation inherent in the incident. The ultimate source of this device, applied
in the presentation both of characters and of the action of the novels,
should be sought in Fielding’s conception of contrast as the most suitable
means for revealing bpth the mixture of light and shade, present in every
human character, and the ugly reality of brutal selfishness, maliciousness
o}r; intemperate lust, veiled under the pretence of high ideals and resounding
phrases.

In Fielding’s plays, on the other hand, the contrast between good
and evil is not yet concentrated within one character. The attention of
the audience is directed to the action of characters in different circum-
stances and to whether and when the villains will be exposed rather than
to the problem of what the characters actually are. The intrigues of the
heroes and villains are, with few exceptions,!® represented on the stage,
so that the unmasking takes by surprise only the participants in the story.

In The Temple Beau, The Coffee-House Politician, The Mock Doctor
and The Wedding-Day the author employed the pattern of the drama of
discovery and supplied the hero, living in a society in which money was
equal to happiness, with noble parents and sufficient fortune in order to
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gain for him the lady of his heart. At that time, however, he still confined
the moment of surprise strictly to the denouement, which was, in agreement
with the formula of Moliére, usually introduced into the play from the
outside. In The Miser, another adaptation of Moliére, he supressed the
final discovery (Anselm) and substituted for it the caprices of Mariana,
and in The Author’s Farce he employed the pattern with a touch of parody.

As a novelist, however, Fielding employed the principle of the drama
of discovery, which he had learned in his plays, in all his works, and re-
solved their plots by giving the heores sufficient material means for future
undisturbed happiness. In Tom Jones he overstepped this framework and
prepared the catastrophe by an ingenious network of allusions which
awake suspicion in the reader without providing him with sufficient ground
for the discernment of the hidden truth. At the same time, however, he
gradually narrowed the scope of the reader’s vision by introducing only
such characters on the scene which were least informed of the actual
state of affairs. Instead of an omniscient spectator, who is anxious to
learn the outcome of the future clashes of the dramatis personae, the reader
of this novel, and even more so of Amelia, becomes a fellow-traveller of
his hero or heroes, an observer who knows slightly more than the principal
character and so is able to judge the conduct of some other participants
in the action, but who is not sufficiently removed from the story to see
through the motives and plans of all the characters (especially the depth
of depravity in the villains) and through the intricacies of the plot. The
amount of discoveries increases sharply from one novel to the next, results
are followed by explanation of their causes, allusions are offered instead
of descriptions and even pieces of deliberately misleading information are
inserted in the narrative to deceive the reader. The narrator in the novel
enacts the same role as the authors in Fielding’s plays-within-play (Pas-
quin, The Historical Register for the Year 1736). He is first of all a
commentator of the action, a critic of society founded on the respect for
wealth instead of humanity, a Trapwit afraid that the audience will lose
the moral of his satire, but at the same time an overscrupulous stage
manager, who excludes not only murder, but also a substantial part of the
intrigue from the scene, achieving the maximum of surprise by its later
revelation.

Fielding himself proclaimed the principle of the belated disclosure of
facts as early as in Joseph Andrews when he apologized to his readers for
the unexpected appearance of Fanny in Joseph’s life.20 The turn in the
action that shed new light on Joseph’s behaviour towards Lady Booby
was so abrupt that it was felt to be a reflection of a fundamental change
in the plan and general character of the novel.2! At that time the principle
might still have been an afterthought, but in the progress of Fielding’s work
as a novelist it was employed more and more often in the construction of
his novels, and in Amelia it allowed the author to introduce hardly enough
incidents on the scene at the time of their occurrence to maintain the
reader’s interest.

The revelation of a fact whose existence was long before known
to the hero but was not suspected by the reader is a not infrequent means
used by Fielding for the development of the story in his novels. It may
be found, in fairly analogous circumstances, at the beginning not only of
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Joseph Andrews, but also of Tom Jones. In Joseph Andrews the titular
hero is shown to have rejected the advances of Lady Booby because he had
been long enamoured of Fanny Goodwill, and in Tom Jones Tom does not
display any signs of deep affection towards Sophia in response to the mani-
festations of her emotions as he is the lover of Molly Seagrim at that time.
The relation between Joseph and Lady Booby in the first novel is parallel
to the scenes between Richardson’s Pamela and Mr. B., which the author
postulates to be present in the background of the reader’s mind and which
he exposes to scathing parody by assigning the role of the seducer to
a woman and that of the virtuous virgin to a man. In Tom Jones the author
induces his readers to expect a romance, in which the young couple, un-
equal in birth and fortune, will achieve happiness after they have sur-
mounted all sorts of obstacles. He actually employs the formula, but fills
it, as he claims in the introductory chapter of the fourth book, with truth
instead of monstrosities, with a new scale of values in which fidelity, the
supreme virtue of romances, is relegated to a subordinate position and its
place is occupied by good nature.

) The appearance of Sophia in Tom’s life in the early books of Tom
Jones clearly illustrates the manner in which Fielding produced expectation
in the reader in order to thwart it by the subsequent incident. The idea
of unfulfilled expectation was so favoured by the author that it was
sometimes employed for purely formal purposes. When Mrs. Bennet?
warned her father against his second marriage and revealed the character
of her future step-mother, she was promised an enquiry into the matter,
only to learn, in the first sentence of the next chapter, of his marriage on
the following morning. The broken promise, superfluous for the delineation
of her father’s character, was introduced by the author chiefly as a bridge
between two chapters. Another piece of erroneous anticipation in the reader
is produced by Amelia’s urgent and mysteriously worded letter to Dr. Har-
rison? at the end of the ninth book of Amelia. Having provided that
part of his novel with an appropriate conclusion, as enigmatic and un-
expected as the final incidents of the three preceding books, the author
quietly pricked the bubble in the following chapter by revealing that
all this ado was about a ticket for a masquerade.

The element of surprise and of frustrated expectation was also
employed in the structure of Fielding’s novels for the description of
separate and simultaneous adventures of two or more protagonists. If the
author developed the story along several parallel lines, he frequently
refrained from the description of events in the succession in which they
had actually happened. He preferred first to display the critical moments
of the story and then account for their details by going back in time and
narrating the incidents which led to the crucial events. In this way he
reversed not only the normal order of motive and action, as he did in other
surprising revelations, but also the time sequence of events in the novel.
In the central part of Tom Jones and in the whole of Amelia the author
applied the formula of incidents followed by long explanations almost to
every major crisis, with the exception of the final discovery. Of all the
persons that appeared at Upton during and after the fatal night, only the
hero, his companion, and Mrs. Waters were expected to be there, while
the arrival of Sophia and her maid, her father, Mr. Fitzpatrick, and his
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wife had to be accounted for either in long retrospections or in an inter-
polated narrative. Another major intrigue, the infamous scheme of Lord
Fellamar and the timely arrival of Squire Western, is introduced by the
visit of Mrs. Honour at Tom’s lodgings and by her account of the results
of the crisis. The reader is subsequently acquainted with what happened
at the house of Lady Bellaston, and only then learns of the consequences
of Mrs. Fitzpatrick’s decision to restore Sophia to her father, taken by
the niece of Aunt Western twenty chapters before. Similarly, the two
imprisonments of Booth, in Amelia, are first presented to the reader in an
account of Sergeant Atkinson and in Booth’s letter and then are followed
by their explanation in chapters which go back in time. The same pattern
is applied to many minor incidents in the novels, the first of these being
the story of Betty the chambermaid in Joseph Andrews.

The explanation of incidents after the crisis has already been solved
was adopted in Amelia even for the interpolated narratives (Booth's
account of the appearance of Amelia’s mother at the house of Amelia’s
nurse and of the subsequent reconciliation of the old lady with her
daughter). At the time of the composition of the last novel it had become
a standard method of telling the story, irrespective of whether the narrator
was the author himself or one of his characters.

The belated disclosure of facts by the author and the instances of
unfulfilled expectation or denial of explanation in Fielding’s novels are
essentially undramatic means of the presentation of a story, even if the
plot revealed before ‘the reader is exactly analogous to a plot of a play.
As a considerable part of the action is transferred into explanations, the
flow of time in the novels is characterized by many retrospections, which
are utterly impossible in a drama. Tom Jones is the only novel of Fielding,
in which, chiefly in the last books, the story runs on several progressively
parallel lines, intersecting in many meetings of the protagonists, without
the introduction of new incidents as an explanation of events already
described. As in Fielding’s dramas, the continuous flow of time in the
final days of action must be laboriously reconstructed, instead of being
one of the unifying principles. The blurred picture of the sequence of days
in the last books of the most perfect novel of Henry Fielding is not “a partial
reversion from the dramatic to the epic manner with which he began Tom
Jones”2 but just the opposite, a shift from the epic method, characterized
in the author’s conception by the continuous flow of time, to the dramatic
combination of incidents condensed by the nature of action into the frame-
work of a few days.

The story of Amelia is also developed along several lines, but successive
scenes hinging upon different characters are almost exclusively restricted
to retrospective explanations of motives. To a greater degree than in the
two preceding novels, the story develops in sudden turns which demand
extensive clarification in the following chapters, while in some places it
is a mere framework for long digressions filled with the protagonists’ biog-
raphies, mostly irrelevant to the principal action. As the main purpose
in life of the hero and heroine, who are almost constantly present in the
focus of the narration, seems to be limited to averting the ever-impending
danger, often unsuspected up to the last moment, a considerable proportion
of decisions and actions takes place behind the scenes. For this reason, the
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critical moments, for which the reader is totally unprepared, must be
supplemented by extensive retrospections.’

The presentation of the story in the last novel through a series of
discoveries, of vague promises of future action, which are either dis-
appointed or fulfilled many chapters later, and of unprepared turns of
events, supplemented by retrospective explanations, gradually replaced
the straightforward narrative known to the author from Cervantes and
from the writers of picaresque novels, and illustrated most conspicuously
in Joseph Andrews. The first novel of the author, primarily a tale of
adventures on the road, a satire on the greed, lust and vanity of con-
temporary men and women, is still a narrative almost devoid of gaps in
the action and of simultaneous scenes. Reflecting the structure of the novel
to which it refers in its subtitle (Written in Imitation of the Manner of
Cervantes, Author of “Don Quixote”), Joseph Andrews proceeds along
a series of mutually unconnected incidents, arranged in a simple succession
in time. The author, conforming to the ancient epic pattern, manifested
in Homer’s Odyssey, of only one action at the same time, begins a new
scene only after he has finished the preceding one. Incidents simultaneous
with other events are still, at least in a few cases, described by a character
in the novel instead of the omniscient narrator (the departure of Joseph
from the Tow-wouses, recounted to Adams at the next inn by the coach-
man who witnessed the scene), material antecedent to the final discovery
is related by the participants in the action (the life of Mr. Wilson, the
story of the pedlar and the confession of Gammer Andrews), and relatively
long periods in the lives of the leading characters are completely omitted
in order to avoid the description of simultaneous actions. (The reader leaves
Joseph at the Tow-wouses, learns of what happened to him from the
coachman’s account at the next alehouse, catches a glimpse of him before
the company resumed their journey, and meets him sitting by the fire
in the next inn. Two chapters later Joseph again disappears from the
narrative after he has put his head out of the coach in order to bring back
his learned friend into the highlight of the story, and emerges before the
eyes of the reader as late as the small hours of the following morning,
with no adventures worth relating, while Parson Adams has in the
meantime proceeded through six chapters of exciting events.) '

We have tried to show that the influence of the dramatic time-scheme
on the flow of time in the three novels was, with the exception of the last
part of Tom Jones, negligible. By introducing an ever-present narrator
into his novels Fielding acquired the freedom to accelerate the flow of
time in the description of action, slow it down for dialogues which reveal
the difference between the appearance and the inside of the characters,
and stop it altogether during his commentaries. He extended the formula
of the revelation of his static characters through several contrasting stages
to the action of his novels, developing them through unexpected turns
explained in numerous retrospections. Shifting the emphasis from action
to character he replaced the dramatic concentration of the plot into separate
scenes, linked by the nature of the action, by long continuous stretches of
the narrative centred round one hero and connected with one another by
exact time links.
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The title of Fielding’s first novel, The History of the Adventures of
Joseph Andrews and His Friend Mr. Abraham Adams, Written in Imitation
of the Manner of Cervantes, Author of “Don Quixrote”, points to other
sources of Fielding’s novels in addition to the drama and offers a more
adequate explanation of the continuity of time than its substitution for
the dramatic unity of time. Long before Fielding tried his hand at novels,
he was an ardent admirer of Cervantes, especially of his masterpiece, Don
Quizote. He attempted to transplant the novel into English soil as early
as during his studies at Leyden when he put his pen to a comedy centred
round the characters of the immortal Knight of the Rueful Countenance
and his equally famous squire Sancho Panza. His esteem for Cervantes,
manifested later by the introduction of the revised Don Quixote in England
on the stage and by the subtitle to Joseph Andrews, abated during the
composition of Amelia, but at that time some of the structural principles
which he had derived from the work of Cervantes were firmly rooted in
his literary method.

If we restrict the analysis of Fielding’s dependence on Cervantes to
the problem of the time-scheme in the novels, we become immediately.
aware of some striking parallels between Joseph Andrews and Don Quixote.
Cervantes, respecting the tradition of the writers of picaresque tales since
Lazarillo de Tormes .and Guzman d’Alfarache, related the incidents of
Quixete’s and Panza’s adventures as following one another in time and
connected through the persons of the two protagonists, and inserted long
pauses between the several expeditions of the knight. He followed the
practice of his predecessors who paid no attention to the external dating
of their stories or to correct information on the time of action and were
usually satisfied to connect the successive adventures of their hero by
references to pauses of unspecified duration. The only indications which
elucidated the relative timing of events of the picaresque tales with greater
exactness were the remarks on the part of the day in which incidents took
place. They were, however, chiefly confined to one unified piece of action,
while the connecting links between incidents, links which were without
any importance for the action, were left undefined in time.

Cervantes complicated the pattern by omitting allusions to the duration
of pauses almost completely. In his acoount the adventures of Don Quixote
seemed immediately to follow one another without any gaps in the action
during the second expedition and with definite short intervals of inactivity
in the second part of the book. By this linking of events the author actually
put the story on a day-by-day basis"without being aware of it. As he also
inserted casual references to the duration of the expedition into the
utterances of his characters, he produced many inconsistencies between
the flow of time indicated in the speeches of the protagonists and the
number of days described or mentioned by the author.

Fielding accepted the method of the first part of Don Quixote for
Joseph Andrews almost withoul any changes. He limited the actual action
in the Richardsonian part of his novel to one day, put his story on a day-
by-day basis as soon as he dispatched Joseph from the home of Lady Booby,
and observed the formula even in the final section, after the travellers had
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arrived at the place of their destination. He modified the Cervantesque
pattern only by reducing the pauses in action, by allowing his hero four
days to recover from his injuries and meet with his future companion on
the journey instead of a whole fortnight as in Cervantes, and three days
to return to his new home instead of six.

Although Fielding paid greater attention to the particulars of the story
than did his avowed model, he copied Don Quixote in such minute detail
that he also introduced into the utterances of his characters two allusions
to the duration of action, both of them unintentionally incorrect. The second
allusion, uttered by Lady Booby, forms a conspicuous parallel to the refer-
ences to the length of the action in Don Quixote, inserted into the mouth of
Sancho Panza. (Although only two days and nights were described, Sancho
speaks of having been in the service of Don Quixote for not yet a month;?
and at the end of the second expedition, which could be confined within a
month, he refers to the duration of their journey as eight months.26) Like
his Spanish predecessor, Fielding arbitrarily restricted the duration of his
novel to a certain period without being aware that the definite links
between the time of successive incidents determine the total volume of
time with absolute accuracy.

The exact time links between the incidents of Joseph Andrews,
confined to the narration of the auther, constitute the principal difference
between the handling of time in the novel of Cervantes and the work of
the English novelist. Cervantes advances the story in-time by allusions to
time in the utterances of characters, in the dating of letters or in the
remarks of the narrator, all of which are intended to complement each
other, but — in the total absence of any references to the days or nights
which intervened between two or more events in one chapter — are in fact
contradictory. The time-setting of Don Quixote, inserted in the utterances
of the two protagonists, is an accidental part of the structure, bearing no
relation to the separate incidents, so that it could have been added to the
work even after the story had been finished. Fielding, assigning most of
the events to a definite part of the day or even to a definite hour, provided
such firm links between the various parts of the story that he excluded
all possibilities of inserting an undefined number of days between any
two incidents in his novel. He transmuted the potential pattern of days,
inherent in Cervantes’s novel but contradicted by the superimposed
references- to the flow of time, into a virtual succession in which the flow
of time was maintained by unified pieces of action connected in time by
exact references to the duration of pauses. Having learned the formula
of the continuity. of time during the construction of Joseph Andrews,
Fielding applied it to the adventures on the road in Tom Jones and to the
subsequent stay of the hero in London, and, although less consistently, to
the action of Amelia.

Ethel M. Thornbury, discussing the epic. elements in Joseph Andrews, draws
attention. to the fact that Cervantes “gives us an elaborate discussion between Don
Quixote and Sancho Panza about the matter of time taken for the adventures to prove
that the unity of time has been observed”.?’” She alludes to the twenty-eighth chapter
of the second part of Don Quixote, in which Cervantes makes Quixote refer to.the
duration of his previous expeditions as “hardly two months” instead of eight months
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which he inserted into the speech of Sancho at the end of the first part. By this
t'ievice, characteristic for his handling of time, Cervantes complies with the
requirement that the action of an epic work should be confined to the period of one
year, although he appends a new long chain of adventures to a story which he
regarded as complete when he finished it ten years before.

The idea of the epic unity of time, to which Cervantes tried to conform in his
novel, is a product of the critical thinking of the Italian Renaissance. J. E. Spingarn,®
following the development of the three unities in literary criticism of that period,
showed that the Italian critics of that era limited the time required for dramatic
action to twenty-four or even twelve hours, mainly because they strived after an
absolutely perfect illusion of reality in the presentation of a dramatic plot. From
this standpoint they interpreted the Aristotelian analysis of the practice of con-
temporary Greek drama, which confined its action to one day or slightly over that
limit, as a principle inherent in the character of dramatic action., Some of them
argued for the restriction of the time of action even to twelve hours, because they
believed that dramatic action should be single and continuous, uninterrupted by
a night, and even of the same duration as its performance on the stage, or else it
would be incredible. The Aristotelian argument for the limits imposed on the dramatic
action (that the length of the action should be restricted to what could be retained
by the spectator’s memory at one stretch of time) was replaced by the requirement
of the closest correspondence between reality and its scenic representation.

The principle of maximum verisimilitude in the representation of a play, which
was also responsible for the unity of place, another innovation on Aristotle, gave rise
to the normative restriction of the dramatic action to one day. An analogous limit
was sought for the duration of action in epic poetry in the practice of Homer and
other ancient epic writers, and was mostly found in the period of one year. As it,
however, openly contradicted the statement of Aristotle that epic poetry differs from
tragedy “in its length — which is due to its action having no fixed limits of time”,?®
and as it could impart no illusion of reality to the narration of an epic poet, it was
not universally accepted. Nevertheless, as one of the rules which were established by
the Renaissance theory of literature, it was complied with by writers who either
strived to attain the epic character in their work or who wanted to avoid attacks
of dogmatic critics. The congestion of the plot into one year was thus totally absent
from the picaresque novels, which did not appeal to the epic theory for the justifica-
tion of their structure, but appeared in such different works as Don Quixote, Ibrahim
by Madeleine de Scudéry® and, with the exception of the first part of Tom Jones,
the novels of Fielding.

As a novelist, Fielding often claimed the ancient epic poetry to be the
model of his work. He appealed to the literary jurisdiction of the author
of Iliad and Odyssey as early as in the preface to Joseph Andrews, where
he formulated the theory of a new literary kind derived from the Homeric
poems and denoted as “comic prose epic”’, and as late as in the defense of
Amelia, in The Covent-Garden Journal,3! in which he claimed to have
observed, with meticulous care, the rules of good writing established by
Homer and Virgil. The structure of epic poetry, which he tried to imitate,
was also reflected in the handling of time in his novels; it was the other
source of the continuity of time besides the Cervantesque formula of the
day-by-day progress of the adventures on the road.

The restriction of the time of action in Fielding’s novels to a few weeks
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or months (i. e. the observance of the epic unity of time) was derived from
the uninterrupted flow of time founded on the practice of Homer, one of
“those great judges whose vast strength of genius hath placed them in the
light of legislators, in the several sciences over which they presided”,*
modified by the influence of Cervantes, rather than imposed by the author
on his works in order to comply with the requirements of critics. Unlike
the critics who analyzed the time-schemes of the classical epic only to find
and establish the arbitrary limits of the duration of action, limits analogous
to the dramatic concentration of the plot within one day, Fielding was
chiefly interested in the absence of gaps in the narrative. In Joseph
Andrews, in which he learned the technique of the day-by-day development
of the story, he inserted, under the influence of Cervantes, an allusion to
the total volume of time occupied by the action, but even in this reference
he restricted the duration of the plot to a Homeric period of forty-seven
days. In the composition of Tom Jones Fielding was undoubtedly aware that
Le Bossu had proclaimed the epic unity of time only an optional feature
of the epic, and yet he thought it necessary to defend the gaps in the
narrative by the innovatory character of his novel instead of the authority
of the French critic, because he considered the time-scheme in the first
part of the novel mainly as a deviation from the ancient rules observed
in the Iliad and Odyssey. Similarly, in all of Fielding’s plays the time of
action is restricted to twelve, twenty-four or thirty-six hours, and the place
is confined to one town, chiefly because the author imitated the practice
of most of his predecessors and contemporaries on the English stage, and
also the Greek drama referred to by Aristotle as limited to something near
the period of one day.

The different attitude adopted by the author towards contemporary
critics and his literary models explains the apparent discrepancy between
his critical invectives against the unities and their observance in his dramas
and novels (except for the first six. books of Tom Jones). Fielding was
always violently opposed to the requirement of the greatest possible
correspondence between the flow of time in dramas and novels and in
reality, the requirement which was still the principal argument for the
unity of time in his age. In the first part of Tom Jones, in which he was
constantly returning to the problem of the flow of time in order to account
for its disrupted character, he proclaimed the discord between the time
in reality and in its representation as his principle:

“My reader then is not to be surprised, if, in the course of this work, he shall
find some chapters very short, and others altogether as long; some that contain only
the time of a single day, and others that comprise years; in a word, if my history
sometimes seems to stand still, and sometimes to fly. For all which I shall not look
on myself as accountable to any court of critical jurisdiction whatever: for as I am,
in reality, the founder of a new province of writing, so I am at liberty to make what
laws I please therein,”3

He applied the same standard to the dramatic unity in the article on
William Mason’s Elfrida, a Dramatic Poem, Written on the Model of the
Ancient Greek Tragedy, an article which he published in the sixty-second
number of The Covent-Garden Journal under the signature of “Tragi-
comicus”. The presence of the “continued chorus” on the stage and the
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strict observance of the three unities in the play under review were
severely attacked by the novelisi, an admirer of Shakespeare, who could
not leave without reply the censures of his favourite Elizabethan in the
five introductory letters to Mason’s work.

The next step from the condemnation of the identity of time in drama
and reality was the denunciation of the unity of time as confining the
action strictly to twenty-four hours. In his attack on critics, in Tom Jones,
Fielding asked with a touch of irony:

“Whoever demanded the reasons of that nice unity of time or place which is
now established to be so essential to dramatic poetry? What critic hath been ever
asked, why a play may not contain two days as well as one?"3%

In the same essay he bitterly inveighed against the unities, among
many other neo-classical “rules”, for still another reason than the lack
of authority: '

“ ..many rules for good writing have been established, which have not the
least foundation in truth or nature;. and which commonly serve for no other purpose
than to curb and restrain genius, in the same manner as it should have restrained the
dancing-master, had the many excellent treatises on that art laid it down as an
essential rule that every man must dance in chains.”%

The last two of the three main arguments of Fielding against the unity
of time, i. e. the absence of any authority which he would have recognized
as competent to demand its observation, the contrary practice of authors,
such as -Shakespeare, whom he held in high esteem, and the restraint
impased by it on the creative mind appeared already in The Universal
Register for the Year 1736. In this dramatic satire, modelled on
Buckingham’s Rehearsal, he strictly observed the parallelism of the time
of action and its performance in the principal play, but moved his action
freely in time in the play-within-play. In order to explain this freedom,
he put the following discussion into the mouths of his characters: -

“SOURWIT. Then, I must tell you, sir, I am a little staggered at the name of
your piece; doubtless, sir, you know the rules of writing, and I can’t guess how you
can bring the actions of a whole year into the circumference of four and twenty
hours. -~

MEDLEY. Sir, I have several answers to make to your objection; in the first
place, my piece is not of a nature confined to any rules, as being avowedly irregular,
but if it was otherwise, I think I could quote you precedents of plays that neglect
them; besides, sir, if I comprise the whole actions of the year in half an hour, will
you blame me, or those who have done so little in that time? My Register is not to
be filled like those of vulgar news-writers, with trash for want of news; and,
therefore, if I say little or nothing, you may thank those who have done little or
nothing.”38

And again:
“MEDLEY. Ay, sir, 1 inténd to have every thing new. I had rather be the author
of my own dulness, than the publisher of other man’s wit; ...”¥

The principal reason why Fielding discarded the dramatic unity of time
in the play-within-play must be sought in the idea behind the piece. The
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government and the imperfections of the age are mercilessly exposed to
ridicule in a succession of episodes, each of them directed against a different
vice and employing a different cast of players. The key to the allegory is
provided in the title of the play, a history of contemporary manners, chiefly
of the upper classes of contemporary English society. The vices of their
members are presented in separate scenes connected by the principal play,
which performs the role of the future commentaries of the novelist. The
unity of time in such a play would be as absurd as the congestion of the
adventures of a picaresque or quixotic hero within the period of {wenty-
four hours.

The lesson which Fielding learned in Pasquin and The Universal
Register (two of his most successful dramatic works) was not lost upon
him. In the first part of Tom Jones he did not even hesitate to abandon
the practice of Homer, whose Iliad and Odyssey were reduced by his
favourite French critic ‘'Le Bossu to forty-seven and fifty-eight days
respectively, for the biographical pattern which he learned in Jonathan
Wild and which excellently suited the purposes of his complicated plot and
his method of the gradual unveiling of characters through contrasting
stages. The justification of his disregard for the continuity of time, which
he inserted in the introductory chapters to the second and third book of
Tom Jones, reaffirms almost verbally the arguments of The Historical
Register:

“Though we have properly enough entitled this our work, a history, and not
a life; nor an apology for a life, as is more in fashion; yet we intend in it rather to
pursue the method of those writers, who profess to disclose the revolutions of
countries, than to imitate the painful and voluminous historian, who, to preserve
the regularity of his series, thiriks himself obliged to fill up as much paper with
the detail of months and years in which nothing remarkable happened, as he employs
upon those notable eras when the greatest scenes have been transacted on the human
stage.

~Such histories as these do, in reality, very much resemble a newspaper, which
consists of just the same number of words, whether there be any news in it or not. ..

Now it is our purpose, in the ensuing pages, to pursue a contrary method. When
any extraordinary scene presents itself (as we trust will often be the case), we shall
spare no pains nor paper to open it at large to our reader; but if whole years would
pass without producing any thing worthy his notice, we shall not be afraid of a chasm
in our history; but shall hasten on to matters of consequence, and leave such periods
of time totally unobserved.”3.

In the development of the complicated and proportionate story of Tom
Jones Fielding recognized the danger of the rigid application of the “epic”
handling of time (synonymous for him with the Homeric formula) on
unsuitable material, discarded, at least partly, the principle of continuity,
substituted for it a network of gaps which moved the action forward in
time, and combined the incidents into the central- plot without any
subsidiary connection by the time of their occurrence. This disregard for
both the restrictive rules of contemporary critics and his own principle
was, however, confined to the first part of his most elaborate novel. In the
rest of the book and in his two other novels Fielding adopted the
continuous flow of time as an inherent feature of the epic structure which
he strived to imitate in his work.
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VYTAH
POZNAMKY K UPLYVANI CASU V ROMANECH
HENRYHO FIELDINGA

Ve svych poznamkach vych&dzi autor ze zjisténi, Zze ve viech tfech roménech
Henryho Fieldinga (s vyjimkou prvnich Sesti knih Toma Jonese) lze sestavit viechny
episody do presného chronologického sledu a stanovit pofet dni, které uplynuly mezi
kterymikoli dvéma udalostmi v dé&ji. Ve svém zkoumani podstaty tohoto jevu vychazi
z kritiky jeho dosavadnich interpretaci autorovou snahou o podrobné zasazen{ pii-
b&hu do uréitého historického ¢asového tseku, vlivem dramatické soustfedénosti déje
a dramatické jednoty €asu nebo vlivem teorie epiky, zvlasté tzv. epické jednoty &asu.

Srovnanim é&etnych nardzek na uplyvani ¢asu a na historické udalosti odhaluje
autor vice rozpord v ¢éasovém plianu roméni, neZ bylo dosud znamo. Z povahy téchto
technickych chyb vyplyva, Ze dusledné a jednozna¢né &asové urleni ka?dé episody
ma predevSim za kol vytvorit ¢asovou kontinuitu celého romanu. Historické jevy,
které je moZno jednoznacéné datovat, uvadi Fielding do svych dél jen proto, aby ijimi
dokreslil obraz soudobé anglické spoleénosti, tj. jako pfedmét spolefenské kritiky,
nikoli jako prostfedek k presné ¢asové lokalisaci déje. Jak ukazuji zAdvaZné nesrov-
nalosti, Fielding si nebyl védom toho, Ze svymi zminkami o skutednych postavich
a udalostech a €asovym navazovanim novych episod na predchozi d&j umozZfiuje da-
tovan{ kazdého dne popsaného v jeho romaéanech.

Zv14asté nazorny priklad Fieldingovy snahy spojovat episody v souvisly &asovy
Fetézec nezavisle na kalendafnf posloupnosti dni vidi autor v nedostateéném poétu
nedéli a svatkt. Ned&le se ve Fieldingovych roménech neopakuji kazdych sedm dni,
ale vyskytuijil se jen tehdy, kdyZ si jejich pfitomnost vyZaduje povaha popisovaného
d&je (ohlasky v Josefu Andrewsovi nebo Boothovy vychazky v Amelii).

V druhé é&4sti svych poznamek odmita autor nézor, Ze ¢asovd kontinuita Fiel-
dingovych romant je dusledkem dramatického sepét{ d&je. V divadelnich hrich Fiel-
ding rozviji v§echny zépletky pred divikem a jde vidy se scénou za postavou, kteri
nejvice posouva déj kupredu kdeZto v romanech postupné prenasi nejdilezitéjsl uda-
losti mimo ¢tendfovo zorné pole a Fadi vedle sebe vyjevy soustfedéné kolem jedné
postavy bez zfejmé v¥znamové souvislosti, pouze v Easovém sledu. Teprve kritické
okamziky dé&je objasnuji smysl mmulvch udalosti, ale samy zase ¢asto vyZadujl
obsdhlého vysvétleni liéenim toho, co se v pfedchozich kapitolach odehravalo za
scénou. Pred &tenédfem, stejné jako pfed hrdinou roménu, probiha déj v piekvapivych
zvratech, jen né&kdy pfipravenych nejasnymi nardZkami. JestliZe Fielding rozvij{
romédn v nékolika dé&jovych liniich, sleduje zpravidla pfihody jedné postavy aZz ke
kritickému bodu a na né&j retrospektivné navazuje uddlosti v soubé&Znych liniich
(setkani postav v Uptonu nebo zichrana Sofie pfed lordem Fellamarem v Tomu Jo-
nesovi). Ve Fieldingovych dramatech jsou tedy vyjevy spojeny soustfedénim na déj,
kdezto v romanech hlavni postavou a €asovym sledem a aZ dodate&né& svym obsahem.

V poslednim oddilu autor fe$i vztah ¢asové kontinuity Fieldingovych romani
a epické jednoty &asu, kterd omezuje déj epického dila na udobi jednoho roku. Zjis-
fuje predevdim, Ze nepfetrzity sled dni u Fieldinga byl ovlivnén éasovym planem
Cervantesova Dona Quijota, zvla§té jeho prvni éasti. Cervantes posouva sviij roman
v éase jednak stfidanim dne a noci, jednak naraZkami na uplyvan{ ¢asu, kterymi
omezuje trvan{ déJe na necely rok. Mezi obéma zplsoby jsou ¢&etné nesrovnalosti.
Fielding v popise dobrodruzstvi na cestich rovnéz sleduje putovani svych
hrdinu den za dnem, av$ak odkazy na celkové trvani romanu vypousti. Casové tdaje
maji v jeho pracich za kol spojovat episody, nikoli zasadit d&j do predem stanove-
ného ¢asového useku.

Opravnén{ pro novatorsky raz svych romanu vidi Fielding v antickém eposu,
zvl4st&€ v basnich Homérovych. Ve snaze o epicky charakter svych praci podiizuje
proto dé&j homérskému sledu dnf, nikoli- viak pozadavku epické jednoty ¢asu, vznase-
nému soudobou kritikou. Jako romanopisec Fielding ostfe 1ito¢{ na klasicistickou jed-
notu ¢éasu v dramatech, z niZz byl vyvozen jeji epicky prot&j$ek. Rovné&Z v prvni ¢asti
Toma Jonese, v niZ zaméfiuje nepretrzity sled dni za Zivotopisné rozvijeni dé&je, kte-
rému se naudil v Jonathanu Wildovi, pokladd romanopisec za nutné hajit existenci
mezer ve vyprévém spiSe nez prekroéeni ¢asového limitu. Z toho autor vyvozuje, ze
¢asova kontinuita Je stavebni princip, ktery neni moZno ztotoZnit s epickou jednotou
¢asu definovanou jeh jako omezeni délky d&je, ale ktery Fielding rovnéZ poklada za
nutny rys epického dila.
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PE3IOME

3AMEYAHHSA OTHOCUTEIbHO NPOTEKAHUSA
BPEMEHHU BPOMAHAX TEHPU PUJIBIJUHTA

ABTOp HCXOJUT B CBOMX SaMEUaHMAX H3 MOJOXKEHHMA, UTO BO Bcex Tpex pomaHax [enpm
DuabauHra (sa KCKJAOUEHHMEM IEPBHIX IOECTH TOMOB npomaBefeHus ,Tom Jxonc") ymaerca
COCT2BUTh K3 BCEX SNH30J0B TOYHYI0 XPOHOJOIMYECKYI BEPEHMUY; YNaeTCA YCTAHOBHUTL U YHUCIO
JZIHeH, KOTOPhle MPOLLIM B TeYeHUE INPOMEKYTKa BPEMEHM MeKIy JI6LIMH IXBYMR COOGBITHMAMU,
BXOAAIWMMM B cOCTaB JHedicTBuA. [Ipm mccnenoBaHMU CYUJHOCTH STOTO ABJEHMA ABTOP HCXOLUT
M3 KDMTHUKH CyImeCTBYOIUMX IO CMX NOP MHTEpHpeTralyil, o0bACHAKIIAX NpPOTEKaHHWe BpeMeHH
CTPEMIEHHMEM IIMCATEAA MACTAalbHO IPHYDOMHTh IPOUCIIECTBME K MCTOPUYECKH OIPENeseHHOMY
OpOMEKYTKy BPEMEHH, BAMAHMNEM JPaMaTHHECKOHA COCPENOTOICHHOCTH NEHCTBMA U NPaMaTUYECKOro
€IMHCTBA BPEMEHM MJM BJIMAHMEM TEOPMM BMUKH, OCOGEHHO T. Ha3. 3NUYECKOr0 €IMHCTBA BpE-
MeHMN. '

B peayabTaTe conocrapJieHMA MHOTOYHCIEHHBIX HaMeKOB Ha IIPOTEKaHHe BpeMEHN H Ha
HCTOPUMECKME COBBLITUA aBTOp pacKpeiBaeT 6o0JibiDe KOJM4ECTBO PACXOKAEHUHE BO BpPeMEHHOM
nJjaHe POMaHOB, Y€M paHbiue GbIIO M3BecTHO. M3 xapakrepa Taklix TeXHHM4eCKMX OMMGOK BhITE-
Kaer, 4TO 3alaueil NOCIeJOBaTeNbHOr0 ¥ ONHO3HAYalero ompeiejJeHUS BCAKOIO 9MH300a OTHO-
CHUTEJIBHO BPEMEHM ABJIAETCA NpEXNE BCETO CO3NAaHHE HENLEPHIBHOCTH BPEMEHM IEIICTBMA LeJOoro
pomaHa. flenenus, npoucxopAuiue B onpeleNeHHEIH McTOpUICCKHIl NMepuoxn, Puapaunr BrIwuaer
B CBOH MPOM3BENEHHMA TQABKO C ILENBI0O NOPHCOBATE C HMX NOMOIGI K3aPTHHY COBPEMEHHOrO
anramiickoro obumjecrsa, T. 'e. B KauecTBe NpeaMera OOMIECTBEHHON KDUTHKMA M He B KauecTBe
CpeNCTBA TOUHOH BPEMEHHOH JoKanusauuu Jeiictsusa. OuapiuHr, Kax 06 3TOM CBUIETENbCTRYIOT
cepbe3HEIE Da3HOTJIACKA, He NaBal cefe OT4ETa O TOM, YTO ONArofapA €ro 3aMETKaM OTHOCUTENbLHO
IeACTBUTENbHEIX JMUI M COOBLITHI M IyTeM BPeMEHHOrO NPHCOENMHEHHMA HOBEIX 3MM3ONOB C Npel-
LeCTBYIORIMM NElCTBMEM OH JaBaj BO3IMOXKHOCTh HAaTHPOBKHM Ka)KIOTO ONMCAHHOTO B €ro po-
MaHax Nif.

Ocoferno HaraaAHbLi npumep cTpeMieHHa PUALIMHTA K COSLMHEHKIO MUI0IOB B CBA3-
HYI0 BPEMEEHYK BEpEHMIy He3aBHCHMO OT IIOCHeJOBaTeJLHOCTM IHeH I0 KaJeHZapio aBTOp
BHUIUT B HENOCTAaTOYHOM 4McJe BOCKPECEHMH M Npa3dHHMKOB. Bockpecenns B pomanax Puxs-
IMHIa He NMOBTOPAIOTCA Kahle CEMb IHeH, HO OHU MOABAAKITCA TOJABKO TOrNA, KOIAa MX HANH-
uua TpeSyeT xapaKkTep OIMCHIBAEMOTO IeicTBMA (orsiameHue B npomsvemenun ,Ixosed SDumpioc'
unu nporynkz Byra » xmure ,Omunua‘'). '

Bo BTOpO# yacTM cBOMX 3aMedaHHH aBTOp OTKa3HIBAETCH OT BATJALA, YTO HENPepPbIBHOCTH
BpeMeny B poMaHax PuAbAuHra npeacrasaseT codoii pe3yabTaT APaMaTU4ECKOro COYCTAHMA Nei-
crBuA. PUasAUHT pa3BepTHIBAET B CBOMX MBbECAX BCE 3ABAIKH Mepell 3PUTENEM M CONPOBOMKAAET
CIeHO TO ua HelcTBYOIfUX JML, KoTopoe Gosbloe -BCErO IPOXBUraeT IeHCTBHME BIEpel, Mexiy
TeM KaK B POMaHax OH IIOCTENEHHO NEePeHOCUT BaXCHeHIle cOOEITMA BHEe IOJAA 3PEHUA YUTATENH
M CTaPHT DPANOM CUEHB, COCPEIOTOYEHHEHIe BOKPYr OXHOTO JEiCTBylomjero auua 6es cRA3M, 4YTO
KacaeTci 3ladeHMe, a TOJBKO BO BPEMEHHON TocjaenoBarenbHOCTA. TONbLKO KpuUTHYeCKHe MO-
MEHTHl JeHCTBMA pACKPHIBAIOT CMEICH NPOMCIIEAIINX COOBITHM, Tpe6yA, ONHAKO, B CBOIO OYeLenb,
4acTo OOWMPHOro MOACHEHHMA HNYTEM ONMCAaHMA TOTO, YTO B IpPEJINECTBYIONIMX CJAaBaX [POMCXO-
Iuno BHe cuensl. Ilepen uurateneM, mMono6HO XaK M Mepel repoeM poMaHa, MPOMCXONMT HeicTBue
B HEOKMIAHHLIX [MOBOPOTaX, MOATOTOBJEHHEIX TOJBLKO MHOTLA IIPA NOMOIMH HEACHHIX HaMEKOB.
Pa3apuBas poMaH HECKONLKHMM CIOKETHHIMM JMHUAMM, PUABZUHT CIENUT 33 NPUKJIOUEHHAMYU
OINHOro M3 JAEHCTBYWINAX JHUI B0 KPHUTHYECKOro MoMeHTa. VIM OH peTpocneKTHBHO mOJb3yercs
B Ka4ecTBeé MCXONHOrO NMyHKTa COOHITHI, KOTODHE OH CTaBHT B NapajgJenbHbX JUHHAX (BCTpeda
Ieiicrylomux aui B Anrone miam cmaceHue Codunm or nopra Pennamapa B npousseneHun ,,Tom
Ixorc"). B npamax OuasAuHra CUeHbl COSLMHEHbl TaKUM O6pa3cM NPU NOMOUIU COCPENOTOYCHEA
BHHMMAaHNA Ha NefCTBHE, MEXLy YeM KaK B e€r0 POMaHax STO OCYMeCTBRAeTca Giaromaps rias-
HOMy JAMUY M TOCJEAOBATENbHOCTH BO BPeMEHH, U TOJBKO H06aBOYHO 6Oiaromaps colepKaHUIO.

B nocnenmeir uyacTE aBTOp oOf6pamjaeT BHHMaHWe Ha B3aMMOOTHOLIEHMEe HeNpepbiBHOCTH
BpeMeHM B poMaHax PHILIMHI3 H 3IMIECKOr0 €IMHCTBA BPeMeHH. Biaromapsa mociemHeMy neii-
CTBHE 3MNUECKOTrO NPOMIBEACHUA OrPaHMYMBAETCA NPOMEXYTKOM BpPEMEHM ONHOro rofa. ABTOPOM
npexae BCEro YCTAaHOBJEHO, YTO HENDEPHIBHAA IMOCJAENOBATENBHOCTh AHeX y Punwaumera nox-
BEpraiach BIMAHHUIO CO CTOPOHBL IIOCNENOBATENbHOCTH JIeHCTBMA BO BpeMeHu pomaHa ,Jlon
Kuxor Ceppanreca, a uMeHHO nepBoit ero uyacti. CeppaHTec 3aCTaBAAET CBOl POMaH MNpPONBH-
TaThCA BO BPEMEHM NyTeM 9YEPeJOBAHHA OHSA KM HOTIHM, C ONHOH CTOPOHE,, H HaMEKOB OTHOCHTENLHO
TNpOTeKaHUA BPEMEHM, IIOCPENCTBOM KOTODHIX IIPOJOJIKMTENHHOCT: MEHCTRUA OTPaHMYHDBAETCA
HEMOJAHBIM TONOM, C HPYroi cTopoHsl. Mexny ofoMMM npHeMaM¥ CyN[eCTBYIOT MHOTOYHCJEHHLIE
paasoraacusa. OnuchiBaa mnyTeBbie nNpukdiodeHnsn, PUABAUHI ONHOBPEMEHHO CHNELHMT 33 IO~
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XO)KAEHHAMIl CBOMX TeépoeB CO IHA Ha JEHb; OMHAKO, OT CChIIKM Ha OOMylo [IPONOJIKHTENbHOCTH
POMaHa OH OTKasnBaerca. 3ajadeli MAaHHBIX OTHOCHTEJbHO BPEMEHU B €r0 MPOMIBEDEHHUAX ABJA-
€TCA COeNMHEHMe BOHMI0J0B M HE NPUYPOICHNEe HCHCTBHA K 3apaHee YCTAHOBJIEGHHOMY IpoMe-
KYTKYy BpPEMEHH.

OG6GoCcHOBAaHHOCTh XIJIL HOBATOPCKOTO XapaKTepa poMaHoB PHABIMHT BAAMT B 8HTHUIHOM
snoce, a UMEHHo B NoaMax l'omepa. CrpeMacs Xk aMHYeCKOMy xapaKrepy ceoux pabor, Puas-
OMHT NOMIEHAET NOATOMy ACHCTBHME TOMEPOBCKOMy XOAy IHE, OTKa3snBadACh, ONHAKO, OT Tpebo-
BAHUA POMIECKOrO €AMHCTBA BPEMEHH, INpelLABJIAEMOro COBpeMeHHOH KpuTukol. Puabauur-
POMaHHUCT JKECTOKO HamafigeT Ha KJacCHYECKOE €NMHCTBO BpeMEeHHM B IpaMax, 113 KOTOpPOro Onua
BhIBEAGH €ro ®MMYeCKUA aHTUNOA. B mepsoii wacru npomssemewus , Tom JDxouc', B xoropoi
OH 3aMeHser HeNpepHIBHLIA XOI AHeii, MOJb3yACh GuorpadpuIecKUM pasBUTHEM AEHCTBUA, YCBOEH-
HbM B npoaspenedun ,Jxkonarar Yaiinen', poOMaRHCT CYHTAeT CBOMM NOJIOM Jy4Ile IaNIUDaTh
Ranmaue npofeneil B pacckase, YeM BHIXOX M3 PaMOK BpeMeHHOro auMiTta. Onupaace Ha npm-
BefleHHble $aKThl, aBTOP IIPUXOKUT K BEIBOAY, YTO HEOPEPHIBHOCTL BPEMEHU IpeicTaBiaer coboit
TMPEHUAN CTPYKTYPbl MPOMIBEACHAA. ITOT NPUHUMN HEAb3A OTOKIECTBHUTh € SMHYECKMM ENMH-
CTBOM BpPEMEHHM. €CJH MMEETCA B BHMAY €ro onpeleNieHHE TONbKO KaK OrPaHildeHNE MPONOJKUTEND-
Hoctm geitcrsma, Ho PuABAMAr cuuTaeT ero TakxKe HeOOXOZHMONH UEPTOM SIHMYECKOIO LPOM3-
BefeHUA.

Ilepepon: A. IlaBnuxk.



